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While national security activities, 
which range from planning for an 
influenza pandemic to Iraq 
reconstruction, require 
collaboration among multiple 
agencies, the mechanisms used for 
such activities may not provide the 
means for interagency 
collaboration needed to meet 
modern national security 
challenges. To assist the 111th 
Congress and the new 
administration in developing their 
oversight and management 
agendas, this report, which was 
performed under the Comptroller 
General’s authority, addresses 
actions needed to enhance 
interagency collaboration for 
national security activities: (1) the 
development and implementation 
of overarching, integrated 
strategies; (2) the creation of 
collaborative organizations; (3) the 
development of a well-trained 
workforce; and (4) the sharing and 
integration of national security 
information across agencies. This 
report is based largely on a body of 
GAO work issued since 2005. 


What GAO Recommends  


Since 2005, GAO has recommended 
that agencies incorporate desirable 
characteristics of national 
strategies, take actions to create 
collaborative organizations, 
address a wide range of human 
capital issues, and establish or 
clarify guidelines for sharing 
national security information. 
Agencies have taken some actions 
to enhance interagency 
collaboration, but much work 
remains. 


Based on prior work, GAO has found that agencies need to take the following 
actions to enhance interagency collaboration for national security: 
 


Develop and implement overarching strategies. Although some U.S. 
government agencies have developed or updated overarching strategies on 
national security issues, GAO has reported that in some cases, such as U.S. 
government efforts to improve the capacity of Iraq’s ministries to govern, U.S. 
efforts have been hindered by multiple agencies pursuing individual efforts 
without an overarching strategy. In particular, a strategy defining 
organizational roles and responsibilities and coordination mechanisms can 
help agencies clarify who will lead or participate in activities, organize their 
joint and individual efforts, and facilitate decision making. 
 
Create collaborative organizations. Organizational differences—including 
differences in agencies’ structures, planning processes, and funding sources—
can hinder interagency collaboration, potentially wasting scarce funds and 
limiting the effectiveness of federal efforts. For example, defense and national 
intelligence activities are funded through separate budgets. Disagreement 
about funding from each budget led to the initial operating capability date 
being pushed back 1 year for a new space radar system. Coordination 
mechanisms are not always formalized or not fully utilized, potentially limiting 
their effectiveness in enhancing interagency collaboration. 
 
Develop a well-trained workforce. Collaborative approaches to national 
security require a well-trained workforce with the skills and experience to 
integrate the government’s diverse capabilities and resources, but some 
federal government agencies lack the personnel capacity to fully participate in 
interagency activities. Some federal agencies have taken steps to improve 
their capacity to participate in interagency activities, but personnel shortages 
have impeded agencies’ ability to participate in these activities, such as efforts 
to integrate personnel from other federal government agencies into the 
Department of Defense’s (DOD) new U.S. Africa Command. Increased training 
opportunities and strategic workforce planning efforts could facilitate federal 
agencies’ ability to fully participate in interagency collaboration activities. 
 
Share and integrate national security information across agencies. 


Information is a crucial tool in national security and its timely dissemination is 
critical for maintaining national security. However, despite progress made in 
sharing terrorism-related information, agencies and private-sector partners do 
not always share relevant information with their national security partners 
due to a lack of clear guidelines for sharing information and security 
clearance issues. For example, GAO found that non-DOD personnel could not 
access some DOD planning documents or participate in planning sessions 
because they may not have had the proper security clearances. Additionally, 
incorporating information drawn from multiple sources poses challenges to 
managing and integrating that information. 


View GAO-09-904SP or key components. 
For more information, contact Janet St. 
Laurent at (202) 512-4300 or Jacquelyn 
Williams-Bridgers at (202) 512-3101. 
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United States Government Accountability Office


Washington, DC 20548 


  


September 25, 2009 


Congressional Committees 


As evidenced by the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, and other 
recent events, challenges to national security have expanded significantly 
from the traditional state-based threats of the Cold War era to include 
unconventional threats from nonstate actors. These new threats are 
diffuse and ambiguous and include terrorist threats from extremist groups, 
cyber attacks, drug trafficking, infectious diseases, and energy threats. 
They arise from multiple sources and—because their interrelated nature 
makes it difficult, if not impossible, for any single agency to effectively 
address them alone—they have required the U.S. government to enhance 
collaboration with interagency and international partners, among other 
actions.1 In addition to changes in national security threats, the agencies 
involved in addressing these threats also have evolved. Beyond the 
traditional agencies of the Departments of Defense (DOD) and State, and 
the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), other agencies 
involved in national security include the Departments of Homeland 
Security, Energy, Justice, the Treasury, Agriculture, and Commerce. While 
national security activities require collaboration among multiple agencies 
and often across federal, state, and local governments, the mechanisms 
used for national security activities—such as developing strategies, 
planning and executing missions, providing resources for those activities, 
and sharing information—are based on a framework established to meet 
threats posed by the Cold War and may not provide the means for 
interagency collaboration needed to meet modern national security 
challenges. 


In our prior work, we have identified situations in which the lack of 
interagency collaboration has hindered national security efforts. For 
example, we have previously reported and testified that since 2005, 
multiple U.S. agencies—including the State Department, USAID, and 


 
1For the purpose of this report we define “collaboration” as any joint activity by two or 
more organizations that is intended to produce more public value than could be produced 
when the organizations act alone. We use the term “collaboration” broadly to include 
interagency activities that others have variously defined as “cooperation,” “coordination,” 
“integration,” or “networking.” GAO, Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can 


Help Enhance and Sustain Collaboration among Federal Agencies, GAO-06-15 
(Washington, D.C.: Oct. 21, 2005). 
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DOD—led separate efforts to improve the capacity of Iraq’s ministries to 
govern, without overarching direction from a lead entity to integrate their 
efforts. We found that the lack of an overarching strategy contributed to 
U.S. efforts not meeting their goal of key Iraqi ministries having the 
capacity to effectively govern and assume increasing responsibility for 
operating, maintaining, and further investing in reconstruction projects.2 
Additionally, because of concerns about agencies’ ability to protect shared 
information or use that information properly, other agencies and private-
sector partners are sometimes hesitant to share information. For example, 
we reported that Department of Homeland Security officials expressed 
concerns about sharing terrorism-related information with state and local 
partners because such information had occasionally been posted on public 
Internet sites or otherwise compromised.3 


Congress has recently taken steps to strengthen interagency collaboration 
for national security issues. For example, in the fiscal year 2008 National 
Defense Authorization Act, Congress directed that the Secretary of 
Defense develop and submit to Congress a plan to improve and reform the 
department’s participation in and contribution to the interagency 
coordination process on national security issues.4 Similarly, in the fiscal 
year 2009 National Defense Authorization Act, Congress gave authority to 
the Secretaries of Defense and State and the Administrator of USAID to 
jointly establish an advisory panel to advise, review, and make 
recommendations on ways to improve coordination among the agencies 
on national security issues, including reviewing their respective roles and 
responsibilities. The panel would be comprised of 12 members with 
national recognition and significant experience in the federal government, 
the armed forces, public administration, foreign affairs, or development.5 


                                                                                                                                    
2GAO, Iraq and Afghanistan: Security, Economic, and Governance Challenges to 


Rebuilding Efforts Should Be Addressed in U.S. Strategies, GAO-09-476T (Washington, 
D.C.: Mar. 25, 2009); Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq: Actions Needed to Address 


Inadequate Accountability over U.S. Efforts and Investments, GAO-08-568T (Washington, 
D.C.: Mar. 11, 2008); Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq: U.S. Ministry Capacity 


Development Efforts Need an Overall Integrated Strategy to Guide Efforts and Manage 


Risk, GAO-08-117 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 1, 2007). 


3GAO, Information Sharing: The Federal Government Needs to Establish Policies and 


Processes for Sharing Terrorism-Related and Sensitive but Unclassified Information, 


GAO-06-385 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 17, 2006). 


4Pub. L. No. 110-181 § 952 (2008). 


5Pub. L. No. 110-417 § 1054 (2008). 
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To better enable agencies to address today’s national security challenges, 
a number of commissions, research institutions, and congressionally 
mandated studies have put forth proposals to reform part or all of the 
national security system. Proposals range from far-reaching restructuring 
of the system to smaller-scale proposals such as increasing resources for 
civilian agencies. A recurring theme of many of these proposals is the need 
for changes to improve interagency collaboration on national security 
matters. 


Committed and effective leadership is a critical aspect of enhancing 
interagency collaboration for national security–related activities. We have 
previously reported that committed leadership by those involved in 
collaborative efforts from all levels of the organization is needed to 
overcome the many barriers to working across agency boundaries.6 
National security experts also note the importance of and need for 
effective leadership for national security issues. For example, a recent 
report by the Project on National Security Reform notes that the national 
security system requires skilled leadership at all levels and, to enhance 
interagency coordination, these leaders must be adept at forging links and 
fostering partnerships all levels.7 


To assist the 111th Congress and the new administration in developing 
their oversight and management agendas, we have provided a set of 
enclosures on the challenges to enhancing interagency collaboration in 
national security activities. These enclosures expand on issues related to 
national security facing this Congress and the new administration 
discussed on GAO’s transition Web site, 
http://www.gao.gov/transition_2009/index.php. Based on our prior work, 
to enhance interagency collaboration for national security, agencies need 
to enhance their efforts to do the following: 


• Develop and implement overarching strategies. Although some U.S. 
government agencies have developed or updated overarching strategies on 
national security–related issues, we have testified and reported that in 
some cases U.S. efforts have been hindered by the lack of information on 
roles and responsibilities of organizations involved or coordination 
mechanisms to integrate their efforts. For example, in May 2007 we 
reported that the lack of an overarching strategy with clear roles and 


                                                                                                                                    
6GAO-06-15. 


7Project on National Security Reform, Forging a New Shield (Arlington, Va.: Nov. 26, 2008). 
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responsibilities led two law enforcement agencies—which were 
unknowingly working with different foreign law enforcement agencies in 
their efforts to assist foreign nations to identify, disrupt, and prosecute 
terrorists—to move in on the same subject. According to foreign and U.S. 
law enforcement officials, this action may have compromised other 
investigations.8 Our prior work has found that strategic direction is 
required as the basis for collaboration toward national security goals. 
Defining organizational roles and responsibilities and mechanisms for 
coordination can help agencies clarify who will lead or participate in 
which activities, organize their joint activities and individual efforts, 
facilitate decision making, and address how conflicts would be resolved, 
thereby facilitating interagency collaboration. 


 
• Create collaborative organizations. Agencies have different 


organizational structures, planning processes, and funding sources to plan 
for and conduct their national security activities, which can hinder 
interagency collaboration. This can result in a patchwork of activities that 
waste scarce funds and limit the overall effectiveness of federal efforts. 
For example, differences in organizational structures for interacting with 
other nations require agencies to coordinate with a large number of 
organizations in their regional planning efforts, potentially creating gaps 
and overlaps in policy implementation and leading to challenges in 
coordinating efforts among agencies. Moreover, funding for national 
security activities is budgeted for and appropriated by agency, rather than 
by functional area (such as national security), resulting in budget requests 
and congressional appropriations that tend to reflect individual agency 
concerns. Given these organizational differences, adequate coordination 
mechanisms can facilitate the interagency collaboration needed to achieve 
integrated approaches to national security. We found that some agencies 
have established coordination mechanisms to facilitate interagency 
collaboration. For example, DOD, State Department, and USAID officials 
have established processes to coordinate projects in Iraq and Afghanistan 
related to humanitarian relief and reconstruction funded through the 


                                                                                                                                    
8GAO, Combating Terrorism: Law Enforcement Agencies Lack Directives to Assist 


Foreign Nations to Identify, Disrupt, and Prosecute Terrorists, GAO-07-697 (Washington, 
D.C.: May 25, 2007). 
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Commander’s Emergency Response Program.9 However, other 
mechanisms are not formalized or are not fully utilized, potentially limiting 
their effectiveness in enhancing interagency collaboration. 


 
• Develop a well-trained workforce. Collaborative approaches to national 


security require a well-trained workforce with the skills and experience to 
integrate the government’s diverse capabilities and resources, but some 
federal government agencies lack the personnel capacity to fully 
participate in interagency activities. For example, DOD’s U.S. Africa 
Command was originally intended to have significant interagency 
representation, with experts from the Departments of State, the Treasury, 
and Agriculture, USAID, and other civilian agencies; however, due in part 
to a shortage of available personnel at those agencies, the command has 
received limited interagency participation.10 Moreover, some federal 
government agencies do not have the necessary capabilities to support 
their national security roles and responsibilities. For example, in 
September 2009 we reported that 31 percent of the State Department’s 
generalists and specialists in language-designated positions did not meet 
the language requirements for their position, an increase from 29 percent 
in 2005.11 In addition, agencies’ personnel systems do not always facilitate 
interagency collaboration, with interagency assignments often not being 
considered career-enhancing or recognized in performance management 
systems, which could diminish employees’ interest in serving in 
interagency efforts. Two tools could facilitate federal agencies’ ability to 
fully participate in interagency collaboration activities: (1) increasing 
training opportunities, which can help personnel develop the skills and 
understanding of other agencies’ capabilities needed to facilitate 
interagency collaboration, and (2) focusing on strategic workforce 
planning efforts, which can support agencies’ efforts to secure the 
personnel resources needed to collaborate in interagency missions. 


                                                                                                                                    
9The Commander’s Emergency Response Program was designed to enable local 
commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan to respond to urgent humanitarian relief and 
reconstruction requirements within their areas of responsibility. See GAO, Military 


Operations: Actions Needed to Improve Oversight and Interagency Coordination for the 


Commander’s Emergency Response Program in Afghanistan, GAO-09-615 (Washington, 
D.C.: May 18, 2009), and Military Operations: Actions Needed to Better Guide Project 


Selection for Commander’s Emergency Response Program and Improve Oversight in 


Iraq, GAO-08-736R (Washington, D.C.: June 23, 2008). 


10GAO, Defense Management: Actions Needed to Address Stakeholder Concerns, Improve 


Interagency Collaboration, and Determine Full Costs Associated with the U.S. Africa 


Command, GAO-09-181 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 20, 2009). 


11GAO, Department of State: Comprehensive Plan Needed to Address Persistent Foreign 


Language Shortfalls, GAO-09-955 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 17, 2009). 
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• Share and integrate national security information across agencies. 
Information is a crucial tool in national security and its timely 
dissemination is critical for maintaining national security; however, 
agencies do not always share relevant information with their national 
security partners. More than 8 years after 9/11, federal, state, and local 
governments and private-sector partners are making progress in sharing 
terrorism-related information. For example, we reported in October 2007 
that most states and many local governments had established fusion 
centers—collaborative efforts to detect, prevent, investigate, and respond 
to criminal and terrorist activity—to address gaps in information sharing.12 
However, agencies may not always share all relevant information with 
their national security partners for a variety of reasons, including a lack of 
clear guidelines for sharing information with other agencies and security 
clearance issues. For example, we reported in May 2007 that non-DOD 
personnel could not access some DOD planning documents or participate 
in planning sessions because they may not have had the proper security 
clearances, hindering interagency participation in the development of 
military plans.13 Additionally, we have found that incorporating 
information drawn from multiple sources poses challenges to managing 
and integrating that information. For example, we reported in December 
2008 that in Louisiana, reconstruction project information had to be 
repeatedly resubmitted separately to state and Federal Emergency 
Management Agency officials during post–Hurricane Katrina 
reconstruction efforts because the system used to track project 
information did not facilitate the exchange of documents. Information was 
sometimes lost during this exchange, requiring state officials to resubmit 
the information, creating redundancies and duplication of effort. As a 
result, reconstruction efforts in Louisiana were delayed.14 


As we discuss in the enclosures, we have made a number of 
recommendations to executive branch agencies, including DOD, the 
Departments of State and Homeland Security, USAID, and others, to 
address these issues in recent years. In commenting on draft reports, 
agencies generally agreed with our recommendations and, in some cases, 


                                                                                                                                    
12GAO, Homeland Security: Federal Efforts Are Helping to Alleviate Some Challenges 


Encountered by State and Local Information Fusion Centers, GAO-08-35 (Washington, 
D.C.: Oct. 30, 2007). 


13GAO, Military Operations: Actions Needed to Improve DOD’s Stability Operations 


Approach and Enhance Interagency Planning, GAO-07-549 (Washington, D.C.: May 31, 
2007).  


14GAO, Disaster Recovery: FEMA’s Public Assistance Grant Program Experienced 


Challenges with Gulf Coast Rebuilding, GAO-09-129 (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 18, 2008). 
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identified planned actions or actions that were underway to address the 
recommendations. While agencies have taken some actions to enhance 
interagency collaboration, much work remains in developing and 
implementing overarching strategies, creating collaborative organizations, 
developing a well-trained workforce, and sharing and integrating national 
security information across agencies. 


The issues discussed in the attached enclosures are largely based on 
completed GAO work. We reviewed GAO’s body of work on interagency 
collaboration related to national security, which includes reports and 
testimonies on a variety of issues, including stabilization and 
reconstruction efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan, DOD’s establishment of 
U.S. Africa Command, planning and coordination for an influenza 
pandemic, information sharing, critical infrastructure protection, disaster 
recovery, acquisitions and contracting, strategic planning, human capital, 
and foreign aid reform. We did not update the findings from those reports, 
but are reporting our findings as of the time the prior reports were issued. 
To frame the issues and place them in strategic context, we also examined 
studies from U.S. government agencies and research institutions. We 
developed the scope of these external studies through a literature review, 
followed by contacts with key researchers and organizations to ensure 
that our review included an overview of the significant work on challenges 
to collaboration on national security. We conducted this performance 
audit from February 2009 through September 2009. This report is generally 
based on completed GAO work that was performed in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards 
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate 
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objectives. 


 
 We are sending copies of this report to the congressional committees 


listed below. In addition, we are sending copies of this report to the 
President and the Vice President of the United States and executive 
branch agencies. The report also is available at no charge on the GAO Web 
site at http://www.gao.gov. If you have any questions, please contact  
Janet A. St. Laurent at (202) 512-4300 or stlaurentj@gao.gov or  
Jacquelyn L. Williams Bridgers at (202) 512-3101 or 
williamsbridgersj@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of 
Congressional Relations and Public Affairs can be found on the last page 
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of this report. For press inquiries, please contact Charles Young at (202) 


Janet A. St. Laurent 


512-3823. Key contributors to this report are included in appendix I. 


Managing Director, Defense Capabilities and Management 


Jacquelyn L. Williams-Bridgers 
Managing Director, International Affairs and Trade 
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Enclosure I: Developing and Implementing 
Overarching Strategies to Enhance 
Collaboration for U.S. National Security  


National security challenges covering a broad array of areas, ranging from 
preparedness for an influenza pandemic to Iraqi governance and 
reconstruction, have necessitated using all elements of national power—
including diplomatic, military, intelligence, development assistance, 
economic, and law enforcement support. These elements fall under the 
authority of numerous U.S. government agencies, requiring overarching 
strategies and plans to enhance agencies’ abilities to collaborate with each 
other, as well as with foreign, state, and local governments and 
nongovernmental partners. Without overarching strategies, agencies often 
operate independently to achieve their own objectives, increasing the risk 
of duplication or gaps in national security efforts that may result in 
wasting scarce resources and limiting program effectiveness. Strategies 
can enhance interagency collaboration by helping agencies develop 
mutually reinforcing plans and determine activities, resources, processes, 
and performance measures for implementing those strategies.  


Issue Statement 


Strategies can be focused on broad national security objectives, like the 
National Security Strategy issued by the President, or on a specific 
program or activity, like the U.S. strategy for Iraq. Strategies have been 
developed by the Homeland Security Council, such as the National 


Strategy for Homeland Security;1 jointly with multiple agencies, such as 
the National Strategy for Maritime Security, which was developed jointly 
by the Secretaries of Defense and Homeland Security; or by an agency that 
is leading an interagency effort, such as the National Intelligence 


Strategy, which was developed under the leadership of the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence. Congress recognized the importance of 
overarching strategies to guide interagency efforts, as shown by the 
requirement in the fiscal year 2009 National Defense Authorization Act for 
the President to submit to the appropriate committees of Congress a 
report on a comprehensive interagency strategy for public diplomacy and 
strategic communication of the federal government, including benchmarks 
and a timetable for achieving such benchmarks, by December 31, 2009.2 
Congress and the administration will need to examine the ability of the 


                                                                                                                                    
1The National Security Council also has developed strategies for national security issues. 
The National Security Council was established in 1947 to advise the President with respect 
to the integration of domestic, foreign, and military policies related to national security to 
allow agencies to collaborate more effectively. After September 11, the Bush 
administration created the Homeland Security Council. The Obama administration has 
combined the staffs of the Homeland Security Council and National Security Council. 


2Pub. L. No. 110-417 § 1055 (2008). 
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executive branch to develop and implement overarching strategies to 
enhance collaboration for national security efforts. 


 Key Findings 
 


Although Some Agencies 
Have Developed 
Overarching Strategies, the 
Lack of Information on 
Roles and Responsibilities 
and Lack of Coordination 
Mechanisms Can Hinder 
Interagency Collaboration 


Although some U.S. government agencies have developed or updated 
overarching strategies since September 11, 2001, the lack of information 
on roles and responsibilities and lack of coordination mechanisms in these 
strategies can hinder interagency collaboration. Our prior work, as well as 
that by national security experts, has found that strategic direction is 
required as the basis for collaboration toward national security goals.3 
Overarching strategies can help agencies overcome differences in 
missions, cultures, and ways of doing business by providing strategic 
direction for activities and articulating a common outcome to 
collaboratively work toward.4 As a result, agencies can better align their 
activities, processes, and resources to collaborate effectively to 
accomplish a commonly defined outcome. Without having the strategic 
direction that overarching strategies can provide, agencies may develop 
their own individual efforts that may not be well-coordinated with that of 
interagency partners, thereby limiting progress in meeting national 
security goals. Defining organizational roles and responsibilities and 
mechanisms for coordination—one of the desirable characteristics for 
strategies that we have identified in our prior work—can help agencies 
clarify who will lead or participate in which activities, organize their joint 
activities and individual efforts, facilitate decision making, and address 
how conflicts would be resolved.5 


Desirable Characteristics for 
Strategies


In GAO-04-408T, we identified six desirable 
characteristics to aid agencies in further 
developing and implementing strategies, to 
enhance their usefulness in resource and 
policy decisions, and to better assure 
accountability. These characteristics are: 
(1) why the strategy was produced, the
 scope of its coverage, and the process
 by which it was developed; 
(2) the problems and threats the strategy is
 directed toward; 
(3) what the strategy is trying to achieve,
 steps to achieve those results, as well as
 the priorities, milestones, and
 performance measures to gauge results; 
(4) what the strategy will cost, the sources
 and types of resources and investments
 needed, and where resources and
 investments should be targeted based
 on balancing risk reductions with costs; 
(5) who will be implementing the strategy,
 what their roles will be compared to
 others, and mechanisms for them to
 coordinate their efforts; and 
(6) how the strategy relates to other
 strategies and plans. 


 


 


                                                                                                                                    
3See, for example, GAO, Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can Help Enhance 


and Sustain Collaboration among Federal Agencies, GAO-06-15 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 
21, 2005); Combating Terrorism: The United States Lacks Comprehensive Plan to Destroy 


the Terrorist Threat and Close the Safe Haven in Pakistan’s Federally Administered 


Tribal Areas, GAO-08-622 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 17, 2008); and Project on National 
Security Reform, Forging a New Shield (Arlington, Va.: Nov. 26, 2008). 


4GAO-06-15. 


5GAO, Combating Terrorism: Evaluation of Selected Characteristics in National 


Strategies Related to Terrorism, GAO-04-408T (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 3, 2004). 
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The lack of overarching strategies that address roles and responsibilities 
and coordination mechanisms—among other desirable characteristics that 
we have identified in our prior work—can hinder interagency 
collaboration for national security programs at home and abroad. We have 
testified and reported that in some cases U.S. efforts have been hindered 
by multiple agencies pursuing individual efforts without overarching 
strategies detailing roles and responsibilities of organizations involved or 
coordination mechanisms to integrate their efforts. For example, we have 
found the following: 


• Since 2005, multiple U.S. agencies—including the State Department, U.S. 
Agency for International Development (USAID), and Department of 
Defense (DOD)—had led separate efforts to improve the capacity of Iraq’s 
ministries to govern without overarching direction from a lead entity to 
integrate their efforts. As we have testified and reported,6 the lack of an 
overarching strategy contributed to U.S. efforts not meeting their goal of 
key Iraqi ministries having the capacity to effectively govern and assume 
increasing responsibility for operating, maintaining, and further investing 
in reconstruction projects.7 


 
• In July 2008 we reported that agencies involved in the Trans-Sahara 


Counterterrorism Partnership had not developed a comprehensive, 
integrated strategy for the program’s implementation.8 The State 
Department, USAID, and DOD had developed separate plans related to 
their respective program activities that reflect some interagency 
collaboration, for example, in assessing country needs for development 
assistance. However, these plans did not incorporate all of the desirable 


                                                                                                                                    
6GAO, Iraq and Afghanistan: Security, Economic, and Governance Challenges to 


Rebuilding Efforts Should Be Addressed in U.S. Strategies, GAO-09-476T (Washington, 
D.C.: Mar. 25, 2009); Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq: Actions Needed to Address 


Inadequate Accountability over U.S. Efforts and Investments, GAO-08-568T (Washington, 
D.C.: Mar. 11, 2008); Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq: U.S. Ministry Capacity 


Development Efforts Need an Overall Integrated Strategy to Guide Efforts and Manage 


Risk, GAO-08-117 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 1, 2007). 


7The State Department hired a contractor in 2008 to develop a strategic planning document 
for ministry capacity development in Iraq. Additionally, the United States shifted its 
emphasis to helping Iraqi ministries execute their capital investment budgets based on the 
update to the U.S. strategy in Iraq in 2007. 


8The Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership is a multiyear, multiagency effort to 
support diplomacy, development assistance, and military activities to strengthen country 
and regional counterterrorism capabilities and inhibit the spread of extremist ideology. Key 
agencies in the effort are the State Department, USAID, and DOD, with the State 
Department’s Bureau of African Affairs as the program lead. 
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characteristics for strategies that we have previously identified. For 
example, we found that roles and responsibilities—particularly between 
the State Department and DOD—were unclear with regard to authority 
over DOD personnel temporarily assigned to conduct certain program 
activities in African countries, and DOD officials said that disagreements 
affected implementation of DOD’s activities in Niger. DOD suspended 
most of its program activities in Niger in 2007 after the ambassador limited 
the number of DOD personnel allowed to enter the country. State 
Department officials said these limits were set in part because of embassy 
concerns about the country’s fragile political environment as well as 
limited space and staff available to support DOD personnel deployed to 
partner countries.9 


 
• At the time of our May 2007 review, we found that the State Department 


office responsible for coordinating law enforcement agencies’ role in 
combating terrorism had not developed or implemented an overarching 
plan to use the combined capabilities of U.S. law enforcement agencies to 
assist foreign nations to identify, disrupt, and prosecute terrorists. 
Additionally, the national strategies related to this effort lacked clearly 
defined roles and responsibilities.10 In one country we visited for that 
review, the lack of clear roles and responsibilities led two law 
enforcement agencies, which were unknowingly working with different 
foreign law enforcement agencies, to move in on the same subject. 
According to foreign and U.S. law enforcement officials, such actions may 
have compromised other investigations. We also reported that because the 
national strategies related to this effort did not clarify specific roles, 
among other issues, law enforcement agencies were not being fully used 
abroad to protect U.S. citizens and interests from future terrorist attacks.11 


 
• In our work on the federal government’s pandemic influenza preparedness 


efforts, we noted that the Departments of Homeland Security and Health 
and Human Services share most federal leadership roles in implementing 
the pandemic influenza strategy and supporting plans; however, we 


                                                                                                                                    
9GAO, Combating Terrorism: Actions Needed to Enhance Implementation of Trans-


Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership, GAO-08-860 (Washington, D.C.: July 31, 2008). 


10Three strategies that provide some strategic-level guidance for U.S. law enforcement 
agencies to help foreign nations identify, disrupt, and prosecute terrorists are the National 


Security Strategy, the National Strategy for Homeland Security, and the National 


Strategy for Combating Terrorism. 


11GAO, Combating Terrorism: Law Enforcement Agencies Lack Directives to Assist 


Foreign Nations to Identify, Disrupt, and Prosecute Terrorists, GAO-07-697 (Washington, 
D.C.: May 25, 2007). 
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reported that it was not clear how this would work in practice because 
their roles were unclear. The National Strategy for Pandemic Influenza 
and its supporting implementation plan described the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services as being responsible for leading the medical response 
in a pandemic, while the Secretary of Homeland Security would be 
responsible for overall domestic incident management and federal 
coordination. However, since a pandemic extends well beyond health and 
medical boundaries, to include sustaining critical infrastructure, private-
sector activities, the movement of goods and services across the nation 
and the globe, and economic and security considerations, it is not clear 
when, in a pandemic, the Secretary of Health and Human Services would 
be in the lead and when the Secretary of Homeland Security would lead. 
This lack of clarity on roles and responsibilities could lead to confusion or 
disagreements among implementing agencies that could hinder 
interagency collaboration, and a federal response could be slowed as 
agencies resolve their roles and responsibilities following the onset of a 
significant outbreak.12 


 
• In March 2008, we reported that DOD and the intelligence community had 


not developed, agreed upon, or issued a national security space strategy. 
The United States depends on space assets to support national security 
activities, among other activities. Reports have long recognized the need 
for a strategy to guide the national security space community’s efforts in 
space and better integrate the activities of DOD and the intelligence 
community. Moreover, Congress found in the past that DOD and the 
intelligence community may not be well-positioned to coordinate certain 
intelligence activities and programs to ensure unity of effort and avoid 
duplication of efforts. We reported that a draft strategy had been 
developed in 2004, but according to the National Security Space Office 
Director, the National Security Council requested that the strategy not be 
issued until the revised National Space Policy directive was released in 
October 2006. However, once the policy was issued, changes in leadership 
at the National Reconnaissance Office and Air Force, as well as 
differences in opinion and organizational differences between the defense 
and intelligence communities further delayed issuance of the strategy. 
Until a national security space strategy is issued, the defense and 


                                                                                                                                    
12GAO, Influenza Pandemic: Continued Focus on the Nation’s Planning and 


Preparedness Efforts Remains Essential, GAO-09-760T (Washington, D.C.: June 3, 2009); 
Influenza Pandemic: Sustaining Focus on the Nation’s Planning and Preparedness 


Efforts, GAO-09-334 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 26, 2009); and Influenza Pandemic: Further 


Efforts Are Needed to Ensure Clearer Federal Leadership Roles and an Effective National 


Strategy, GAO-07-781 (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 14, 2007). 
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intelligence communities may continue to make independent decisions 
and use resources that are not necessarily based on national priorities, 
which could lead to gaps in some areas of space operations and 
redundancies in others.13 


 
• We testified in March 2009 that as the current administration clarifies its 


new strategy for Iraq and develops a new comprehensive strategy for 
Afghanistan, these strategies should incorporate the desirable 
characteristics we have previously identified.14 This includes, among other 
issues, the roles and responsibilities of U.S. government agencies, and 
mechanisms and approaches for coordinating the efforts of the wide 
variety of U.S. agencies and international organizations—such as DOD, the 
Departments of State, the Treasury, and Justice, USAID, the United 
Nations, and the World Bank—that have significant roles in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. Clearly defining and coordinating the roles, responsibilities, 
commitments, and activities of all organizations involved would allow the 
U.S. government to prioritize the spending of limited resources and avoid 
unnecessary duplication.15 


 
In recent years we have issued reports recommending that U.S. 
government agencies, including DOD, the State Department, and others, 
develop or revise strategies to incorporate desirable characteristics for 
strategies for a range of programs and activities including humanitarian 
and development efforts in Somalia, the Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism 
Partnership, foreign assistance strategy, law enforcement agencies’ role in 
assisting foreign nations in combating terrorism, and meeting U.S. national 
security goals in Pakistan’s Federally Administered Tribal Areas. In 
commenting on drafts of those reports, agencies generally concurred with 
our recommendations. Officials from one organization—the National 
Counterterrorism Center—noted that at the time of our May 2007 report 
on law enforcement agencies’ role in assisting foreign nations in 


Past GAO 
Recommendations 


                                                                                                                                    
13GAO, Defense Space Activities: National Security Space Strategy Needed to Guide 


Future Space Efforts, GAO-08-431R (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 27, 2008). 


14We noted in that testimony that for Afghanistan, the strategy should address risks posed 
by neighboring countries that can profoundly influence security and stability—particularly 
Pakistan. We have previously recommended that the United States establish a 
comprehensive plan for countering terrorist threats in Pakistan that have tended to 
destabilize Afghanistan. 


15GAO-09-476T. 
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combating terrorism, it had already begun to implement our 
recommendations.16 


 
• What steps are agencies taking to develop joint or mutually supportive 


strategies to guide interagency activities? Oversight Questions 
• What obstacles or impediments exist to developing comprehensive 


strategies or plans that integrate multiple agencies’ efforts? 
• What specific national security challenges would be best served by 


overarching strategies? 
• Who should be responsible for determining and overseeing these 


overarching strategies? Who should be responsible for developing the 
shared outcomes? 


• How will agencies ensure effective implementation of overarching 
strategies? 


• To what extent do strategies developed by federal agencies clearly identify 
priorities, milestones, and performance measures to gauge results? 


• What steps are federal agencies taking to ensure coordination of planning 
and implementation of strategies with state and local governments when 
appropriate? 


                                                                                                                                    
16GAO-07-697. 
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U.S. government agencies, such as the Department of State, the U.S. 
Agency for International Development (USAID), and the Department of 
Defense (DOD), among others, spend billions of dollars annually on 
various diplomatic, development, and defense missions in support of 
national security. At a time when our nation faces increased fiscal 
constraints, it is increasingly important that agencies use their resources 
efficiently and effectively. Achieving meaningful results in many national 
security–related interagency efforts requires coordinated efforts among 
various actors across federal agencies; foreign, state, and local 
governments; nongovernment organizations; and the private sector. Given 
the number of agencies involved in U.S. government national security 
efforts, it is particularly important that there be mechanisms to coordinate 
across agencies. However, differences in agencies’ structures, processes, 
and resources can hinder successful collaboration in national security, and 
adequate coordination mechanisms to facilitate collaboration during 
national security planning and execution are not always in place. Congress 
and the administration will need to consider the extent to which agencies’ 
existing structures, processes, and funding sources facilitate interagency 
collaboration and whether changes could enhance collaboration. 


 


Issue Statement 


 Key Findings 
 


Organizational Differences 
Can Hinder Collaboration 
on National Security 
Activities 


Based on our prior work, organizational differences—including 
differences in organizational structures, planning processes, and funding 
sources—can hinder interagency collaboration, resulting in a patchwork 
of activities that can waste scarce funds and limit the overall effectiveness 
of federal efforts.1 


Differences in organizational structures can hinder collaboration for 
national security efforts. Agencies involved in national security activities 
define and organize their regions differently. For example, DOD’s regional 
combatant commands and the State Department’s regional bureaus are 
aligned differently, as shown in figure 1. 


 


                                                                                                                                    
1GAO, Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can Help Enhance and Sustain 


Collaboration among Federal Agencies, GAO-06-15 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 21, 2005), and 
Managing for Results: Barriers to Interagency Coordination, GAO/GGD-00-106 
(Washington, D.C.: Mar. 29, 2000). 
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Figure 1: Comparison of the State Department’s Regional Bureaus and DOD’s Combatant Command Areas of Responsibility  
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Source: DOD and State Department.


 


In addition to regional bureaus, the State Department is organized to 
interact bilaterally through U.S. embassies located within other countries. 
As a result of these differing structures, our prior work and that of 
national security experts has found that agencies must coordinate with a 
large number of organizations in their regional planning efforts, potentially 
creating gaps and overlaps in policy implementation and leading to 
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challenges in coordinating efforts among agencies.2 For example, as the 
recent report by the Project on National Security Reform noted, U.S. 
government engagement with the African Union requires two of the State 
Department’s regional bureaus, one combatant command (however, 
before October 2008, such efforts would have required coordination with 
three combatant commands), two USAID bureaus, and the U.S. 
ambassador to Ethiopia.3 Similarly, in reporting on the State Department’s 
efforts to develop a framework for planning and coordinating U.S. 
reconstruction and stabilization operations, the State Department noted 
that differences between the organizational structure of civilian agencies 
and that of the military could make coordination more difficult, as we 
reported in November 2007.4 


Agencies also have different planning processes that can hinder 
interagency collaboration efforts. Specifically, in a May 2007 report on 
interagency planning for stability operations, we noted that some civilian 
agencies, like the State Department, focus their planning efforts on current 
operations. In contrast, DOD is required to plan for a wide range of current 
and potential future operations. Such differences are reflected in their 
planning processes: we reported that the State Department does not 
allocate its planning resources in the same way as DOD and, as such, does 
not have a large pool of planners to engage in DOD’s planning process. We 
found almost universal agreement among all organizations included in that 
review—including DOD, the State Department, and USAID—that there 
needed to be more interagency coordination in planning.5 However, we 
have previously reported that civilian agencies generally did not receive 
military plans for comment as they were developed, which restricted 
agencies’ ability to harmonize plans. Interagency collaboration during plan 
development is important to achieving a unified government approach in 


                                                                                                                                    
2See, for example, GAO, Military Operations: Actions Needed to Improve DOD’s Stability 


Operations Approach and Enhance Interagency Planning, GAO-07-549 (Washington, D.C.: 
May 31, 2007); Project on National Security Reform, Forging a New Shield (Arlington, Va.: 
Nov. 26, 2008); and Center for Strategic and International Studies, Beyond Goldwater-


Nichols: U.S. Government and Defense Reform for a New Era, Phase 2 Report 


(Washington, D.C.: July 2005). 


3Project on National Security Reform, Forging a New Shield. 


4GAO, Stabilization and Reconstruction: Actions Are Needed to Develop a Planning and 


Coordination Framework and Establish the Civilian Reserve Corps, GAO-08-39 
(Washington, D.C.: Nov. 6, 2007). 


5GAO-08-39 and GAO-07-549. 
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plans; however, State Department officials told us during our May 2007 
review that DOD’s hierarchical approach, which required Secretary of 
Defense approval to present aspects of plans to the National Security 
Council for interagency coordination, limited interagency participation in 
the combatant commands’ plan development and had been a significant 
obstacle to achieving a unified governmentwide approach in those plans.6 
DOD has taken some steps to involve other agencies in its strategic 
planning process through U.S. Africa Command. As we reported in 
February 2009, in developing its theater campaign plan, U.S. Africa 
Command was one of the first combatant commands to employ DOD’s 
new planning approach, which called for collaboration among federal 
agencies to ensure activities are integrated and synchronized in pursuit of 
common goals. U.S. Africa Command officials met with representatives 
from 16 agencies at the beginning of the planning process to gain 
interagency input on its plan. While a nascent process, involving other U.S. 
government agencies at the beginning of the planning process may result 
in a better informed plan for DOD’s activities in Africa.7 


Moreover, agencies have different funding sources for national security 
activities. Funding is budgeted for and appropriated by agency, rather than 
by functional area (such as national security or foreign aid). The 
Congressional Research Service reported in December 2008 that because 
of this agency focus in budgeting and appropriations, there is no forum to 
debate which resources or combination of resources to apply to efforts, 
like national security, that involve multiple agencies and, therefore, the 
President’s budget request and congressional appropriations tend to 
reflect individual agency concerns.8 As we have previously testified, the 
agency-by-agency focus of the budget does not provide for the needed 
integrated perspective of government performance envisioned by the 
Government Performance and Results Act.9 Moreover, we reported in 
March 2008 that different funding arrangements for defense and national 


                                                                                                                                    
6GAO-07-549. 


7GAO, Defense Management: Actions Needed to Address Stakeholder Concerns, Improve 


Interagency Collaboration, and Determine Full Costs Associated with the U.S. Africa 


Command, GAO-09-181 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 20, 2009). 


8Catherine Dale, Nina M. Serafino, and Pat Towell, Congressional Research Service, 
Organizing the U.S. Government for National Security: Overview of the Interagency 


Reform Debates, RL34455 (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 16, 2008). 


9GAO, Results-Oriented Government: GPRA Has Established a Solid Foundation for 


Achieving Greater Results, GAO-04-594T (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 31, 2004). 
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intelligence activities may complicate DOD’s efforts to incorporate 
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance activities. While DOD 
develops the defense intelligence budget, some DOD organizations also 
receive funding through the national intelligence budget, which is 
developed by the Office of the Director of National Intelligence, to provide 
support for national intelligence efforts. According to a DOD official, 
disagreement about equitable funding from each budget led to the initial 
operating capability date being pushed back 1 year for a new space radar 
system.10 In an April 2008 Comptroller General forum on enhancing 
partnerships for countering transnational terrorism, some participants 
suggested that funding overall objectives—such as counterterrorism—
rather than funding each agency would provide flexibility to allocate 
funding where it was needed and would have the most effect.11 Similarly, 
as part of the national security reform debate, some have recommended 
instituting budgeting and appropriations processes—with corresponding 
changes to oversight processes—based on functional areas to better 
ensure that the U.S. national security strategy aligns with resources 
available to implement it. 


Agencies receive different levels of appropriations that are used to fund all 
aspects of an agency’s operations, to include national security activities. 
As shown in figure 2, DOD receives significantly more funding than other 
key agencies involved in national security activities, such as the 
Departments of State and Homeland Security. 


                                                                                                                                    
10GAO, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance: DOD Can Better Assess and 


Integrate ISR Capabilities and Oversee Development of Future ISR Requirements, 
GAO-08-374 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 24, 2008). 


11GAO, Highlights of a GAO Forum: Enhancing U.S. Partnerships in Countering 


Transnational Terrorism, GAO-08-887SP (Washington, D.C.: July 2008). 
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Figure 2: Fiscal Year 2009 Funding for Key Agencies Involved in National Security 
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Note: Funding data include annual appropriations, supplemental appropriations, and funding from the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-5 (2009). 


 


As shown in figure 3, DOD also has a significantly larger workforce than 
other key agencies involved in national security activities. As of the end of 
fiscal year 2008, DOD reported having 1.4 million active duty military 
personnel and about 755,000 government employees,12 while the State 
Department and Department of Homeland Security reported having almost 
31,000 government employees and almost 219,000 government employees 
and military personnel, respectively. 


                                                                                                                                    
12DOD also reported having almost 840,000 personnel in its National Guard and Reserve 
forces. 
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Figure 3: Number of Civilian Government Employees and Military Personnel 
Employed by Key Agencies Involved in National Security 
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Because of its relatively large size—in terms of appropriations and 
personnel—DOD has begun to perform more national security–related 
activities than in the past. For example, as the Congressional Research 
Service reported in January 2009, the proportion of DOD foreign 
assistance funded through the State Department has increased from 7 
percent of bilateral official development assistance in calendar year 2001 
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to an estimated 20 percent in 2006, largely in response to stabilization and 
reconstruction activities in Iraq and Afghanistan.13 


The Secretaries of Defense and State have testified and stated that 
successful collaboration among civilian and military agencies requires 
confronting the disparity in resources, including providing greater capacity 
in the State Department and USAID to allow for effective civilian response 
and civilian-military partnership.14 In testimonies in April 2008 and May 
2009, the former and current Secretaries of State, respectively, explained 
that the State Department was taking steps to become more capable and 
ready to handle reconstruction and development tasks in coordination 
with DOD. Specifically, former Secretary of State Rice explained that the 
State Department had redeployed diplomats from European and 
Washington posts to countries of greater need; sought to increase the size 
of the diplomatic corps in the State Department and USAID; and was 
training diplomats for nontraditional roles, especially stabilization and 
reconstruction activities.15 Additionally, the current Secretary of State 
noted in testimonies before two congressional committees that the State 
Department is working with DOD and will be taking back the resources to 
do the work that the agency should be leading, but did not elaborate on 
which activities this included.16 Enclosure III of this report further 


                                                                                                                                    
13We did not validate these data. According to the Congressional Research Service, official 
development assistance consists of aid activities of a development nature. This includes 
some DOD programs providing humanitarian assistance, civic action activities, training and 
equipping of foreign militaries, counternarcotics programs, and even some health-related 
assistance, such as DOD’s HIV/AIDS assistance to some foreign militaries. See Susan B. 
Epstein and Connie Veillette, Congressional Research Service, Foreign Aid Reform: Issues 


for Congress and Policy Options, RL34243 (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 27, 2009). 


14See, for example, Hillary Rodham Clinton, Foreign Policy Priorities in the President’s 


FY2010 International Affairs Budget (May 20, 2009); Hillary Rodham Clinton, FY 2010 


Budget for the Department of State (May 20, 2009); Robert M. Gates, A Balanced Strategy: 


Reprogramming the Pentagon for a New Age, Foreign Affairs (January/February 2009); 
Robert M. Gates, Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates Testimony Before the House 


Armed Services Committee (Apr. 15, 2008); and Condoleezza Rice, Testimony of Secretary 


of State Condoleezza Rice Before the House Armed Services Committee With Secretary of 


Defense Robert Gates (Apr. 15, 2008).  


15Condoleezza Rice, Testimony of Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice Before the House 


Armed Services Committee With Secretary of Defense Robert Gates. 


16Hillary Rodham Clinton, Foreign Policy Priorities in the President’s FY2010 


International Affairs Budget, FY 2010 Budget for the Department of State, and 
Testimony Before the Senate Appropriations Committee (April 30, 2009). 
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discusses the human capital issues related to interagency collaboration for 
national security. 


 
Some Agencies Have 
Established Mechanisms 
to Integrate Efforts, but 
Challenges Remain 


Some agencies have established mechanisms to facilitate interagency 
collaboration—a critical step in achieving integrated approaches to 
national security—but challenges remain in collaboration efforts. We have 
found in our prior work on enhancing interagency collaboration that 
agencies can enhance and sustain their collaborative efforts by 
establishing compatible policies, procedures, and other means to operate 
across agency boundaries, among other practices.17 


Some agencies have established and formalized coordination mechanisms 
to facilitate interagency collaboration. For example: 


• At the time of our review, DOD’s U.S. Africa Command had undertaken 
efforts to integrate personnel from other U.S. government agencies into its 
command structure because the command is primarily focused on 
strengthening security cooperation with African nations and creating 
opportunities to bolster the capabilities of African partners, which are 
activities that traditionally require coordination with other agencies.18 
DOD’s other combatant commands have also established similar 
coordination mechanisms. National security experts have noted that U.S. 
Southern Command has been relatively more successful than some other 
commands in its collaboration efforts and attributed this success, in part, 
to the command’s long history of interagency operations related to 
domestic disaster response and counterdrug missions.19 


 
• As we reported in March 2009, an intelligence component of the Drug 


Enforcement Administration rejoined the intelligence community in 2006 
to provide a link to coordinate terrorism and narcotics intelligence with all 
intelligence community partners. According to a Department of Justice 
Office of the Inspector General report, intelligence community partners 


                                                                                                                                    
17GAO-06-15. 


18At the time of our review, U.S. Africa Command had taken initial steps to integrate 
personnel from other U.S. government agencies into the command but had not finalized the 
extent of interagency representation. See GAO-09-181. 


19Nora Bensahel, Olga Oliker, and Heather Peterson, Improving Capacity for Stabilization 


and Reconstruction Operations (Arlington, Va.: RAND Corp., 2009); Project on National 
Security Reform, Forging a New Shield; National Defense University, Civilian Surge: Key 


to Complex Operations (Washington, D.C.: December 2008). 
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found the Drug Enforcement Administration’s intelligence valuable in their 
efforts to examine ongoing threats.20 


 
• DOD, State Department, and USAID officials have established processes to 


coordinate projects related to humanitarian relief and reconstruction 
funded through the Commander’s Emergency Response Program21 and 
Section 1206 program.22 We reported in June 2008 that Multinational 
Corps–Iraq guidance required DOD commanders to coordinate 
Commander’s Emergency Response Program projects with various 
elements, including local government agencies, civil affairs elements, and 
Provincial Reconstruction Teams. DOD, State Department, and USAID 
officials we interviewed for that review said that the presence of the 
Provincial Reconstruction Teams, as well as embedded teams, had 
improved coordination among programs funded by these agencies and the 
officials were generally satisfied with the coordination that was taking 
place.23 Similarly, Section 1206 of the National Defense Authorization Act 


                                                                                                                                    
20GAO, Drug Control: Better Coordination with the Department of Homeland Security 


and an Updated Accountability Framework Can Further Enhance DEA’s Efforts to Meet 


Post-9/11 Responsibilities, GAO-09-63 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 20, 2009). 


21The Commander’s Emergency Response Program was designed to enable local 
commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan to respond to urgent humanitarian relief and 
reconstruction requirements within their areas of responsibility. Guidance issued by the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) establishes authorized uses for these funds, 
including transportation, electricity, and condolence payments. See GAO, Military 


Operations: Actions Needed to Improve Oversight and Interagency Coordination for the 


Commander’s Emergency Response Program in Afghanistan, GAO-09-615 (Washington, 
D.C.: May 18, 2009), and Military Operations: Actions Needed to Better Guide Project 


Selection for Commander’s Emergency Response Program and Improve Oversight in 


Iraq, GAO-08-736R (Washington, D.C.: June 23, 2008). 


22Section 1206 of the National Defense Authorization Act of 2006 (Pub. L. No. 109-163, § 
1206 (2006), as amended) authorizes DOD to provide equipment, supplies, or training to a 
foreign country to build its capacity to (1) conduct counterterrorism operations or  
(2) participate in or support stability operations in which the U.S. military also participates. 
Funds may be obligated only with the concurrence of the Secretary of State. See GAO, 
Section 1206 Security Assistance Program—Findings on Criteria, Coordination, and 


Implementation, GAO-07-416R (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 28, 2007). A related program—
Section 1207—authorizes DOD to transfer to the State Department up to $100 million per 
fiscal year in defense articles, services, training, or other support for reconstruction, 
stabilization, and security activities in foreign countries. The Secretary of State must 
coordinate with the Secretary of Defense in the formulation and implementation of a 
program of reconstruction, security, or stabilization assistance to a foreign country that 
involves the provision of these services or transfer of these defense articles or funds.  
Pub. L. No. 109-163, § 1207 (2006), as amended by Pub. L. No. 110-181, § 1210 (2008) and 
Pub. L. No. 110-417, § 1207 (2008). 


23GAO-08-736R. 
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of 2006 gave DOD the authority to spend a portion of its own 
appropriations to train and equip foreign militaries to undertake 
counterterrorism and stability operations. The State Department and DOD 
must jointly formulate all projects and coordinate their implementation 
and, at the time of our review, the agencies had developed a coordinated 
process for jointly reviewing and selecting project proposals. We found 
that coordination in formulating proposals did not occur consistently 
between DOD’s combatant commands and the State Department’s 
embassy teams for those projects formulated in fiscal year 2006; however, 
officials reported better coordination in the formulation of fiscal year 2007 
proposals.24 


While some agencies have established mechanisms to enhance 
collaboration, challenges remain in facilitating interagency collaboration. 
We have found that some mechanisms are not formalized, may not be fully 
utilized, or have difficulty gaining stakeholder support, thus limiting their 
effectiveness in enhancing interagency collaboration. 


• Some mechanisms may be informal. In the absence of formal 
coordination mechanisms, some agencies have established informal 
coordination mechanisms; however, by using informal coordination 
mechanisms, agencies could end up relying on the personalities of officials 
involved to ensure effective collaboration. At DOD’s U.S. Northern 
Command, for example, we found that successful collaboration on the 
command’s homeland defense plan between the command and an 
interagency planning team was largely based on the dedicated 
personalities involved and the informal meetings and teleconferences they 
instituted.25 In that report we concluded that without institutionalizing the 
interagency planning structure, efforts to coordinate with agency partners 
may not continue when personnel move to their next assignments.26 


 


                                                                                                                                    
24GAO-07-416R.  


25The Incident Management Planning Team is an interagency team created by the 
Department of Homeland Security to provide contingency and crisis action incident 
management planning based on 15 national planning scenarios. Participating organizations 
include DOD; the Departments of Homeland Security, Justice, Energy, Transportation, and 
Health and Human Services; the Environmental Protection Agency; and the American Red 
Cross. 


26GAO, Homeland Defense: U.S. Northern Command Has Made Progress but Needs to 


Address Force Allocation, Readiness Tracking Gaps, and Other Issues, GAO-08-251 
(Washington, D.C.: Apr. 16, 2008).  
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• Some mechanisms may not be fully utilized. While some agencies have 
put in place mechanisms to facilitate coordination on national security 
activities, some mechanisms are not always fully utilized. We reported in 
October 2007 that the industry-specific coordinating councils that the 
Department of Homeland Security established to be the primary 
mechanism for coordinating government and private-sector efforts could 
be better utilized for collaboration on pandemic influenza preparedness. 
Specifically, we noted that these coordinating councils were primarily 
used to coordinate in a single area, sharing information across sectors and 
government, rather than to address a range of other challenges, such as 
unclear roles and responsibilities between federal and state governments 
in areas such as state border closures and vaccine distribution. In 
February 2009, Department of Homeland Security officials informed us 
that the department was working on initiatives to address potential 
coordination challenges in response to our recommendation.27 


 
• Some mechanisms have limited support from key stakeholders. While 


some agencies have implemented mechanisms to facilitate coordination, 
limited support from stakeholders can hinder collaboration efforts. Our 
prior work has shown that agencies’ concerns about maintaining 
jurisdiction over their missions and associated resources can be a 
significant barrier to interagency collaboration.28 For example, DOD 
initially faced resistance from key stakeholders in the creation of the U.S. 
Africa Command, in part due to concerns expressed by State Department 
officials that U.S. Africa Command would become the lead for all U.S. 
government activities in Africa, even though embassies lead decision 
making on U.S. government noncombat activities conducted in a country.29 


 
In recent years we have issued reports recommending that the Secretaries 
of Defense, State, and Homeland Security and the Attorney General take a 
variety of actions to address creating collaborative organizations, 
including taking actions to 


Past GAO 
Recommendations 


                                                                                                                                    
27GAO, Influenza Pandemic: Sustaining Focus on the Nation’s Planning and 


Preparedness Efforts, GAO-09-334 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 26, 2009), and Influenza 


Pandemic: Opportunities Exist to Address Critical Infrastructure Protection Challenges 


That Require Federal and Private Sector Coordination, GAO-08-36 (Washington, D.C.: 
Oct. 31, 2007). 


28GAO/GGD-00-106. 


29GAO-09-181 and GAO, Force Structure: Preliminary Observations on the Progress and 


Challenges Associated with Establishing the U.S. Africa Command, GAO-08-947T 
(Washington, D.C.: July 15, 2008). 
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• provide implementation guidance to facilitate interagency participation 
and develop clear guidance and procedures for interagency efforts, 


• develop an approach to overcome differences in planning processes, 
• create coordinating mechanisms, and 
• clarify roles and responsibilities. 


In commenting on drafts of those reports, agencies generally concurred 
with our recommendations. In some cases, agencies identified planned 
actions to address the recommendations. For example, in our April 2008 
report on U.S. Northern Command’s plans, we recommended that clear 
guidance be developed for interagency planning efforts and DOD stated 
that it had begun to incorporate such direction in its major planning 
documents and would continue to expand on this guidance in the future.30 


 
• What processes, including internal agency processes, are hindering further 


interagency collaboration and what changes are needed to address these 
challenges? 


Oversight Questions 


• What are the benefits of and barriers to instituting a function-based 
budgeting and appropriations process? 


• What resources or authorities are needed to further support integrated or 
mutually supportive activities across agencies? 


• What steps are being taken to create or utilize structures or mechanisms to 
develop integrated or mutually supportive plans and activities? 


• What is the appropriate role for key agencies in various national security–
related activities? 


• What strategies might Congress and agencies use to address challenges 
presented by the various funding sources? 


                                                                                                                                    
30GAO-08-251. 
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Enclosure III: Developing a Workforce to 
Enhance Collaboration in U.S. National 
Security 


As the threats to national security have evolved over the past decades, so 
have the skills needed to prepare for and respond to those threats. To 
effectively and efficiently address today’s national security challenges, 
federal agencies need a qualified, well-trained workforce with the skills 
and experience that can enable them to integrate the diverse capabilities 
and resources of the U.S. government. However, federal agencies do not 
always have the right people with the right skills in the right jobs at the 
right time to meet the challenges they face, to include having a workforce 
that is able to deploy quickly to address crises. Moreover, personnel often 
lack knowledge of the processes and cultures of the agencies with which 
they must collaborate. To help federal agencies develop a workforce that 
can enhance collaboration in national security, Congress and the 
administration may need to consider legislative and administrative 
changes needed to build personnel capacities, enhance personnel systems 
to promote interagency efforts, expand training opportunities, and 
improve strategic workforce planning, thereby enabling a greater ability to 
address national security in a more integrated manner. 


 


Issue Statement 


 Key Findings 
 


Some Agencies Lack 
Personnel Capacity to 
Fully Participate in 
Interagency Activities 


Collaborative approaches to national security require a well-trained 
workforce with the skills and experience to integrate the government’s 
diverse capabilities and resources, but some federal government agencies 
may lack the personnel capacity to fully participate in interagency 
activities. When we added strategic human capital management to our 
governmentwide high-risk list in 2001, we explained that “human capital 
shortfalls are eroding the ability of many agencies—and threatening the 
ability of others—to effectively, efficiently, and economically perform 
their missions.”1 We also have reported that personnel shortages can 
threaten an organization’s ability to perform missions efficiently and 
effectively.2 Moreover, some agencies also lack the capacity to deploy 
personnel rapidly when the nation’s leaders direct a U.S. response to 
crises. As a result, the initial response to a crisis could rely heavily on the 


                                                                                                                                    
1GAO, High-Risk Series: An Update, GAO-01-263 (Washington, D.C.: January 2001). 
Strategic human capital management remains on our high-risk list in 2009. See GAO, High-


Risk Series: An Update, GAO-09-271 (Washington, D.C.: January 2009). 


2GAO, Defense Management: Actions Needed to Address Stakeholder Concerns, Improve 


Interagency Collaboration, and Determine Full Costs Associated with the U.S. Africa 


Command, GAO-09-181 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 20, 2009). 
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deployment of military forces and require military forces to conduct 
missions beyond their core areas of expertise.3 


Some federal government agencies have taken steps to improve their 
capacity to participate in interagency activities. For example, in response 
to a presidential directive and a State Department recommendation to 
provide a centralized, permanent civilian capacity for planning and 
coordinating the civilian response to stabilization and reconstruction 
operations, the State Department has begun establishing three civilian 
response entities to act as first responders to international crises.4 Despite 
these efforts, we reported in November 2007 that the State Department has 
experienced difficulties in establishing permanent positions and recruiting 
for one of these entities, the Active Response Corps. Similarly, we also 
reported that other agencies that have begun to develop a stabilization and 
reconstruction response capacity, such as the U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID) and the Department of the Treasury, 
have limited numbers of staff available for rapid responses to overseas 
crises.5 


Moreover, some federal government agencies are experiencing personnel 
shortages that have impeded their ability to participate in interagency 
activities. For example, in February 2009 we reported that the Department 
of Defense’s (DOD) U.S. Africa Command was originally intended to have 
significant interagency representation, but that of the 52 interagency 
positions DOD approved for the command, as of October 2008 only 13 of 


                                                                                                                                    
3GAO, Human Capital: Actions Needed to Better Track and Provide Timely and Accurate 


Compensation and Medical Benefits to Deployed Federal Civilians, GAO-09-562 
(Washington, D.C.: June 26, 2009). 


4This civilian response capability is comprised of an Active Response Corps, a Standby 
Response Corps, and a Civilian Reserve Corps. Active Response Corps staff would deploy 
during the initial stage of stabilization and reconstruction operations to assess countries’ or 
regions’ needs and help plan, coordinate, and monitor a U.S. government response. Standby 
Response Corps staff would deploy during the second stage of a surge to stabilization and 
reconstruction operations to support activities of the Active Response Corps when 
additional staff or specialized skills are required. While the Active and Standby Response 
Corps are both comprised of government employees, the Civilian Reserve Corps would be 
made up of U.S. civilians who have skills and experiences useful for stabilization and 
reconstruction operations, such as civil engineers, police officers, and judges, that are not 
readily available within the U.S. government. These reservists would work in their normal 
jobs unless called upon for service, in which case they would deploy within 30 to 60 days. 


5GAO, Stabilization and Reconstruction: Actions Are Needed to Develop a Planning and 


Coordination Framework and Establish the Civilian Reserve Corps, GAO-08-39 
(Washington, D.C.: Nov. 6, 2007). 
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these positions had been filled with experts from the State, Treasury, and 
Agriculture Departments; USAID; and other federal government agencies. 
Embedding personnel from other federal agencies was considered 
essential by DOD because these personnel would bring knowledge of their 
home agencies into the command, which was expected to improve the 
planning and execution of the command’s programs and activities and 
stimulate collaboration among U.S. government agencies. However, U.S. 
Africa Command has had limited interagency participation due in part to 
personnel shortages in agencies like the State Department, which initially 
could only staff 2 of the 15 positions requested by DOD because the State 
Department faced a 25 percent shortfall in mid-level personnel.6 In 
addition, in November 2007 we reported that the limited number of 
personnel that other federal government agencies could offer hindered 
efforts to include civilian agencies into DOD planning and exercises.7 


Furthermore, some interagency coordination efforts have been impeded 
because agencies have been reluctant to detail staff to other organizations 
or deploy them overseas for interagency efforts due to concerns that the 
agency may be unable to perform its work without these employees. For 
example, we reported in October 2007 that in the face of resource 
constraints, officials in 37 state and local government information fusion 
centers—collaborative efforts intended to detect, prevent, investigate, and 
respond to criminal and terrorist activity—said they encountered 
challenges with federal, state, and local agencies not being able to detail 
personnel to their fusion center.8 Fusion centers rely on such details to 
staff the centers and enhance information sharing with other state and 
local agencies. An official at one fusion center said that, because of 
already limited resources in state and local agencies, it was challenging to 
convince these agencies to contribute personnel to the center because 
they viewed doing so as a loss of resources. Moreover, we reported in 
November 2007 that the State Department’s Office of the Coordinator for 
Reconstruction and Stabilization had difficulty getting the State 
Department’s other units to release Standby Response Corps volunteers to 
deploy for interagency stabilization and reconstruction operations because 
the home units of these volunteers did not want to become short-staffed or 


                                                                                                                                    
6GAO-09-181. 


7GAO-08-39. 


8GAO, Homeland Security: Federal Efforts Are Helping to Alleviate Some Challenges 


Encountered by State and Local Information Fusion Centers, GAO-08-35 (Washington, 
D.C.: Oct. 30, 2007). 
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lose high-performing staff to other operations.9 In the same report, we also 
found that other agencies reported a reluctance to deploy staff overseas or 
establish on-call units to support interagency stabilization and 
reconstruction operations because doing so would leave fewer workers 
available to complete the home offices’ normal work requirements. 


In addition to the lack of personnel, many national security experts argue 
that federal government agencies do not have the necessary capabilities to 
support their national security roles and responsibilities.10 For example, in 
September 2009, we reported that 31 percent of the State Department’s 
Foreign Service generalists and specialists in language-designated 
positions worldwide did not meet both the language speaking and reading 
proficiency requirements for their positions as of October 2008, up from 29 
percent in 2005.11 To meet these language requirements, we reported that 
the State Department efforts include a combination of language training, 
special recruitment incentives for personnel with foreign language skills, 
and bonus pay to personnel with proficiency in certain languages, but the 
department faces several challenges to these efforts, particularly staffing 
shortages that limit the “personnel float” needed to allow staff to take 
language training. Similarly, we reported in September 2008 that USAID 
officials at some overseas missions told us that they did not receive 
adequate and timely acquisition and assistance support at times,12 in part 
because the numbers of USAID staff were insufficient or because the 
USAID staff lacked necessary competencies.13 National security experts 


                                                                                                                                    
9GAO-08-39. Standby Response Corps volunteers serve normal duty rotations at overseas 
posts or within State’s various bureaus and offices within the United States. 


10Catherine Dale, Nina M. Serafino, and Pat Towell, Congressional Research Service, 
Organizing the U.S. Government for National Security: Overview of the Interagency 


Reform Debates, RL34455 (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 16, 2008). 


11GAO, Department of State: Comprehensive Plan Needed to Address Persistent Foreign 


Language Shortfalls, GAO-09-955 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 17, 2009). We explained that 
although it can be difficult to link foreign language shortfalls to a specific negative outcome 
or event, these shortfalls could be negatively affecting several aspects of U.S. diplomacy, 
including consular operations, security, public diplomacy, economic and political affairs, 
the development of relationships with foreign counterparts and audiences, and staff 
morale. 


12Over the last few decades, as the U.S. government has increasingly come to rely on the 
private sector to perform various functions, USAID has shifted from conducting its own 
activities to managing acquisition and assistance instruments, which are awarded to and 
implemented by mainly nongovernmental organizations.  


13GAO, USAID Acquisition and Assistance: Actions Needed to Develop and Implement a 


Strategic Workforce Plan, GAO-08-1059 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 26, 2008). 
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have expressed concerns that unless the full range of civilian and military 
expertise and capabilities are effective and available in sufficient capacity, 
decision makers will be unable to manage and resolve national security 
issues.14 


In the absence of sufficient personnel, some agencies have relied on 
contractors to fill roles that traditionally had been performed by 
government employees. As we explained in October 2008, DOD, the State 
Department, and USAID have relied extensively on contractors to support 
troops and civilian personnel and to oversee and carry out reconstruction 
efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan.15 While the use of contractors to support 
U.S. military operations is not new, the number of contractors and the 
work they were performing in Iraq and Afghanistan represent an increased 
reliance on contractors to carry out agency missions. Moreover, as 
agencies have relied more heavily on contractors to provide professional, 
administrative, and management support services, we previously reported 
that some agencies had hired contractors for sensitive positions in 
reaction to a shortfall in the government workforce rather than as a 
planned strategy to help achieve an agency mission.16 For example, our 
prior work has shown that DOD relied heavily on contractor personnel to 
augment its in-house workforce.17 In our March 2008 report on defense 
contracting issues, we reported that in 15 of the 21 DOD offices we 
reviewed, contractor personnel outnumbered DOD personnel and 


                                                                                                                                    
14Project on National Security Reform, Forging a New Shield (Arlington, Va.: Nov. 26, 
2008). 


15GAO, Contingency Contracting: DOD, State, and USAID Contracts and Contractor 


Personnel in Iraq and Afghanistan, GAO-09-19 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 1, 2008). 


16GAO, Defense Contracting: Army Case Study Delineates Concerns with Use of 


Contractors as Contract Specialists, GAO-08-360 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 26, 2008). For 
example, in April 2009 we testified that of the 30 DOD program offices we reviewed who 
reported information about the reasons why they use contractor personnel, 22 said they 
hired contractors because of a shortage of civilian personnel with a particular expertise. 
GAO, Acquisition Workforce: DOD Can Improve Its Management and Oversight by 


Tracking Data on Contractor Personnel and Taking Additional Actions, GAO-09-616T 
(Washington, D.C.: Apr. 28, 2009). 


17GAO-09-616T.  
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constituted as much as 88 percent of the workforce.18 While use of 
contractors provides the government certain benefits, such as increased 
flexibility in fulfilling immediate needs, we and others have raised 
concerns about the federal government’s services contracting.19 These 
concerns include the risk of paying more than necessary for work, the risk 
of loss of government control over and accountability for policy and 
program decisions, the potential for improper use of personal services 
contracts,20 and the increased potential for conflicts of interest. 


Given the limited civilian capacity, DOD has tended to become the default 
responder to international and domestic events, although DOD does not 
always have all of the needed expertise and capabilities possessed by 
other federal government agencies. For example, we reported in May 2007 
that DOD was playing an increased role in stability operations activities, 
an area that DOD directed be given priority on par with combat operations 
in November 2005. These activities required the department to employ an 
increasing number of personnel with specific skills and capabilities, such 
as those in civil affairs and psychological operations units.21 However, we 
found that DOD had encountered challenges in identifying stability 
operations capabilities and had not yet systematically identified and 
prioritized the full range of needed capabilities. While the services were 
each pursuing efforts to improve current capabilities, such as those 
associated with civil affairs and language skills, we stated that these 
initiatives may not reflect the comprehensive set of capabilities that would 
be needed to effectively accomplish stability operations in the future. 
Since then, DOD has taken steps to improve its capacity to develop and 
maintain capabilities and skills to perform tasks such as stabilization and 
reconstruction operations. For example, in June 2009, we noted the 


                                                                                                                                    
18GAO, Defense Contracting: Additional Personal Conflicts of Interest Safeguards Needed 


for Certain DOD Contractor Employees, GAO-08-169 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 7, 2008). We 
judgmentally selected 21 DOD offices for review that were identified by DOD officials as 
having a large contractor workforce and representing a cross-section of DOD 
organizations. In the remaining 6 of the 21 offices included in that review, contractor 
personnel constituted from 19 to 46 percent of the workforce. 


19GAO-08-360. 


20The Federal Acquisition Regulation generally prohibits the use of personal services 
contracts because of the employer-employee relationship they create between the 
government and contractor personnel. 


21GAO, Military Operations: Actions Needed to Improve DOD’s Stability Operations 


Approach and Enhance Interagency Planning, GAO-07-549 (Washington, D.C.: May 31, 
2007). 
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increased emphasis that DOD has placed on improving the foreign 
language and regional proficiency of U.S. forces.22 


In February 2009, the Secretary of Defense acknowledged that the military 
and civilian elements of the United States’ national security apparatus 
have grown increasingly out of balance, and he attributed this problem to 
a lack of civilian capacity.23 The 2008 National Defense Strategy notes that 
greater civilian participation is necessary both to make military operations 
successful and to relieve stress on the military. However, national security 
experts have noted that while rhetoric about the importance of 
nonmilitary capabilities has grown, funding and capabilities have remained 
small compared to the challenge.24 As a result, some national security 
experts have expressed concern that if DOD continues in this default 
responder role, it could lead to the militarization of foreign policy and may 
exacerbate the lack of civilian capacity.25 Similarly, we reported in 
February 2009 that State Department and USAID officials, as well as many 
nongovernmental organizations, believed that the creation of the U.S. 
Africa Command could blur the traditional boundaries among diplomacy, 
development, and defense, regardless of DOD’s intention that this 
command support rather than lead U.S. efforts in Africa, thereby giving the 
perception of militarizing foreign policy and aid.26 


 
Agencies’ Personnel 
Systems Do Not Always 
Facilitate Interagency 
Collaboration 


Agencies’ personnel systems do not always facilitate interagency 
collaboration, with interagency assignments often not being considered 
career-enhancing or recognized in agency performance management 
systems, which could diminish agency employees’ interest in serving in 
interagency efforts. For example, in May 2007 we reported that the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) had difficulty filling permanent overseas 
positions because the FBI did not provide career rewards and incentives 


                                                                                                                                    
22GAO, Military Training: DOD Needs a Strategic Plan and Better Inventory and 


Requirements Data to Guide Development of Language Skills and Regional Proficiency, 
GAO-09-568 (Washington, D.C.: June 19, 2009). 


23Robert M. Gates, A Balanced Strategy: Reprogramming the Pentagon for a New Age, 
Foreign Affairs (January/February 2009). 


24Nora Bensahel, Olga Oliker, and Heather Peterson, Improving Capacity for Stabilization 


and Reconstruction Operations (Arlington, Va.: RAND Corp., 2009). 


25Bensahel et al., Improving Capacity. 


26GAO-09-181. 
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to agents or develop a culture that promoted the importance and value of 
overseas duty.27 As a result, permanent FBI positions were either unfilled 
or staffed with nonpermanent staff on temporary, short-term rotations, 
which limited the FBI’s ability to collaborate with foreign nations to 
identify, disrupt, and prosecute terrorists.28 At the time of that review, the 
FBI had just begun to implement career incentives to encourage staff to 
volunteer for overseas duty, but we were unable to assess the effect of 
these incentives on staffing problems because the incentives had just been 
implemented. Moreover, in June 2009 we reviewed compensation policies 
for six agencies that deployed civilian personnel to Iraq and Afghanistan, 
and reported that variations in policies for such areas as overtime rate, 
premium pay eligibility, and deployment status could result in monetary 
differences of tens of thousands of dollars per year.29 OPM acknowledged 
that laws and agency policy could result in federal government agencies 
paying different amounts of compensation to deployed civilians at 
equivalent pay grades who are working under the same conditions and 
facing the same risks. 


In addition, we previously identified reinforcing individual accountability 
for collaborative efforts through agency performance management 
systems as a key practice that can help enhance and sustain collaboration 
among federal agencies.30 However, our prior work has shown that 
assignments that involve collaborating with other agencies may not be 
rewarded. For example, in April 2009 we reported that officials from the 
Departments of Commerce, Energy, Health and Human Services, and the 
Treasury stated that providing support for State Department foreign 


                                                                                                                                    
27GAO, Combating Terrorism: Law Enforcement Agencies Lack Directives to Assist 


Foreign Nations to Identify, Disrupt, and Prosecute Terrorists, GAO-07-697 (Washington, 
D.C.: May 25, 2007). The FBI has expanded the role of its legal attachés overseas to be a 
dynamic operational partnership with foreign counterparts that includes operationally 
assisting foreign law enforcement agencies to identify and prosecute terrorists involved in 
terrorist attacks against U.S. interests around the globe, as well as to proactively assist 
foreign nations to identify, disrupt, and prosecute terrorists. 


28Both FBI headquarters staff and agents in the field at all four countries we visited for that 
review said that it was essential to have long-term rotations in a country in order to 
establish the types of working relationships with foreign law enforcement agencies that are 
needed to effectively assist them to identify, disrupt, and prosecute terrorists. 


29GAO, Human Capital: Actions Needed to Better Track and Provide Timely and Accurate 


Compensation and Medical Benefits to Deployed Federal Civilians, GAO-09-562 
(Washington, D.C.: June 26, 2009). 


30GAO, Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can Help Enhance and Sustain 


Collaboration among Federal Agencies, GAO-06-15 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 21, 2005). 
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assistance program processes creates an additional workload that is 
neither recognized by their agencies nor included as a factor in their 
performance ratings.31 Furthermore, agency personnel systems may not 
readily facilitate assigning personnel from one agency to another, which 
could hinder interagency collaboration. For example, we testified in July 
2008 that, according to DOD officials, personnel systems among federal 
agencies were incompatible, which did not readily facilitate the 
assignment of non-DOD personnel into the new U.S. Africa Command.32 


 
Training Opportunities and 
Strategic Workforce 
Planning Could Facilitate 
Collaboration 


Increased training opportunities and focusing on strategic workforce 
planning efforts are two tools that could facilitate federal agencies’ ability 
to fully participate in interagency collaboration activities. We have 
previously testified that agencies need to have effective training and 
development programs to address gaps in the skills and competencies that 
they identified in their workforces.33 Training and developing personnel to 
fill new and different roles will play a crucial part in the federal 
government’s endeavors to meet its transformation challenges. Some 
agencies have ongoing efforts to educate senior leaders about the 
importance of interagency collaboration. For example, we reported in 
February 2009 that DOD’s 2008 update to its civilian human capital 
strategic plan identifies the need for senior leaders to understand 
interagency roles and responsibilities as a necessary leadership 
capability.34 We explained that DOD’s new Defense Senior Leader 
Development Program focuses on developing senior leaders to excel in the 
21st century’s joint, interagency, and multinational environment and 
supports the governmentwide effort to foster interagency cooperation and 
information sharing. 


                                                                                                                                    
31GAO, Foreign Aid Reform: Comprehensive Strategy, Interagency Coordination, and 


Operational Improvements Would Bolster Current Efforts, GAO-09-192 (Washington, D.C.: 
Apr. 17, 2009).  


32GAO, Force Structure: Preliminary Observations on the Progress and Challenges 


Associated with Establishing the U.S. Africa Command, GAO-08-947T (Washington, D.C.: 
July 15, 2008). 


33GAO, Human Capital: Federal Workforce Challenges in the 21st Century, GAO-07-556T 
(Washington, D.C.: Mar. 6, 2007). 


34GAO, Human Capital: Opportunities Exist to Build on Recent Progress to Strengthen 


DOD’s Civilian Human Capital Strategic Plan, GAO-09-235 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 10, 
2009). 
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Training can help personnel develop the skills and understanding of other 
agencies’ capabilities needed to facilitate interagency collaboration. A lack 
of understanding of other agencies’ cultures, processes, and core 
capabilities can hamper U.S. national security partners’ ability to work 
together effectively. However, civilian professionals have had limited 
opportunities to participate in interagency training or education 
opportunities. For example, we reported in November 2007 that the State 
Department did not have the capacity at that time to ensure that its 
Standby Response Corps volunteers were properly trained for 
participating in stabilization and reconstruction operations because the 
Foreign Service Institute did not have the capacity to train the 1,500 new 
volunteers the State Department planned to recruit in 2009.35 


Efforts such as the National Security Professional Development Program, 
an initiative launched in May 2007, are designed to provide the training 
necessary to improve the ability of U.S. government personnel to address a 
range of interagency issues.36 When it is fully established and implemented, 
this program is intended to use intergovernmental training and 
professional education to provide national security professionals with a 
breadth and depth of knowledge and skills in areas common to 
international and homeland security. It is intended to educate national 
security professionals in capabilities such as collaborating with other 
agencies, and planning and managing interagency operations. A July 2008 
Congressional Research Service report stated that many officials and 
observers have contended that legislation would be necessary to ensure 
the success of any interagency career development program because, 
without the assurance that a program would continue into the future, 
individuals might be less likely to risk the investment of their time, and 
agencies might be less likely to risk the investment of their resources.37 
Some national security experts say that implementation of the program 
has lagged, but that the program could be reenergized with high-level 
attention.38 The Executive Director of the National Security Professional 


                                                                                                                                    
35GAO-08-39. 


36The National Security Professional Development Program is being developed under the 
management of a steering committee and an integration office. The integration office was 
established to provide support to the steering committee and coordinate the 
implementation and monitoring the progress of the program.  


37Catherine Dale, Congressional Research Service, Building an Interagency Cadre of 


National Security Professionals: Proposals, Recent Experience, and Issues for Congress, 
RL 34565 (Washington, D.C.: July 8, 2008). 


38Bensahel et al., Improving Capacity. 
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Development Integration Office testified in April 2009 that the current 
administration is in strong agreement with the overall intent for the 
program and was developing a way ahead to build on past successes while 
charting new directions where necessary. 


Agencies also can use strategic workforce planning as a tool to support 
their efforts to secure the personnel resources needed to collaborate in 
interagency missions. In our prior work, we have found that tools like 
strategic workforce planning and human capital strategies are integral to 
managing resources as they enable an agency to define staffing levels, 
identify critical skills needed to achieve its mission, and eliminate or 
mitigate gaps between current and future skills and competencies.39 In 
designating strategic human capital management as a governmentwide 
high-risk area in 2001, we explained that it is critically important that 
federal agencies put greater focus on workforce planning and take the 
necessary steps to build, sustain, and effectively deploy the skilled, 
knowledgeable, diverse, and performance-oriented workforce needed to 
meet the current and emerging needs of government and its citizens.40 


Strategic human capital planning that is integrated with broader 
organizational strategic planning is critical to ensuring agencies have the 
talent they need for future challenges, which may include interagency 
collaboration. Without integrating strategic human capital planning with 
broader organizational strategic planning, agencies may lose experienced 
staff and talent. For example, in July 2009 we reported that the State 
Department could not determine whether it met its objective of retaining 
experienced staff while restructuring its Arms Control and 
Nonproliferation Bureaus because there were no measurable goals for 


                                                                                                                                    
39The five key principles that strategic workforce planning should address are: (1) involve 
management, employees, and other stakeholders in developing and implementing the 
strategic workforce plan; (2) determine the critical skills and competencies needed to 
achieve results; (3) develop strategies to address gaps in human capital approaches for 
enabling and sustaining the contributions of all critical skills and competencies; (4) build 
the capability to address requirements important to support workforce planning strategies; 
and (5) monitor and evaluate the agency’s progress toward its human capital goals and the 
contribution that human capital results have made. GAO, Human Capital: Key Principles 


for Effective Strategic Workforce Planning, GAO-04-39 (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 11, 2003). 


40GAO-01-263. 
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retention of experienced staff. As a result, some offices affected by the 
restructuring experienced significant losses in staff expertise.41 


Additionally, in March 2007 we testified that one of the critical needs 
addressed by strategic workforce planning is developing long-term 
strategies for acquiring, developing, motivating, and retaining staff to 
achieve programmatic goals.42 We also stated that agencies need to 
strengthen their efforts and use of available flexibilities to acquire, 
develop, motivate, and retain talent to address gaps in talent due to 
changes in the knowledge, skills, and competencies in occupations needed 
to meet their missions. For example, in September 2008 we reported that 
USAID lacked the capacity to develop and implement a strategic 
acquisition and assistance workforce plan that could enable the agency to 
better match staff levels to changing workloads because it had not 
collected comprehensive information on the competencies—including 
knowledge, skills, abilities, and experience levels—of its overseas 
acquisition and assistance specialists.43 We explained that USAID could 
use this information to better identify its critical staffing needs and adjust 
its staffing patterns to meet those needs and address workload 
imbalances. Furthermore, in December 2005 we reported that the Office of 
the U.S. Trade Representative,44 a small trade agency that receives support 
from other larger agencies (e.g., the Departments of Commerce, State, and 
Agriculture) in doing its work, did not formally discuss or plan human 
capital resources at the interagency level, even though it must depend on 
the availability of these critical resources to achieve its mission. Such 
interagency planning also would facilitate human capital planning by the 
other agencies that work with the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative, 
which stated that potential budget cuts could result in fewer resources 
being available to support the trade agency. As a result, since the Office of 
the U.S. Trade Representative did not provide the other agencies with 


                                                                                                                                    
41GAO, State Department: Key Transformation Practices Could Have Helped in 


Restructuring Arms Control and Nonproliferation Bureaus, GAO-09-738 (Washington, 
D.C.: July 15, 2009). 


42GAO-07-556T. 


43GAO-08-1059. 


44The U.S. Trade Representative leads and coordinates the development and 
implementation of U.S. trade policy through an interagency trade policy process that is 
comprised of 19 federal agencies and offices. It is a highly networked organization that 
performs an interagency leadership and coordination mission, working in concert with 
other agencies. 
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specific resource requirements when the agencies were planning, it shifted 
the risk to the other agencies of having to later ensure the availability of 
staff in support of the trade agenda, potentially straining their ability to 
achieve other agency missions.45 


 
In recent years we have recommended that the Secretaries of State and 
Defense, the Administrator of USAID, and the U.S. Trade Representative 
take a variety of actions to address the human capital issues discussed 
above, such as staffing shortfalls, training, and strategic planning. 
Specifically, we have made recommendations to 


Past 
Recommendations 


• develop strategic human capital management systems and undertake 
strategic human capital planning, 


• include measurable goals in strategic plans, 
• identify the appropriate mix of contractor and government employees 


needed and develop plans to fill those needs, 
• seek formal commitments from contributing agencies to provide personnel 


to meet interagency personnel requirements, 
• develop alternative ways to obtain interagency perspectives in the event 


that interagency personnel cannot be provided due to resource limitations, 
• develop and implement long-term workforce management plans, and 
• implement a training program to ensure employees develop and maintain 


needed skills. 


In commenting on drafts of those reports, agencies generally concurred 
with our recommendations. In some cases, agencies identified planned 
actions to address the recommendations. For example, in our April 2009 
report on foreign aid reform, we recommended that the State Department 
develop a long-term workforce management plan to periodically assess its 
workforce capacity to manage foreign assistance. The State Department 
noted in its comments that it concurs with the idea of further improving 
employee skill sets and would work to encourage and implement further 
training.46 


 
• What incentives are needed to encourage agencies to share personnel with 


other agencies? Oversight Questions 


                                                                                                                                    
45GAO, International Trade: USTR Would Benefit from Greater Use of Strategic Human 


Capital Principles, GAO-06-167 (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 6, 2005). 


46GAO-09-192. 
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• How can agencies overcome cultural differences to enhance collaboration 
to achieve greater unity of effort? 


• How can agencies expand training opportunities for integrating civilian 
and military personnel? 


• What changes in agency personnel systems are needed to address human 
capital challenges that impede agencies’ ability to properly staff 
interagency collaboration efforts? 


• What incentives are needed to encourage employees in national security 
agencies to seek interagency experience, training, and work 
opportunities? 


• How can agencies effectively meet their primary missions and support 
interagency activities in light of the resource constraints they face? 


• How can agencies increase staffing of interagency functions across the 
national security community? 


• What are the benefits and drawbacks to enacting legislation to support the 
National Security Professional Development Program? 


• What legislative changes might enable agencies to develop a workforce 
that can enhance collaboration in national security activities? 
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Enclosure IV: Sharing and Integrating 
National Security Information across 
Agencies 


The government’s single greatest failure preceding the September 11, 2001, 
attacks was the inability of federal agencies to effectively share 
information about suspected terrorists and their activities, according to 
the Vice Chair of the 9/11 Commission. As such, sharing and integrating 
national security information among federal, state, local, and private-
sector partners is critical to assessing and responding to current threats to 
our national security. At the same time, agencies must balance the need to 
share information with the need to protect it from widespread access. 
Since January 2005, we have designated information sharing for homeland 
security as high risk because the government has faced serious challenges 
in analyzing key information and disseminating it among federal, state, 
local, and private-sector partners in a timely, accurate, and useful way.1 
Although federal, state, local, and private-sector partners have made 
progress in sharing information, challenges still remain in sharing, as well 
as accessing, managing, and integrating information. Congress and the 
administration will need to ensure that agencies remain committed to 
sharing relevant national security information, increasing access to 
necessary information, and effectively managing and integrating 
information across multiple agencies. 


 


Issue Statement 


 Key Findings 
 


Agencies Do Not Always 
Share Relevant 
Information 


Our prior work has shown that agencies do not always share relevant 
information with their national security partners, including other federal 
government agencies, state and local governments, and the private sector. 
Information is a crucial tool in addressing national security issues and its 
timely dissemination is absolutely critical for maintaining national 
security. Information relevant to national security includes terrorism-
related information, drug intelligence, and planning information for 
interagency operations. As a result of the lack of information sharing, 
federal, state, and local governments may not have all the information they 
need to analyze threats and vulnerabilities. 


More than 8 years after 9/11, federal, state, and local governments, and 
private-sector partners are making progress in sharing terrorism-related 
information. For example, we reported in October 2007 that most states 


                                                                                                                                    
1GAO, High-Risk Series: An Update, GAO-05-207 (Washington, D.C.: January 2005) and 
High-Risk Series: An Update, GAO-09-271 (Washington, D.C.: January 2009). 
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and many local governments had established fusion centers—
collaborative efforts to detect, prevent, investigate, and respond to 
criminal and terrorist activity—to address gaps in information sharing.2 In 
addition, in October 2008 we reported that the Department of Homeland 
Security was replacing its information-sharing system with a follow-on 
system. In our analysis of the follow-on system, however, we found that 
the Department of Homeland Security had not fully defined requirements 
or ways to better manage risks for the next version of its information-
sharing system.3 Additionally, in January 2009 we reported that the 
Department of Homeland Security was implementing an information-
sharing policy and governance structure to improve how it collects, 
analyzes, and shares homeland security information across the department 
and with state and local partners.4 


Based on our prior work, we identified four key reasons that agencies may 
not always share all relevant information with their national security 
partners. 


• Concerns about agencies’ ability to protect shared information or use 


that information properly. Since national security information is sensitive 
by its nature, agencies and private-sector partners are sometimes hesitant 
to share information because they are uncertain if that information can be 
protected by the recipient or will be used properly. For example, in March 
2006, we reported that Department of Homeland Security officials 
expressed concerns about sharing terrorism-related information with state 
and local partners because such information had occasionally been posted 
on public Internet sites or otherwise compromised.5 Similarly, in April 
2006, we reported that private-sector partners were reluctant to share 


                                                                                                                                    
2GAO, Homeland Security: Federal Efforts Are Helping to Alleviate Some Challenges 


Encountered by State and Local Information Fusion Centers, GAO-08-35 (Washington, 
D.C.: Oct. 30, 2007). 


3GAO, Information Technology: Management Improvements Needed on the Department of 


Homeland Security’s Next Generation Information Sharing System, GAO-09-40 
(Washington, D.C.: Oct. 8, 2008). 


4GAO-09-271. See also GAO-09-40; GAO-08-35; and GAO, Information Technology: 


Numerous Federal Networks Used to Support Homeland Security Need to Be Better 


Coordinated with Key State and Local Information-Sharing Initiatives, GAO-07-455 
(Washington, D.C.: Apr. 16, 2007). 


5GAO, Information Sharing: The Federal Government Needs to Establish Policies and 


Processes for Sharing Terrorism-Related and Sensitive but Unclassified Information, 
GAO-06-385 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 17, 2006). 
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critical-infrastructure information—such as information on banking and 
financial institutions, energy production, and telecommunications 
networks—due to concerns on how the information would be used and 
the ability of other agencies to keep that information secure.6 


 
• Cultural factors or political concerns. Agencies may not share 


information because doing so may be outside their organizational cultures 
or because of political concerns, such as exposing potential vulnerabilities 
within the agency. As we noted in enclosure II of this report, we stated in a 
May 2007 report on interagency planning for stability operations that State 
Department officials told us that the Department of Defense’s (DOD) 
hierarchical approach to sharing military plans, which required Secretary 
of Defense approval to present aspects of plans to the National Security 
Council for interagency coordination, limited interagency participation in 
the combatant commands’ plan development and had been a significant 
obstacle to achieving a unified governmentwide approach in those plans.7 
Moreover, in our September 2009 report on DOD’s U.S. Northern 
Command’s (NORTHCOM) exercise program, we noted that 
inconsistencies with how NORTHCOM involved states in planning, 
conducting, and assessing exercises occurred in part because 
NORTHCOM officials lacked experience in dealing with the differing 
emergency management structures, capabilities, and needs of the states.8 
Additionally, in our April 2008 report on NORTHCOM’s coordination with 
state governments, we noted that the legal and historical limits of the 
nation’s constitutional federal-state structure posed a unique challenge for 
NORTHCOM in mission preparation.9 That is, NORTHCOM may need to 
assist states with civil support, which means that NORTHCOM must 
consider the jurisdictions of 49 state governments and the District of 
Columbia when planning its missions. NORTHCOM found that some state 


                                                                                                                                    
6GAO, Information Sharing: DHS Should Take Steps to Encourage More Widespread Use 


of Its Program to Protect and Share Critical Infrastructure Information, GAO-06-383 
(Washington, D.C.: Apr. 17, 2006). 


7GAO, Military Operations: Actions Needed to Improve DOD’s Stability Operations 


Approach and Enhance Interagency Planning, GAO-07-549 (Washington, D.C.: May 31, 
2007). 


8GAO, Homeland Defense: U.S. Northern Command Has a Strong Exercise Program, but 


Involvement of Interagency Partners and States Can Be Improved, GAO-09-849 
(Washington, D.C.: Sept. 9, 2009). 


9GAO, Homeland Defense: Steps Have Been Taken to Improve U.S. Northern Command’s 


Coordination with States and the National Guard Bureau, but Gaps Remain, 
GAO-08-252 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 16, 2008). 


Page 47 GAO-09-904SP  Interagency Collaboration 



http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-06-383

http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-07-549

http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-09-849

http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-08-252





 


Enclosure IV: Sharing and Integrating 


National Security Information across 


Agencies 


 


 


and local governments were reluctant to share their emergency response 
plans with NORTHCOM for fear that DOD would “grade” their plans or 
publicize potential capability gaps, with an accompanying political cost. 


 
• Lack of clear guidelines, policies, or agreements for coordinating with 


other agencies. Agencies have diverse requirements and practices for 
protecting their information, and thus may not share information without 
clearly defined guidelines, policies, or agreements for doing so. We 
reported in April 2008 that NORTHCOM generally was not familiar with 
state emergency response plans because there were no guidelines for 
gaining access to those plans.10 As a result, NORTHCOM did not know 
what state capabilities existed, increasing the risk that NORTHCOM may 
not be prepared with the resources needed to respond to homeland 
defense and civil support operations. We also reported in March 2009 
about the lack of information sharing between the Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA) and Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE). 
Since 9/11, DEA has supported U.S. counterterrorism efforts by 
prioritizing drug-trafficking cases linked to terrorism. DEA partners with 
federal, state, and local agencies—including ICE—to leverage 
counternarcotics resources. However, at the time of that review, ICE did 
not fully participate in two multiagency intelligence centers and did not 
share all of its drug-related intelligence with DEA. In one center, ICE did 
not participate because they did not have an agreement on the types of 
data ICE would provide and how sensitive confidential source information 
would be safeguarded. Without ICE’s drug-related intelligence, DEA could 
not effectively target major drug-trafficking organizations due to the 
potential for overlapping investigations and officer safety concerns.11 


 
• Security clearance issues. Agencies often have different ways of 


classifying information and different security clearance requirements and 
procedures that pose challenges to effective information sharing across 
agencies. In some cases, some national security partners do not have the 
clearances required to access national security information. Specifically, 
we reported in May 2007 that non-DOD personnel could not access some 
DOD planning documents or participate in planning sessions because they 
may not have had the proper security clearances, hindering interagency 
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Post-9/11 Responsibilities, GAO-09-63 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 20, 2009). 
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participation in the development of military plans.12 Additionally, in 
October 2007 we reported that some state and local fusion center officials 
cited that the length of time needed to obtain clearances and the lack of 
reciprocity, whereby an agency did not accept a clearance granted by 
another agency, prevented employees from accessing necessary 
information to perform their duties.13 In other cases, access to classified 
information can be limited by one partner, which can hinder integrated 
national security efforts. For example, we reported that DOD established 
the National Security Space Office to integrate efforts between DOD and 
the National Reconnaissance Office, a defense intelligence agency jointly 
managed by the Secretary of Defense and the Director of National 
Intelligence. However, in 2005, the National Reconnaissance Office 
Director withdrew full access to a classified information-sharing network 
from the National Security Space Office, which inhibited efforts to further 
integrate defense and national space activities, including intelligence, 
surveillance, and reconnaissance activities.14 


 
Managing and Integrating 
Information from Multiple 
Agencies Continues to 
Present Challenges 


When agencies do share information, managing and integrating 
information from multiple sources presents challenges regarding 
redundancies in information sharing, unclear roles and responsibilities, 
and data comparability. As the Congressional Research Service reported in 
January 2008, one argument for fusing a broader range of data, including 
nontraditional data sources, is to help create a more comprehensive threat 
picture.15 The 9/11 Commission Report stated that because no one agency 
or organization holds all relevant information, information from all 
relevant sources needs to be integrated in order to “connect the dots.”16 
Without integration, agencies may not receive all relevant information. 


Some progress had been made in managing and integrating information 
from multiple agencies by streamlining usage of the “sensitive but 
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GAO-08-374 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 24, 2008). 


15John Rollins, Congressional Research Service, Fusion Centers: Issues and Options for 


Congress, RL34070 (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 18, 2008). 
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Report (Washington, D.C.: July 22, 2004). 
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unclassified” designation. In March 2006, we reported that the large 
number of sensitive but unclassified designations used to protect mission-
critical information and a lack of consistent policies for their use created 
difficulties in sharing information by potentially restricting material 
unnecessarily or disseminating information that should be restricted.17 We 
subsequently testified in July 2008 that the President had adopted 
“controlled unclassified information” to be the single categorical 
designation for sensitive but unclassified information throughout the 
executive branch and outlined a framework for identifying, marking, 
safeguarding, and disseminating this information.18 As we testified, more 
streamlined definition and consistent application of policies for 
designating “controlled but unclassified information” may help reduce 
difficulties in sharing information; however, monitoring agencies’ 
compliance will help ensure that the policy is employed consistently 
across the federal government. 


Based on our previous work, we identified three challenges posed by 
managing and integrating information drawn from multiple sources. 


• Redundancies when integrating information. Identical or similar types 
of information are collected by or submitted to multiple agencies, so 
integrating or sharing this information can lead to redundancies. For 
example, we reported in October 2007 that in intelligence fusion centers, 
multiple information systems created redundancies of information that 
made it difficult to discern what was relevant.19 As a result, end users were 
overwhelmed with duplicative information from multiple sources. 
Similarly, we reported in December 2008 that in Louisiana, reconstruction 
project information had to be repeatedly resubmitted separately to state 
and Federal Emergency Management Agency officials during post–
Hurricane Katrina reconstruction efforts because the system used to track 
project information did not facilitate the exchange of documents. 
Information was sometimes lost during this exchange, requiring state 
officials to resubmit the information, creating redundancies and 
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18GAO, Information Sharing: Definition of the Results to Be Achieved in Terrorism-


Related Information Sharing Is Needed to Guide Implementation and Assess Progress, 
GAO-08-637T (Washington, D.C.: July 23, 2008). 


19GAO-08-35. 
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duplication of effort. As a result, reconstruction efforts in Louisiana were 
delayed.20 


 
• Unclear roles and responsibilities. Agency personnel may be unclear 


about their roles and responsibilities in the information-sharing process, 
which may impede information-sharing efforts. For example, we reported 
in April 2005 that officials in Coast Guard field offices did not clearly 
understand their role in helping nonfederal employees through the 
security clearance process. Although Coast Guard headquarters officials 
requested that Coast Guard field officials submit the names of nonfederal 
officials needing a security clearance, some Coast Guard field officials did 
not clearly understand that they were responsible for contacting 
nonfederal officials about the clearance process and thought that Coast 
Guard headquarters was processing security clearances for nonfederal 
officials. As a result of this misunderstanding, nonfederal employees did 
not receive their security clearances in a timely manner and could not 
access important security-related information that could have aided them 
in identifying or deterring illegal activities.21 


 
• Data may not be comparable across agencies. Agencies’ respective 


missions drive the types of data they collect, and so data may not be 
comparable across agencies. For example, we reported in October 2008 
that biometric data, such as fingerprints and iris images, collected in DOD 
field activities such as those in Iraq and Afghanistan, were not comparable 
with data collected by other units or with large federal databases that 
store biometric data, such as the Department of Homeland Security 
biometric database or the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 
fingerprint database. For example, if a unit collects only iris images, this 
data cannot be used to match fingerprints collected by another unit or 
agency, such as in the FBI fingerprint database. A lack of comparable data, 
especially for use in DOD field activities, prevents agencies from 
determining whether the individuals they encounter are friend, foe, or 
neutral, and may put forces at risk.22 


                                                                                                                                    
20GAO, Disaster Recovery: FEMA’s Public Assistance Grant Program Experienced 


Challenges with Gulf Coast Rebuilding, GAO-09-129 (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 18, 2008). 


21GAO, Maritime Security: New Structures Have Improved Information Sharing, but 


Security Clearance Processing Requires Further Attention, GAO-05-394 (Washington, 
D.C.: Apr. 15, 2005). 
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Since 2005, we have recommended that the Secretaries of Defense, 
Homeland Security, and State establish or clarify guidelines, agreements, 
or procedures for sharing a wide range of national security information, 
such as planning information, terrorism-related information, and 
reconstruction project information. We have recommended that such 
guidelines, agreements, and procedures 


Past 
Recommendations 


• define and communicate how shared information will be protected; 
• include provisions to involve and obtain information from nonfederal 


partners in the planning process; 
• ensure that agencies fully participate in interagency information-sharing 


efforts; 
• identify and disseminate practices to facilitate more effective 


communication among federal, state, and local agencies; 
• clarify roles and responsibilities in the information-sharing process; and 
• establish baseline standards for data collecting to ensure comparability 


across agencies. 


In commenting on drafts of those reports, agencies generally concurred 
with our recommendations. In some cases, agencies identified planned 
actions to address the recommendations. For example, in our December 
2008 report on the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s public 
assistance grant program, we recommended that the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency improve information sharing within the public 
assistance process by identifying and disseminating practices that 
facilitate more effective communication among federal, state, and local 
entities. In comments on a draft of the report, the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency generally concurred with the recommendation and 
noted that it was making a concerted effort to improve collaboration and 
information sharing within the public assistance process.23 Moreover, 
agencies have implemented some of our past recommendations. For 
example, in our April 2006 report on protecting and sharing critical 
infrastructure information, we recommended that the Department of 
Homeland Security define and communicate to the private sector what 
information is needed and how the information would be used.24 The 
Department of Homeland Security concurred with our recommendation 
and, in response, has made available, through its public Web site, answers 
to frequently asked questions that define the type of information collected 
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and what it is used for, as well as how the information will be accessed, 
handled, and used by federal, state, and local government employees and 
their contractors. 


 
• What steps are being taken to promote access to relevant databases? Oversight Questions 
• What steps are needed to develop and implement interagency protocols 


for sharing information? 
• How do agencies balance the need to keep information secure and the 


need to share information to maximize interagency efforts? 
• How can agencies encourage effective information sharing? 
• What are ways in which the security clearance process can be streamlined 


and security clearance reciprocity among agencies can be ensured? 
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Highlights of GAO-10-504, a report to the 
Subcommittee on National Security and 
Foreign Affairs, Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform, House of 
Representatives 


Originally established in 2002 to 
fight terrorism, the Combined Joint 
Task Force-Horn of Africa (CJTF-
HOA), based at Camp Lemonnier, 
Djibouti, is the military’s main 
operational presence in Africa. The 
U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM), 
created in 2007 to focus on stability 
in Africa, has been assessing 
existing activities—as well as 
CJTF-HOA—against its mission of 
sustained security engagement in 
Africa. This report discusses:  
(1) AFRICOM’s decisions on CJTF-
HOA’s future and whether CJTF-
HOA’s activities align with the 
command’s mission, and  
(2) benefits of the task force and 
challenges it faces. For its review, 
GAO analyzed AFRICOM and 
CJTF-HOA guidance, conducted 
interviews at the command’s and 
task force’s headquarters, and 
obtained perspectives from U.S. 
embassies in the region.  


What GAO Recommends  


GAO recommends that AFRICOM, 
as part of its planning efforts, 
complete its evaluation of CJTF-
HOA and determine the task force’s 
future. If the Department of 
Defense determines that sustaining 
the task force is consistent with its 
goals, GAO recommends long-term 
activity assessments, a funding 
plan, and training guidance for the 
task force. The Department of 
Defense generally agreed with the 
recommendations.  


AFRICOM has been evaluating CJTF-HOA, but it has not yet made decisions 
on the future of the task force—including whether CJTF-HOA should continue 
to exist as a joint task force, and if so, whether changes are needed to the task 
force’s mission, structure, and resources to best support the command’s 
mission of sustained security engagement in Africa. AFRICOM officials said 
that decisions are pending but did not share details of their evaluation or 
provide a target date for decisions. Since the task force moved under 
AFRICOM, its status has not changed significantly. As of March 2010, CJTF-
HOA had about 1,650 personnel. The Navy continues to fund the majority of 
its approximately $80 million budget as well as most of Camp Lemonnier’s 
$238 million budget. The task force’s activities have evolved over the years to 
focus on building relationships and fostering stability; for example, about      
60 percent of its activities are civil affairs projects, such as community 
medical care and bridge construction. Other activities include military-to-
military activities, peace support operations, personnel recovery, and counter-
piracy activities. However, CJTF-HOA is currently not performing long-term 
follow up on activities to determine whether they are having their intended 
effects or whether modifications are needed to best align with AFRICOM’s 
mission. Additionally, the task force is generally not setting specific, 
achievable, and measurable goals for activities. Some activities, such as 
military-to-military efforts, appear to support AFRICOM’s mission. Others, 
such as a school built by CJTF-HOA but later found dilapidated, could have 
unintended consequences. Without long-term assessments of activities, it is 
difficult for AFRICOM to determine the effectiveness of CJTF-HOA, which is 
critical for overall planning efforts and decisions on the task force’s future.  
 
CJTF-HOA’s force presence in the Horn of Africa provides several benefits, 
but the task force also faces challenges carrying out activities. CJTF-HOA’s 
presence in Africa offers benefits such as its ability to respond to 
contingencies, provide forces for AFRICOM activities, and build U.S.-African 
relationships. However, the task force’s sustainability is uncertain because 
AFRICOM, in concert with the Department of Defense or the Navy, has not 
developed options for funding the task force over the long term. It currently 
relies on overseas contingency operations appropriations, and GAO has 
previously encouraged that the projected costs of such ongoing operations be 
included in the military’s base budget requests. Moreover, task force staff 
have made cultural missteps because they did not understand local religious 
customs and may have unintentionally burdened embassies that must 
continuously train new staff on procedures. These problems may be 
exacerbated by limited training and compounded by short tour lengths 
(generally 4-12 months). Should AFRICOM opt to retain the task force, 
addressing challenges associated with long-term funding and staff skills would 
help ensure that it is effectively supporting U.S. efforts in Africa with the 
appropriate resources and trained personnel.   
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United States Government Accountability Office


Washington, DC 20548 


  


April 15, 2010 


The Honorable John F. Tierney 
Chairman 
The Honorable Jeff Flake 
Ranking Member 
Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
House of Representatives 


When U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM) was established as the military’s 
newest combatant command, it inherited the Combined Joint Task Force-
Horn of Africa (CJTF-HOA)—the military’s main operational presence in 
Africa. After the President announced the creation of AFRICOM in 2007,1 
the command initially focused its efforts on preparing to assume 
responsibility for all existing Department of Defense (DOD) activities in 
Africa. As the command has matured, it has begun to plan and prioritize its 
activities, as well as undertake an evaluation of CJTF-HOA, to align with 
its mission. Broadly, AFRICOM has defined this mission as conducting 
sustained security engagement in Africa, with a focus on conflict and crisis 
prevention through a persistent presence on the continent. 


CJTF-HOA was originally established in 2002 under U.S. Central Command 
(CENTCOM) as part of DOD’s effort to fight the Global War on Terrorism. 
While AFRICOM is also supported by military service component 
commands (Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force) and a theater special 
operations command, CJTF-HOA is the command’s only task force located 
in Africa that has assigned forces.2 CJTF-HOA consists mostly of U.S. 
military servicemembers but also includes representatives of coalition and 
partner countries. The task force operates from Camp Lemonnier, 
Djibouti, and its personnel work in regions fraught with security 
challenges, including territorial disputes, threats from violent extremists, 
piracy activities, and attacks against U.S. interests—such as the bombings 
of the U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania and of the USS Cole. CJTF-
HOA’s mission is intended to foster regional stability, build security 


 
1In February 2007, then-President George W. Bush directed DOD to establish AFRICOM. 
DOD designated AFRICOM fully operational on September 30, 2008. 


2AFRICOM’s current headquarters is located in Stuttgart, Germany, and its military service 
components and special operations command are located in Germany or Italy.  
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capacity, and forge relationships using an indirect approach to counter 
violent extremism in the region. This is an evolution of the task force’s 
original warfighting—or kill or capture—mission. 


Given regional instabilities and opportunity for persistent engagement, the 
responsibilities of CJTF-HOA have received considerable congressional 
interest. For example, the Senate Armed Services Committee directed 
DOD to report by April 2010 on, among other matters, the specific 
responsibilities of CJTF-HOA within AFRICOM.3 Furthermore, we have 
previously issued a report and testimony on DOD’s establishment of 
AFRICOM.4 We reported on difficulties that AFRICOM has faced since its 
establishment about its presence on the continent, with federal partners 
worried about the potential to militarize U.S. foreign policy and African 
nations concerned over greater U.S. influence and a perceived increase in 
U.S. military troops in the region. Our work made recommendations to 
help AFRICOM address challenges it faces with respect to communicating 
its mission, integrating personnel from other agencies (“interagency 
personnel”) into the command, and determining the total costs for 
establishing a permanent headquarters and offices in Africa. In addition, 
we are conducting an ongoing review of AFRICOM’s processes for 
planning and executing activities. As part of that ongoing review, you 
asked us to report specifically on the task force’s status and its 
relationship to AFRICOM’s mission of sustained security engagement. 
Specifically, this report discusses (1) the extent to which AFRICOM has 
made decisions on CJTF-HOA’s future and whether CJTF-HOA’s activities 
align with the command’s mission, and (2) benefits of the task force and 
challenges it faces in carrying out activities. 


To address these objectives, we analyzed AFRICOM and CJTF-HOA 
guidance, strategic documents, and other documentation and held 
discussions with AFRICOM, CJTF-HOA, host nation, and U.S. embassy 
officials to gain their perspectives. To review the extent to which 
AFRICOM has made decisions on CJTF-HOA’s future and whether CJTF-
HOA’s activities align with the command’s mission, we reviewed CJTF-


                                                                                                                                    
3Senate Committee on Armed Services Report No. 111-35, at 218-219. (2009).  


4GAO, Defense Management: Actions Needed to Address Stakeholder Concerns, Improve 


Interagency Collaboration, and Determine Full Costs Associated with the U.S. Africa 


Command, GAO-09-181 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 20, 2009), and Force Structure: 


Preliminary Observations on the Progress and Challenges Associated with Establishing 


the U.S. Africa Command, GAO-08-947T (Washington, D.C.: July 15, 2008).  
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HOA’s operational order; draft regional engagement plan; budget 
documentation; and information on staff, force structure, and activities. 
We also held discussions with AFRICOM officials to obtain their views on 
CJTF-HOA’s status and potential future responsibilities. To review CJTF-
HOA’s benefits to AFRICOM, the U.S. embassies, and partner nations, we 
conducted interviews with CJTF-HOA, AFRICOM, U.S. embassy, 
Djiboutian government, and U.S. Joint Forces Command officials. To 
identify challenges CJTF-HOA faces in supporting AFRICOM’s mission of 
sustained security engagement in Africa, we reviewed AFRICOM’s 
strategic guidance, including its theater strategy, theater campaign plan, 
posture statement, and baseline assessment tool; and we analyzed CJTF-
HOA’s operational order, draft regional engagement plan, and activities in 
relation to AFRICOM’s guidance. We met with AFRICOM officials in 
Stuttgart, Germany, in June 2009 and held follow-up meetings to obtain 
their views on CJTF-HOA’s mission, activities, assessments, staffing, and 
funding. We visited Camp Lemonnier in October 2009 to interview CJTF-
HOA officials about their perspectives of CJTF-HOA’s activities, and we 
observed an academic training and mission rehearsal exercise for 
incoming CJTF-HOA staff in January 2010 in Suffolk, Virginia. In addition, 
we visited the U.S. embassies in Uganda, Ethiopia, and Djibouti in October 
2009, and we contacted U.S. embassy officials from Burundi, Chad, 
Comoros, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Eritrea, Madagascar, 
Mauritius, Mozambique, Rwanda, Seychelles, Sudan, Tanzania, and Yemen 
about their perspectives on and relationships with CJTF-HOA within their 
respective countries. More details about our scope and methodology are 
included in appendix I. 


We conducted this performance audit from April 2009 to April 2010, in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those 
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. 


 
DOD operates geographic combatant commands that conduct activities 
within assigned areas of responsibility around the world. DOD’s newest 
geographic command, AFRICOM, was designated fully operational on 
September 30, 2008. Consolidating the responsibility for DOD activities in 
Africa that had previously been shared by the U.S. Central, European, and 
Pacific Commands, AFRICOM is intended to provide a single focus and 
therefore a more strategic, holistic approach to U.S. military activities in 


Background 
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Africa.5 AFRICOM is supported by military service component commands 
(Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force), a theater special operations 
command (Special Operations Command, Africa), and a task force, CJTF-
HOA. With the exception of CJTF-HOA, each of AFRICOM’s component 
commands is located in Europe and does not have assigned forces.6 
AFRICOM’s Navy and Marine Corps components were designated as fully 
operational on October 1, 2008, and its Air Force, Army, and special 
operations command on October 1, 2009. To date, all have begun carrying 
out activities under AFRICOM. At least once a year, AFRICOM organizes 
an activity planning conference that brings together all of its component 
and subordinate commands as well as officials from DOD, the Department 
of State, U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), and U.S. 
embassies in Africa. 


AFRICOM stated that it takes a long-term approach to sustained security 
engagement in Africa through military-to-military programs focused on 
conflict and crisis prevention. The command intends to build partner 
security capacity; work with interagency, international, and African 
partners; promote strategic relations; address transnational challenges 
such as terrorism and drug and arms trafficking; and respond to crises as 
directed. Many of AFRICOM’s activities focus on DOD’s shift toward 
emphasizing the importance of stability operations, DOD’s overarching 
term encompassing various military missions, tasks, and activities 
conducted outside the United States in coordination with other 
instruments of national power to maintain or reestablish a safe and secure 
environment, and provide essential government services, emergency 
infrastructure reconstruction, and humanitarian relief.7 AFRICOM 
emphasizes that it conducts its stability activities in support of U.S. foreign 
policy objectives identified by the Department of State and that 
interagency efforts are of critical importance to the command’s success. 


 


                                                                                                                                    
5AFRICOM’s area of responsibility includes the African continent and its island nations, 
with the exception of Egypt. 


6On October 1, 2008, Special Operations Command, Africa, assumed responsibility for the 
Special Operations Command and Control Element-Horn of Africa and on May 15, 2009, it 
assumed responsibility for the Joint Special Operations Task Force Trans Sahara, which is 
the special operations component of Operation Enduring Freedom-Trans Sahara. 


7Department of Defense Instruction 3000.05, Stability Operations (Sept. 16, 2009). 
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According to DOD guidance,8 joint task forces are established on a 
geographical area or functional basis when the mission has a specific, 
limited objective. Normally, a joint task force is dissolved by the proper 
authority when the purpose for which it was created has been achieved or 
when it is no longer required. Some recent joint task forces have evolved 
to semipermanent task forces which stay behind to maintain end-state 
conditions or accomplish a specified follow-on or modified mission for an 
undetermined period. CJTF-HOA was originally established in 2002 under 
the Marine Corps, Central Command, at Camp LeJeune, North Carolina, as 
part of DOD’s effort to fight the Global War on Terrorism. During its 
infancy, CJTF-HOA operated from the Navy vessel Mount Whitney. In 
2003, the task force moved to its current location at Camp Lemonnier in 
Djibouti City, Djibouti, in the Horn of Africa. In 2006, CJTF-HOA and Camp 
Lemonnier were transitioned to fall under Naval Forces, Central 
Command. In 2008, after AFRICOM’s establishment, CJTF-HOA was 
realigned in support of AFRICOM. As Combatant Command Support Agent 
for CJTF-HOA, the Department of the Navy provides funds for 
administrative control of CJTF-HOA through the Navy’s U.S. Fleet Forces 
Command. 


CJTF-HOA is the largest tenant operating out of Camp Lemonnier, which is 
leased from the Djiboutian government for $30 million annually. The 
camp’s fiscal year 2010 budget is about $238 million, and as of March 2010, 
it supported 3,200 personnel. Camp Lemonnier also hosts other U.S. and 
international tenants, but about 52 percent of the camp’s personnel are 
affiliated with CJTF-HOA. In addition to Camp Lemonnier, CJTF-HOA also 
uses forward-operating locations in Manda Bay, Kenya; Isiolo, Kenya; and 
Kasenyi, Uganda.9 


CJTF-HOA’s “combined joint operational area” consists of 7 countries: 
Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Seychelles, Somalia, and Sudan.10 In 
addition, it has named another 11 countries as “areas of interest:” Burundi, 
Chad, Comoros, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Madagascar, 
Mauritius, Mozambique, Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, and Yemen. 


                                                                                                                                    
8Joint Publication 5-00.2, Joint Task Force Planning Guidance and Procedures (Jan. 13, 
1999). 


9According to CJTF-HOA officials, these forward-operating locations are not full-scale 
bases; rather, they are temporary locations that allow access to foreign air bases. The 
facilities are owned by the host nations.  


10We refer to CJTF-HOA’s “combined joint operational area” as operating area.  
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According to CJTF-HOA officials, the task force’s area-of-interest 
countries were chosen because they are in close proximity to the 
countries within the task force’s operating area. They said that both the 
operating area and areas of interest were agreed upon with AFRICOM and 
the U.S. embassies. CJTF-HOA also has a limited maritime area of interest, 
although CENTCOM is primarily responsible for counter-piracy activities 
in the region (see fig. 1). AFRICOM permits CJTF-HOA to conduct 
activities independently, with U.S. embassy approval, in countries within 
its combined joint operational area but must seek permission from 
AFRICOM to carry out new activities or change existing activities in its 
area-of-interest countries. 
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Figure 1: CJTF-HOA’s Combined Joint Operational Area and Areas of Interest 


Source: GAO presentation of DOD data; Copyright © Corel Corp. All rights reserved (map).
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As AFRICOM has been planning and prioritizing its inherited activities, it 
has been evaluating CJTF-HOA, but it has not yet made decisions on the 
future of the task force—including whether CJTF-HOA should continue to 
exist as a joint task force, and if so, whether changes are needed to CJTF-
HOA’s mission, structure, and resources to best support the command’s 
mission of sustained security engagement in Africa. Moreover, CJTF-HOA 
is currently not performing long-term follow up on activities to determine 
whether they are having their intended effects or whether modifications to 
activities need to be made to best align with AFRICOM’s mission. 


 


AFRICOM Has Not 
Determined the 
Future of CJTF-HOA 
and Lacks 
Information on Long-
term Effects of 
Activities 
Decisions Have Not Yet 
Been Made on CJTF-HOA 


AFRICOM has been evaluating CJTF-HOA, including its structure and 
activities, but at the time of this report, no decisions had been made on the 
future of the task force and whether it is appropriately aligned to support 
AFRICOM’s mission of sustained security engagement, and no specific 
time frames had been set for such decisions. According to AFRICOM 
officials, the completion of the command’s review is pending. Our prior 
work has emphasized the importance of ensuring a common outcome or 
purpose that is consistent with an organization’s goals and mission.11 Since 
becoming fully operational on September 30, 2008, AFRICOM has 
published several strategic documents—including a theater strategy, 
theater campaign plan, baseline assessment tool, and posture statement—
which outline the command’s goals and objectives and help guide its 
activities in Africa. In addition, it has been creating a regional engagement 
plan for the East region of Africa. While AFRICOM has stated that CJTF-
HOA’s mission of countering violent extremism and its location at Camp 
Lemonnier remain important, particularly given terrorist threats in the 
region, it has not yet made decisions about the future of CJTF-HOA. We 
requested but AFRICOM officials did not provide us with documents 
pertaining to its evaluation of CJTF-HOA, stating that its review was 
ongoing and any documentation was preliminary and subject to significant 
change. Regardless of the future of CJTF-HOA, AFRICOM officials 
described Camp Lemonnier as an enduring base. 


CJTF-HOA moved from CENTCOM to AFRICOM on October 1, 2008, but 
its status has not significantly changed since the transition. As of March 
2010, CJTF-HOA had about 1,650 total personnel—about 360 staff and 
1,290 assigned forces—plus several helicopters and access to other DOD 


                                                                                                                                    
11GAO, Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can Help Enhance and Sustain 


Collaboration among Federal Agencies, GAO-06-15 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 21, 2005). 
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air assets to conduct its activities. Its staff includes executive-level 
personnel and staff who work in its directorates12 as well as officials 
stationed at U.S. embassies. The CJTF-HOA staff are predominantly Navy 
personnel, with all of its executive-level staff serving in the Navy—with the 
exceptions of the deputy commander who serves in the Army and the 
political advisor who is a Department of State civilian official. The task 
force also includes representatives from coalition countries, liaison 
officers from AFRICOM headquarters and some of AFRICOM’s military 
service components, and advisors from the Department of State and 
USAID. CJTF-HOA’s assigned forces come from each of the military 
services—with the largest percentage coming from the Army—that deploy 
to countries in which CJTF-HOA operates to seek and carry out activities. 
As of March 2010, about 50 percent of CJTF-HOA’s personnel were active 
duty military servicemembers, and 50 percent were reservists. Tour 
rotations generally range from 4 months to 1 year, and are 
unaccompanied—that is, personnel cannot bring their families. 


The Navy, as CJTF-HOA’s Combatant Command Support Agent, continues 
to fund the majority of CJTF-HOA’s budget since the task force has 
transitioned under AFRICOM, and these funds are provided largely 
through overseas contingency operations appropriations, which are not 
included in DOD’s base budget. CJTF-HOA plans to spend a total of about 
$80 million in fiscal year 2010 (see app. II), about 75 percent (over          
$60 million) of which comes from the Navy. The Navy also funds most of 
Camp Lemonnier’s $238 million fiscal year 2010 budget, also through 
overseas contingency operations appropriations. The remaining 25 percent 
(about $20 million) of CJTF-HOA’s funding generally comes from 
AFRICOM and its military service components, which fund the cost of 
their deployed servicemembers. According to CJTF-HOA officials, the task 
force’s actual spending may differ from the proposed plan based on other 
priorities and requirements from AFRICOM and the military service 
components. A small portion of CJTF-HOA’s funding for humanitarian 
civic assistance activities—about $1.8 million or about 2 percent of the 
task force’s spend plan—that was provided by the Navy prior to fiscal year 
2010 is now expected to be provided by AFRICOM. CJTF-HOA officials 
explained that under AFRICOM, the task force will be required to compete 
with AFRICOM’s military service components for humanitarian civic 
assistance funds. In addition, the officials said that CJTF-HOA requested 


                                                                                                                                    
12Directorates correspond to the major functions of a command such as personnel, 
intelligence, operations, logistics, plans, and so forth.  
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that it have immediate access to some AFRICOM funds, as it did when the 
funds came from the Navy, to avoid delays with activities. However, 
AFRICOM officials told us that the command needs oversight of CJTF-
HOA activities and thus deferred CJTF-HOA’s request until the activities 
could be evaluated against AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan and other 
activities proposed by its military service components. 


Figure 2: Fiscal Year 2010 Funding for CJTF-HOA and Camp Lemonnier 


$80 million
CJTF-HOA


$238 million
Camp Lemonnier


Source: GAO presentation of CJTF-HOA and Camp Lemonnier data.


CJTF-HOA Major Funding Sourcesa


Navy, Operation and 
Maintenance


Category
Approximate 


Amount


Other Military Services, 
Operation and 
Maintenance


Humanitarian Civic 
Assistance


Humanitarian 
Assistanceb


$60 million


$16 million


$2 million


$2 million


Total Funding: $318 million


 


Note: All numbers are approximate amounts. It is important to note that CJTF-HOA comprises about 
52 percent of Camp Lemonnier’s tenants. The camp also hosts other U.S. and international tenants. 
aSee appendix II for detailed CJTF-HOA budget information. 
bThese funds span fiscal years 2009 through 2011. 


 


During our October 2009 visit to CJTF-HOA, officials told us that 
AFRICOM, its military service components, and CJTF-HOA had held an 
executive board meeting earlier that month to discuss CJTF-HOA’s future. 
Options pertaining to CJTF-HOA’s future role were discussed with 
AFRICOM’s commander, ranging from CTJF-HOA narrowing its focus on 
counterterrorism activities to maintaining its current mission to 
broadening its focus on theater security cooperation activities. AFRICOM 
said that CJTF-HOA’s activities support some of the command’s theater 
strategic objectives. AFRICOM also cited a continuous need for CJTF-
HOA, as well as Camp Lemonnier, for the foreseeable future, given 
regional security threats. However, until AFRICOM completes it evaluation 
of CJTF-HOA, it cannot determine whether it should sustain the task force, 
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and if so, whether changes are needed to CJTF-HOA’s mission, structure, 
or resources to better support the command’s mission. 


 
CJTF-HOA Continues to 
Carry Out Activities, but 
Long-term Effects Are 
Unknown 


AFRICOM has stated that CJTF-HOA’s activities have been especially 
important as the command and its military service components are 
maturing. However, it is uncertain whether the task force’s full range of 
activities support AFRICOM’s mission of sustained security engagement 
because the task force is generally not conducting long-term follow up on 
activities. 


CJTF-HOA has continued to carry out activities after transitioning under 
AFRICOM. CJTF-HOA told us that while AFRICOM has not yet made a 
decision about the future of these activities, the task force officials 
believed that some of their military-to-military activities13 may migrate to 
the military service components and that CJTF-HOA may focus on 
countering violent extremism through civil affairs projects, engineering 
projects, and other work. Moreover, AFRICOM has stated that, as the 
capabilities of its military service components become mature, the 
command will determine the best course of action to transfer CJTF-HOA 
activities to the components as necessary to ensure sustained security 
engagement with African countries in CJTF-HOA’s operating area. 


CJTF-HOA Conducting 
Activities under AFRICOM 


When we met with CJTF-HOA officials in October 2009, they estimated 
that, in addition to other tasks, about 60 percent of the task force’s 
activities focus on civil affairs projects. To conduct these quick, short-term 
projects, CJTF-HOA has established small civil affairs teams (for example, 
five or six personnel) who deploy to remote areas to engage the local 
communities and perform activities such as medical and veterinary care 
for local communities. While deployed, the teams generally nominate 
project proposals based on assessments they conduct as to what the 
communities need. The proposals are reviewed for approval by USAID, the 
embassy, CJTF-HOA, and AFRICOM prior to execution. During our 
October 2009 visit to the U.S. embassy in Ethiopia, we learned of several 
project proposals from civil affairs teams deployed in the country, ranging 
from under $10,000 to about $200,000—including the construction of a 
teaching farm, school renovations, training for local mechanics, 


                                                                                                                                    
13According to CJTF-HOA, its military-to-military activities support theater security 
cooperation through programs designed to encourage a democratic orientation of African 
defense establishments and military forces while supporting AFRICOM’s theater 
objectives. 
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construction of an orphanage, and renovation of a bridge. None of the 
project proposals in Ethiopia had been approved at the time of our visit. 
CJTF-HOA officials told us that the project approval process can be 
lengthy, potentially lasting an entire year. This is generally longer than the 
tour rotations of some CJTF-HOA civil affairs team personnel. 


Figure 3: CJTF-HOA Activities 


CJTF-HOA and Uganda People’s Defense Force work to construct a bridge foundation A search and recovery operation in 
Africa’s Lake Victoria


Source: CJTF-HOA.


 


Examples of other current activities include military-to-military activities, 
participation in peace support operations, personnel recovery efforts, and 
counter-piracy activities. For example, in October 2009, CJTF-HOA 
personnel participated in AFRICOM’s Natural Fire exercise to prepare U.S. 
and East African forces for possible future humanitarian civic assistance 
and disaster relief operations. CJTF-HOA has also participated in the 
Department of State-led Africa Contingency Operations Training and 
Assistance program to provide African militaries training on peace support 
operations. In addition, when directed, CJTF-HOA also recovers and 
returns DOD, Department of State, and USAID personnel; American 
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citizens; coalition personnel; and others within the Horn of Africa. 
Furthermore, CJTF-HOA is coordinating with the Navy and coalition 
partners in CENTCOM’s Coalition Task Force 151, which conducts 
maritime security operations to protect shipping routes in the Gulf of 
Aden, Gulf of Oman, Arabian Sea, Red Sea, and Indian Ocean. AFRICOM 
has also established a socio-cultural research and advisory team on a 
semipermanent basis at Camp Lemonnier. The team consists of one to five 
social scientists who conduct research and provide cultural advice to the 
command. 


While CJTF-HOA continues to conduct most of its activities within its 
operating area and area-of-interest countries, task force officials told us 
that their forces also conduct some activities outside these areas upon 
AFRICOM’s request. For example, CJTF-HOA helped train non-
commissioned officers in Liberia and performed explosive ordnance 
disposal and other training in Swaziland. AFRICOM officials said that the 
command considers CJTF-HOA forces as an option available to carry out 
AFRICOM activities across Africa depending on the specific skills needed, 
availability of forces, and other factors. However, they acknowledged that 
some of CJTF-HOA’s activities could be delayed or under-staffed if 
AFRICOM sends CJTF-HOA forces elsewhere. 


CJTF-HOA is not currently conducting long-term follow up on activities to 
determine whether they are having their intended effects or whether 
modifications to activities need to be made to best align with AFRICOM’s 
mission. Additionally, AFRICOM told us that the task force is generally not 
setting specific, achievable, and measurable goals for its activities that tie 
to specific missions or desired effects. Some CJTF-HOA activities appear 
to support AFRICOM’s mission. AFRICOM’s posture statement asserts that 
military-to-military engagement is the foundation of building security 
capacity in the East African region. DOD’s 2010 Quadrennial Defense 
Review also states that the U.S. military will partner with sub-regional 
security organizations in Africa to conduct capacity building and address 
humanitarian crises. Moreover, Department of State and U.S. embassy 
officials said that peacekeeping and military-to-military training activities 
help support embassy goals and U.S. foreign policy objectives in the 
partner nations. For example, in fall 2009, the task force provided support 
to the Djibouti military for a training exercise with the African Union’s 
Eastern Africa Standby Brigade. In addition, it has developed courses for 
African navies and coast guards to provide operational-level training on 
topics such as piracy, drug trafficking, illegal fishing, and environmental 
issues as part of its Maritime Center of Excellence initiative. CJTF-HOA 
forces also have helped train peacekeeping forces in Rwanda and Uganda 


Long-term Activity 
Assessments Not Currently 
Conducted 
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through an activity managed by the Department of State and supported by 
AFRICOM to improve the ability of African militaries to respond quickly to 
crises. 


Other CJTF-HOA proposed activities may not consider the full range of 
possible effects or may not be clearly aligned with AFRICOM’s mission. 
For example, Department of State and USAID officials we contacted at 
one U.S. embassy expressed concern that some of the activities that CJTF-
HOA had previously proposed, such as building schools for the partner 
nation, did not appear to fit into a larger strategic framework, and said that 
they did not believe CJTF-HOA was monitoring its activities as needed to 
enable it to demonstrate a link between activities and mission. These 
officials told us that instead of leveraging long-term data to guide future 
activity planning, CJTF-HOA may be proposing activities without 
considering the full range of potential consequences. The embassy officials 
cited a past example where CJTF-HOA had proposed drilling a well 
without considering how its placement could cause conflict in clan 
relationships or affect pastoral routes. Officials at other embassies 
described similar problems with CJTF-HOA proposals. To mitigate such 
issues, U.S. embassies have steered CJTF-HOA toward contributing to 
projects identified by USAID, which are better aligned with embassy and 
U.S. foreign policy goals. Moreover, some CJTF-HOA activities appear to 
be sporadic, short-term events that may not promote sustained or long-
term security engagement. A senior official within Djibouti’s Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation said that while he 
appreciated the projects conducted by CJTF-HOA’s civil affairs teams, his 
government would like the U.S. military to focus on long-term activities 
that build the Djiboutian military’s capacity. For example, it is uncertain 
whether CJTF-HOA’s Maritime Center of Excellence will become an 
enduring institution. CJTF-HOA has offered a few maritime training 
sessions to African navies and coast guards, but it has been unable to 
make it an enduring activity because additional funding has not yet been 
secured. U.S. embassy officials stated that feedback from participants at 
the training sessions was positive, but that the participants’ expectations 
have been dampened because they had anticipated a permanent 
institution. The officials added that creating a permanent Center of 
Excellence would advance the one-time benefit of the training toward a 
lasting benefit for the East African partner nations and in turn would 
support AFRICOM’s mission of sustained security engagement. 
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Our prior work has highlighted the importance of developing mechanisms 
to monitor, evaluate, and report on results,14 and we have previously 
reported that U.S. agencies cannot be fully assured that they have 
effectively allocated resources without establishing an assessment 
process.15 The Government Performance and Results Act also emphasizes 
that agencies should measure performance toward the achievement of 
goals. AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan requires assessments of theater 
security cooperation activities, and CJTF-HOA’s draft regional engagement 
plan requires it to conduct activity assessments during the first month,      
3 months, 6 months, 9 months, and yearly following the completion of an 
activity. In addition, AFRICOM has developed a robust tool to measure 
progress in meeting its strategic objectives and determining whether 
changes are needed to its strategic guidance and priorities for activities. 
The tool measures objective (e.g., number of identified al Qaeda members 
in a country), subjective (e.g., likelihood of an imminent terrorist attack), 
and perceptive (e.g., the level of protection against terrorism Africans 
expect their governments can provide) factors. However, AFRICOM 
officials told us that this tool is used primarily for strategic planning 
purposes and not for follow up on individual activities. Similarly, CJTF-
HOA has also developed a tool that identifies objective, subjective, and 
perceptive factors and measures progress toward meeting AFRICOM’s 
regional objectives for six countries, but our analysis indicates that this 
tool is used for strategic planning and not for specific activity assessment. 


In some instances, CJTF-HOA has conducted short-term follow up on 
activities. For example, the task force is required to produce after-action 
reports 30 days following an activity, which consist of information such as 
project description, number of participants, costs, and lessons learned. 
While these reports may be important measures of the immediate results 
of activities, we found general consensus among AFRICOM, CJTF-HOA, 
and U.S. embassy personnel that long-term follow up on CJTF-HOA’s 
activities generally does not occur. For example, a CJTF-HOA embassy 
liaison official told us that the task force’s civil affairs teams might follow 
up on past activities if they are still deployed to the area in which the 
activity occurred, but there is no requirement for the teams to return to the 
area for the sole purpose of evaluating the effectiveness of activities. When 


                                                                                                                                    
14GAO-06-15. 


15GAO, The Democratic Republic of the Congo: Systematic Assessment Is Needed to 


Determine Agencies’ Progress toward U.S. Policy Objectives, GAO-08-188 (Washington, 
D.C.: Dec. 14, 2007). 
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we asked AFRICOM officials about whether the command was following 
up on CJTF-HOA’s activities as part of their activity planning efforts, the 
officials said that AFRICOM does not conduct specific assessments of 
CJTF-HOA activities; rather, the command has begun to perform general 
strategic assessments across Africa that provide information that can help 
determine whether AFRICOM is meeting its theater security objectives. 
They noted that AFRICOM is working to create plans to assess activities, 
and that effort could guide the command’s annual strategic activity 
planning process with its military service components, special operations 
command, CJTF-HOA, and interagency partners. An AFRICOM official 
also said that CJTF-HOA is working to implement a process by which 
information on past activities can be assessed. However, according to the 
AFRICOM officials, CJTF-HOA has not historically been focused on 
performing long-term follow up on activities to determine whether they 
are having their intended effects or whether modifications to activities 
need to be made.  


We also found instances in which CJTF-HOA was either unaware of or did 
not follow up on some infrastructure activities. At a training exercise for 
incoming CJTF-HOA officials, discussion was raised concerning CJTF-
HOA’s recent discovery of a dilapidated school in Kenya with a placard 
stating “donated by CJTF-HOA”; current staff had been unaware of the 
school’s existence. Department of State and USAID officials at one U.S. 
embassy also stated that CJTF-HOA had built a well for a local community, 
but the staff did not teach the community how to maintain it. While some 
of CJTF-HOA’s activities may promote temporary benefits for the 
participants, their short-term nature or unintended long-term effects could 
potentially promote unfavorable views of the U.S. military among partner 
nations. In recognition of this issue, CJTF-HOA recently added an area to 
its project nomination process form that would require civil affairs teams 
to identify what party (e.g., the host nation) will sustain the proposed 
project. However, without requiring long-term assessments of activities, it 
is difficult for AFRICOM to determine the effectiveness of CJTF-HOA, 
which is critical for overall planning efforts and its decisions on the task 
force’s future. 
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CJTF-HOA’s Presence 
in Africa Offers 
Benefits, but the Task 
Force Also Faces 
Challenges Carrying 
Out Activities 


CJTF-HOA’s force presence in the Horn of Africa provides several benefits 
to AFRICOM, U.S. embassies, and partner nations, but the task force faces 
challenges in carrying out activities. CJTF-HOA’s benefits are important 
for AFRICOM to consider in its evaluation of CJTF-HOA and deciding on 
its future. In addition, CJTF-HOA has conducted some activities that have 
been viewed favorably by U.S. embassies and partner nations. However, 
until challenges are addressed, AFRICOM cannot ensure that CJTF-HOA is 
most effectively carrying out its activities in support of the command. 


 
CJTF-HOA’s Presence in 
the Horn of Africa 
Provides Several Benefits 


We found that the presence of CJTF-HOA forces in the Horn of Africa 
provides several benefits to AFRICOM, U.S. embassies, and partner 
nations. These benefits include the ability to (1) respond to contingencies 
within the Horn of Africa, (2) provide some in-theater personnel for 
AFRICOM activities, (3) provide additional resources to U.S. embassies in 
the task force’s operating area and area-of-interest countries, and (4) build 
U.S.-African relationships by enhancing goodwill with government officials 
in Djibouti and other countries in which its activities are held. Moreover, 
AFRICOM has stated that CJTF-HOA’s location at Camp Lemonnier is 
important given regional terrorist threats. 


• Response to Contingencies. CJTF-HOA’s location within Africa 
provides the potential for it to quickly respond to contingencies in its close 
proximity. Some forces within CJTF-HOA are available to serve, when 
directed, as part of AFRICOM’s Quick Response Forces, which can deploy 
on short notice for contingency response, such as to a terrorist incident. In 
the case of a contingency in Africa, the Secretary of Defense can approve 
the use of these forces to respond. For example, in March 2007, CJTF-HOA 
was able to send a rescue mission to a remote area in Ethiopia within       
4-1/2 hours following the crash of a vehicle carrying three U.S. soldiers. 
Additionally, an official from the U.S. embassy in Yemen told us that CJTF-
HOA forces are responsible for supporting U.S. embassy officials in Yemen 
in medical or emergency evacuations if called upon for those missions. 


 
• Ready Access to Some In-Theater Personnel for Activities. Because 


CJTF-HOA is located in Africa and has its own assigned forces, AFRICOM 
can potentially leverage some of these in-theater personnel forces to carry 
out security cooperation activities. AFRICOM officials told us that the 
command would benefit from having assigned forces for its military 
service components to conduct activities on the continent. Currently, 
AFRICOM’s military service components do not have assigned forces. To 
conduct their activities, forces must be requested through a formal Joint 
Staff process. Force planning currently occurs within the Joint Staff           
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2 years prior to the designated fiscal year; forces needed for emergent 
requirements must typically be requested 120 days in advance. AFRICOM 
officials told us that the command must request forces and equipment for 
its military service components to carry out any type of activity in Africa—
whether it be a large-scale operation or additional personnel needed to 
travel to the continent to plan a future program.16 Moreover, they said that 
AFRICOM does not always receive the forces or equipment it requests for 
an activity because DOD may have higher priority needs. From the 
AFRICOM and some military service components’ perspective, having to 
formally request forces for all activities may impact AFRICOM’s 
effectiveness if there are greater DOD priorities. However, AFRICOM has 
occasionally used CJTF-HOA forces with appropriate skill sets outside of 
its operating area and area-of-interest countries, such as in Liberia and 
Swaziland, and these forces could potentially be leveraged for other 
activities. 


 
• Additional Resources for U.S. Embassies. The majority of U.S. 


embassies that engage with CJTF-HOA stated that they appreciate the 
resources that CJTF-HOA provides them and their respective host nations. 
Several Department of State and U.S. embassy officials said that they are 
under-resourced and that the military presence provides additional 
resources. For example, U.S. embassy officials in Djibouti described CJTF-
HOA as providing valuable resources to the embassy and Djibouti. The 
U.S. embassy for Seychelles and Mauritius described the CJTF-HOA 
liaison officer as becoming integral to the embassy’s daily operations. In 
Uganda, U.S. embassy officials noted that CJTF-HOA’s civil affairs teams 
are providing valuable support to USAID in conducting security assistance 
aspects of development activities. 


 
• Building U.S.-African Relationships. Conducting activities in Africa 


provides the opportunity for CJTF-HOA to generate a positive image of the 
U.S. military and build U.S.-African relationships. Government and military 
officials in Djibouti told us that they appreciated having CJTF-HOA 
conduct activities, and U.S. embassy officials in CJTF-HOA’s operating 
area and area-of-interest countries also indicated that African officials 
appreciated CJTF-HOA’s presence. A senior official in Djibouti’s Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation told us that the 
Djiboutian government recognizes that the U.S. military presence has been 
extremely beneficial for Djibouti, highlighting CJTF-HOA’s activities such 
as equipment donations and support for the training of Somali security 


                                                                                                                                    
16When forces are not provided, AFRICOM may have to delay or cancel activities or take 
military service component staff away from other duties to travel to Africa.  
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forces in Djibouti. Djiboutian military officers also told us that their 
military has a positive relationship with CJTF-HOA and that they 
appreciate the U.S. military’s presence in their country. Additionally, a U.S. 
embassy official in Tanzania said that Tanzanian political, administrative, 
civil society, and religious leaders continuously assert their appreciation 
for CJTF-HOA’s civil affairs team. 


 
CJTF-HOA Faces 
Challenges in Supporting 
AFRICOM’s Mission 


CJTF-HOA faces challenges in supporting AFRICOM’s mission of 
sustained security engagement in Africa. These challenges include 
uncertainty of CJTF-HOA’s future funding if the task force does not 
continue to receive overseas contingency operations appropriations, as 
well as difficulties implementing activities—including applying funding to 
activities, addressing African cultural issues, and working with 
interagency partners. As these challenges are addressed, CJTF-HOA may 
be better positioned to support the command. 


While AFRICOM has not yet made decisions on CJTF-HOA, the task 
force’s sustainability may nonetheless be uncertain because AFRICOM, in 
concert with DOD or the Navy, has not developed viable long-term funding 
options to address how, and in what form, CJTF-HOA can be funded over 
the long term. AFRICOM and CJTF-HOA officials told us that they are 
uncertain how CJTF-HOA will be funded if overseas contingency 
operations appropriations—upon which CJTF-HOA relies heavily and 
which are separate from DOD’s base budget—are eliminated. As it stands, 
it is highly uncertain whether the Navy would be able or willing to absorb 
CJTF-HOA, with its current budget and composition, into its base budget 
without making difficult trade-off decisions. In addition, we have 
previously reported that DOD needs to determine the full costs associated 
with AFRICOM.17 When AFRICOM inherited CJTF-HOA from CENTCOM, 
the task force’s budget was not altered significantly. 


Future Funding Is Uncertain 


We have previously reported that past DOD supplemental funding requests 
have generally been used to support the initial or unexpected costs of 
contingency operations.18 Once a limited and partial projection of costs has 
been made, past DOD administrations have generally requested further 
funding in their base budget requests. We have encouraged DOD to 


                                                                                                                                    
17GAO-09-181.  


18GAO, Global War on Terrorism: DOD Needs to Take Action to Encourage Fiscal 


Discipline and Optimize the Use of Tools Intended to Improve GWOT Cost Reporting, 


GAO-08-68 (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 6, 2007). 
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include known or likely projected costs of ongoing operations related to 
the war on terrorism in DOD’s base budget requests. In fiscal year 2010, 
DOD shifted about $7.8 billion in funding from overseas contingency 
operations appropriations to the base budget request, representing about  
6 percent of the fiscal year 2010 overseas contingency operations 
appropriations; however, according to DOD officials, consistent with 
Office of Management and Budget guidance, the majority of funding for 
CJTF-HOA and Camp Lemonnier has continued to be requested through 
the department’s overseas contingency operations funding requests. 


While decisions about CJTF-HOA’s future, including its long-term funding, 
have not yet been made, Camp Lemonnier continues to grow even though 
when the Marine Corps first moved to Camp Lemonnier in 2003, it was 
intended to be a temporary or expeditionary camp. Camp Lemonnier’s 
planned expansion began under CENTCOM, which had set a requirement 
that the camp be capable of expanding from 2,000 personnel during 
normal operations to the accommodation of 4,000 personnel during a 
surge, and of supporting 12 fixed-wing aircraft. In 2005, the U.S. and 
Djiboutian governments reached an agreement to obtain 500 additional 
acres of land for the camp and to return a small portion of the camp’s 
current land to Djibouti. As of March 2010, the camp had completed an 
expansion of an aircraft parking apron and taxiway system and was 
pursuing other projects, such as establishing a new dining facility and 
further developing the utility and network infrastructure system. The camp 
has also budgeted $41.8 million in fiscal year 2010 for four other 
infrastructure projects: an ammunition supply point, security fencing 
around the camp’s perimeter, pavement of several internal base roads, and 
construction of a fire station. 
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Figure 4: Housing at Camp Lemonnier, Djibouti (2008) 


Source: GAO.


 


AFRICOM and CJTF-HOA officials told us that Camp Lemonnier and 
CJTF-HOA are separate entities and that the camp could very well endure 
even if the task force does not, but the two are integrally linked. CJTF-
HOA personnel make up about 52 percent of Camp Lemonnier’s tenants, 
and CJTF-HOA forces provide security for the camp. While increasing 
counter-piracy efforts could potentially expand the number of other DOD 
and international tenants at Camp Lemonnier, CJTF-HOA personnel will 
likely continue to draw the majority of the camp’s resources. Furthermore, 
Camp Lemonnier, like CJTF-HOA, is mostly funded from overseas 
contingency operations appropriations. These uncertainties, coupled with 
the large amount of resources that continue to be invested in CJTF-HOA 
and Camp Lemonnier, underscore AFRICOM’s need to determine CTJF-
HOA’s future so that it is can ensure that resources are being spent 
appropriately. Moreover, without a solution for CJTF-HOA’s long-term 
funding, AFRICOM will be challenged to sustain the task force, if it 
chooses to do so. 


While CJTF-HOA has been implementing activities under AFRICOM, we 
found that some personnel lack needed skills for (1) applying funding to 


Some Personnel Lack Needed 
Skills 
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activities, (2) understanding African cultural issues, and (3) working with 
interagency partners at U.S. embassies. 


• Funding for Activities. CJTF-HOA’s budget staff have difficulty 
effectively applying funding to activities, particularly when the staff 
first arrive. DOD has highlighted similar issues, stating in its 2010 
Quadrennial Defense Review that America’s security assistance efforts 
are constrained by a complex patchwork of authorities and unwieldy 
processes. Moreover, Joint Publication 1-06 states that funding a joint 
operation can present a challenge because of diverse fiscal 
requirements, sources, and authorities of funds. Multiple funding 
sources (e.g., DOD, Department of State, United Nations) may have to 
be used to accommodate the constraints imposed by fiscal law.19 
However, Joint Publication 1-04 also emphasizes the need for properly 
establishing, staffing, training, and equipping legal support to joint task 
forces. To ensure unity of effort, personnel need a common 
understanding of who is responsible for performing which tasks and 
how those tasks are performed.20 There are nine DOD and three 
Department of State funding accounts for CJTF-HOA activities. 
According to CJTF-HOA officials, the task force’s budget staff have a 
steep learning curve to understand the provisions associated with these 
funding accounts because the CJTF-HOA comptroller and deputy 
comptroller are not financial specialists, generally do not work on 
military comptroller issues full time, and have short tour lengths. This 
steep learning curve can result in delays in conducting activities, as 
CJTF-HOA staff described spending extra time and resources 
understanding how to apply funding to activities. Moreover, AFRICOM 
stated that command staffing and tour lengths contribute to the 
difficulties in learning and maintaining knowledge of funding for CJTF-
HOA activities. For example, CJTF-HOA staff had intended to continue 
providing training for senior enlisted Ethiopian military members 
through one type of funding authorization, but they later found that the 
account did not allow training of foreign military members. 
Consequently, the staff had to revise their program from one of training 
officers to one of providing feedback to Ethiopian instructors. While 
CJTF-HOA staff may eventually correctly identify funding accounts for 
their activities, their limited skills in applying funding may result in 
difficulties in implementing activities. CJTF-HOA officials told us that 
financial training for program staff would be beneficial. 


                                                                                                                                    
19Joint Publication 1-06, Financial Management Support in Joint Operations (Mar. 4, 
2008). 


20Joint Publication 1-04, Legal Support to Military Operations (Mar. 1, 2007). 
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• African Cultural Issues. AFRICOM’s posture statement identifies 
cultural awareness and regional expertise as core competencies for 
AFRICOM. However, we found instances in which CJTF-HOA was not 
able to conduct activities as effectively as possible due to limited 
understanding of cultural issues, such as the time required to conduct 
activities in African villages or local religious customs. In one case, 
according to a U.S. embassy official, CJTF-HOA provided 3 days notice 
to the host nation that it would conduct a medical clinic in a remote 
village in Djibouti. However, because the villagers are nomads, it was 
difficult to get participants due to the short amount of notice. U.S. 
embassy officials also shared with us an instance in which CJTF-HOA’s 
proposal for a 1-day veterinary vaccination event could have actually 
harmed the livestock by having them travel when they were weakened 
from a recent drought. As another example, CJTF-HOA distributed 
used clothing to local Djibouti villagers during Ramadan, which 
offended the Muslim population. However, a couple of U.S. embassies 
acknowledged that CJTF-HOA is working to improve its expertise in 
African issues. In Tanzania, for example, a U.S. embassy official said 
that the CJTF-HOA team members had become proficient in Swahili, 
helping them to develop relationships. Getting to know the language, 
culture, and the people in the region, the embassy official said, has 
contributed to the success in developing a Tanzanian-American 
partnership in a region where extremists are known to operate. 
According to AFRICOM, the command is drafting guidance that will 
address cultural training, which it expects to issue in spring 2010. More 
widespread and robust cultural understanding of its partner nations 
could help CJTF-HOA avoid potentially unfavorable views of itself 
among the Africans and risk straining relations between partner 
nations and the U.S. government. 


 
• Interagency Collaboration. CJTF-HOA stations officials in U.S. 


embassies to facilitate coordination with the Department of State and 
USAID; however, several embassy officials said that CJTF-HOA’s 
embassy liaisons may take several months to understand their roles in 
the embassy, and embassy staff must continually train incoming CJTF-
HOA staff as they rotate in. We found several instances in which CJTF-
HOA personnel did not always understand embassy procedures for 
interacting with African partner nations. For example, at times CJTF-
HOA personnel would approach the Djiboutian government ministries 
directly with concepts for activities rather than follow the established 
procedure of having the U.S. embassy initiate the contact. In another 
instance, a CJTF-HOA civil affairs team operating in Uganda was not 
aware of the U.S. embassy’s requirement that they wear their military 
uniforms while carrying out activities. Our prior work has highlighted 
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issues associated with interagency efforts in Africa. Specifically, in 
reporting on the U.S. government’s Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism 
Partnership initiative in northwest Africa, we have recommended that a 
comprehensive strategy be developed to increase agencies’ ability to 
collaborate in working to combat terrorism. The Department of State 
and USAID agreed with the recommendation, with USAID noting that 
our report reinforced its efforts to encourage interagency collaboration 
and create efficiencies in implementation.21 Similarly, without greater 
skills in working with embassy partners, CJTF-HOA may have difficulty 
leveraging resources with Department of State and USAID personnel, 
potentially slowing the process for conducting activities effectively or 
supporting U.S. interests in the region. 


 
We found that some of CJTF-HOA personnel’s lack of skills in the above 
issues may be caused or exacerbated by limited training and guidance and 
further compounded by the task force’s short tour lengths, which impose a 
steep learning curve. According to U.S. embassy officials, CJTF-HOA 
personnel’s tours often end just as they are beginning to develop a solid 
knowledge base. Regarding understanding of funding accounts, AFRICOM 
budget staff are available to answer funding questions posed by CJTF-
HOA, but AFRICOM does not provide guidance on most of CJTF-HOA’s 
funding accounts because officials told us that CJTF-HOA should receive 
this guidance from the Navy. Moreover, during our observation of training 
provided to incoming CJTF-HOA staff in January 2010, we observed some 
instruction on working with the U.S. embassies. For example, officials 
discussed embassy leadership, the role of different federal agencies at 
embassies, U.S. foreign policy strategies for host nations, and other topics. 
However, the majority of that training was not shared with all staff but 
rather only with the CJTF-HOA embassy liaison personnel. In addition, 
only limited information on African cultural and political issues was 
provided at that training. Upon arrival at Camp Lemonnier, incoming 
personnel attend a 2-day introductory course that generally focuses on 
how to live and work on the camp and includes some interagency and 
cultural awareness topics. CJTF-HOA shared with us six training 
presentations identified as covering cultural awareness; however, we 


                                                                                                                                    
21GAO, Combating Terrorism: Actions Needed to Enhance Implementation of Trans-


Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership, GAO-08-860 (Washington, D.C.: July 31, 2008). The 
Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership initiative is a multiyear, multiagency effort to 
support diplomacy, development assistance, and military activities aimed at strengthening 
country and regional counterterrorism capabilities and inhibiting the spread of extremist 
ideology.  


Page 24 GAO-10-504  Defense Management 



http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-08-860





 


  


 


 


found that only two of those presentations covered Djiboutian and African 
cultural awareness topics such as geography, climate, religion, and 
etiquette. The remaining presentations focused primarily on staff 
operations and organizational structure, and they did not provide 
comprehensive information on African cultural issues. Furthermore, 
because the cultural training presentations are provided during the 
beginning of tours, when personnel are also learning about their new 
assignments and daily operations, it is unlikely that the two cultural 
presentations provide for comprehensive, effective cultural training. 
However, in February 2010, CJTF-HOA created a special advisor position 
to, among other duties, help coordinate interagency efforts. 


Preliminary findings from our ongoing review of AFRICOM’s activity 
planning and execution suggest that these difficulties may not be unique to 
CJTF-HOA; rather, they may also pose problems for personnel at 
AFRICOM headquarters, its military service components, and beyond. Our 
prior work on interagency collaboration has highlighted issues, such as 
developing a well-trained workforce and understanding cultural 
differences, which extend to the entire federal government.22 AFRICOM 
officials told us that the command does not oversee training for CJTF-
HOA, but it does provide Web-based cultural training that is available to 
CJTF-HOA and all of its components. The officials also said that the 
command has helped reduce the steep learning curve of CJTF-HOA 
personnel by placing CJTF-HOA liaison officials alongside AFRICOM 
liaison officials in U.S. embassies, and by staggering the tour dates of 
CJTF-HOA’s commander with those of other staff. 


However, without more fully addressing CJTF-HOA’s difficulties such as 
effectively applying funding to activities, understanding African cultural 
issues, and working with interagency partners at U.S. embassies, CJTF-
HOA will continue to face problems implementing activities and will 
struggle to institutionalize knowledge amidst its frequent personnel 
rotations. 


 
As the U.S. military’s main operational presence on the African continent, 
CJTF-HOA has the potential to play a critical role in helping the United 


Conclusions 


                                                                                                                                    
22GAO, Interagency Collaboration: Key Issues for Congressional Oversight of National 


Security Strategies, Organizations, Workforce, and Information Sharing, GAO-09-904SP 
(Washington, D.C.: Sept. 25, 2009). 
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States develop a more holistic approach to Africa. However, 18 months 
after CJTF-HOA was moved under AFRICOM, key decisions have yet to be 
made regarding the future of the task force. While AFRICOM’s military 
service components and special operations command have all begun 
carrying out activities, CJTF-HOA continues to operate in largely the same 
manner, with generally the same mission, force composition, and 
budgetary resources, as it did under CENTCOM. Moreover, it continues to 
conduct activities without ensuring that they are positively affecting 
African partner nations over the long term. And, costly infrastructure 
investments continue to be made to transform Camp Lemonnier in 
Djibouti from a temporary site to an enduring base. CJTF-HOA, as 
AFRICOM’s only task force located in Africa with assigned forces, has the 
potential to make valuable contributions to the U.S. government’s efforts 
on the continent. However, a key decision in its evaluation and planning of 
the myriad of activities it has inherited from other DOD organizations is 
determining whether changes are needed to CJTF-HOA—such as the       
re-alignment, modification, or possible dissolution of the task force in 
favor of other priorities. Should the department decide to sustain the task 
force, attention must be turned to addressing challenges that are hindering 
its effectiveness in carrying out activities. Until AFRICOM takes steps to 
examine feasible long-term funding options and develops a solution to 
increase the effectiveness and continuity of efforts among CJTF-HOA’s 
frequently-rotating staff, the command cannot ensure that its task force is 
supporting U.S. efforts in Africa with the appropriate resources and 
trained personnel. 


 
First, to help ensure that personnel and resources are applied most 
effectively to enhance U.S. military efforts in Africa, we recommend that 
the Secretary of Defense direct the Commander, U.S. Africa Command, to 
complete its evaluation of CJTF-HOA, determining whether the task force 
should be retained, and if so, whether changes are needed to its mission, 
structure, and resources to best support the command’s mission. 


Recommendations for 
Executive Action 


If DOD determines that sustaining CJTF-HOA is consistent with its long-
term goals, we further recommend that the Secretary of Defense direct the 
Commander, U.S. Africa Command to take the following four additional 
actions: 


• Conduct long-term assessments of CJTF-HOA activities to determine 
whether the activities are having their intended impact and support 
AFRICOM’s mission. 


 


Page 26 GAO-10-504  Defense Management 







 


  


 


 


• Identify the projected costs for the task force to conduct its assigned 
mission and, in concert with DOD or the Navy, develop a realistic 
funding plan for the task force’s sustainability. 


 
• Take actions to ensure that CJTF-HOA budget personnel have the 


expertise and knowledge necessary to make timely and accurate 
funding decisions for activities. These actions could include some 
combination of training, staffing changes, and/or guidance. 


 
• Develop comprehensive training guidance or a program that augments 


assigned personnel’s understanding of African cultural awareness and 
working with interagency partners. The guidance or program should be 
mandatory and mechanisms should be developed to ensure compliance 
for the best chances of institutionalizing knowledge among CJTF-HOA 
personnel, promote continuity of efforts, and sustain progress as 
personnel rotate frequently into and out of Camp Lemonnier. 


 
In its written comments on a draft of this report, DOD generally concurred 
with all of our recommendations and cited some actions that it was taking 
to address the issues identified in this report. Technical comments were 
provided separately and incorporated as appropriate. The department’s 
written comments are reprinted in appendix III. 


Agency Comments 
and Our Evaluation 


DOD partially concurred with our recommendation that AFRICOM 
complete its evaluation of CJTF-HOA and, if deciding to retain the task 
force, determine whether changes are needed to its mission, structure, and 
resources to best support the command’s mission. In its response, the 
department stated that CJTF-HOA provides an essential capability and is 
located in a strategic location to protect American lives and support U.S. 
interests in the region. As CJTF-HOA’s mission of countering violent 
extremism remains a top priority for the task force, DOD expects CJTF-
HOA to continue to carry out activities in the region for years to come. The 
department stated that AFRICOM will be tasked to work with the Joint 
Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense to determine whether 
modifications are needed to CJTF-HOA’s mission, structure, activities, and 
resources to best meet the mission of countering violent extremism in the 
region. The department further stated that much of this evaluation is 
already in progress, that AFRICOM regularly evaluates CJTF-HOA’s 
mission, and that the AFRICOM commander is satisfied with the task 
force’s current structure and forces assigned to carry out its mission. As 
our report indicates, CJTF-HOA has the potential to make valuable 
contributions to the U.S. government’s efforts in Africa. We agree that it is 
a good practice for AFRICOM to conduct ongoing reviews of the task 
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force. However, DOD’s response does not indicate what analyses, if any, 
the AFRICOM commander relied upon in order to conclude that the task 
force’s current structure and forces are most appropriate. Also, as we 
previously mentioned in this report, we requested but AFRICOM did not 
provide us with details of its ongoing evaluation. Given that CJTF-HOA 
was originally established almost 8 years ago under a different combatant 
command and that its status has not changed significantly since it moved 
under AFRICOM, we support the department’s decision to task AFRICOM 
to complete its evaluation of CJTF-HOA and determine whether 
modifications are needed to the task force’s mission, structure, activities, 
and resources. We believe that this is a critical step in determining the 
future role of CJTF-HOA. Completing this evaluation in a thorough yet 
expeditious manner and clearly articulating any needed changes to CJTF-
HOA’s mission, structure, and resources will aid in the command’s efforts 
to plan and prioritize the many activities it inherited upon its 
establishment and ensure that personnel and resources are applied most 
effectively to enhance U.S. military efforts in Africa. 


In response to our recommendation that AFRICOM conduct long-term 
assessments of CJTF-HOA activities, DOD concurred, stating that the 
command has established an assessment process and that the task force 
has revised its review criteria to consider long-term sustainment in its 
activity evaluations. While we acknowledge that AFRICOM’s assessment 
tool measures progress in meeting the command’s strategic objectives, our 
review revealed that this tool does not follow up on specific activities. 
Additionally, we reported that the task force is implementing a process to 
assess past activities. DOD also stated that AFRICOM is working with 
CJTF-HOA personnel to put in place an operational assessment process to 
continuously evaluate individual activities and their impact on regional 
capacity to prevent and deter terrorist activities, but it did not provide a 
time frame for completion. If implemented, this effort has potential to 
provide CJTF-HOA with additional information on whether its activities 
are having their intended effects or whether modifications are needed. We 
continue to believe that until AFRICOM consistently follows up on the 
long-term impact of CJTF-HOA’s activities, the command will be unable to 
effectively determine whether the activities support AFRICOM’s mission 
of sustained security engagement. 


Regarding our recommendation that AFRICOM identify costs associated 
with CJTF-HOA and develop a realistic funding plan, DOD concurred with 
comment. The department stated that it is working with the Department of 
the Navy and the Office of Management and Budget on long-term funding 
options for the task force and Camp Lemonnier, and that AFRICOM will 
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articulate CJTF-HOA’s funding requirements to the appropriate DOD 
offices. Furthermore, DOD stated that the actual funding source—whether 
overseas contingency operations or DOD baseline funds—is decided at the 
department and administration levels, rather than at AFRICOM. While we 
acknowledge that AFRICOM must work in concert with DOD, the 
Department of the Navy, and the Office of Management and Budget, our 
review found that AFRICOM officials remain uncertain as to how the task 
force would be funded if overseas contingency operations appropriations 
are eliminated. DOD’s response also did not provide information on a 
specific timeline or plan to determine costs and future funding options for 
CJTF-HOA. In order to ensure resources are being spent appropriately and 
will remain sufficient to sustain the task force in the future, as AFRICOM 
intends, the command should actively work with the department and other 
relevant stakeholders to develop a solution for CJTF-HOA’s long-term 
funding. 


DOD concurred with our recommendation that AFRICOM should take 
actions to ensure that CJTF-HOA’s budget personnel have the appropriate 
expertise and knowledge, such as through training, staffing changes, 
and/or guidance. In its response, the department stated that AFRICOM has 
encouraged CJTF-HOA participation in resource management courses and 
has conducted some on-the-job training in the past, which it intends to 
continue. The department also responded that AFRICOM has taken steps 
to lengthen some tours for personnel with critical skills and plans to bring 
key personnel to the command for training prior to deployment to CJTF-
HOA. However, it did not provide specific information on which 
personnel’s tours would be lengthened, which personnel would attend and 
what type of pre-deployment training would be given at the command, or a 
timeline for implementing this latter action. Our review identified that the 
short tour lengths and steep learning curves of the budget personnel have 
remained challenges for CJTF-HOA, resulting in staff spending extra time 
and resources understanding how to apply funding activities and 
potentially leading to delays in conducting activities. We believe the steps 
DOD outlined, if implemented in a timely and comprehensive manner, 
could help augment understanding and expertise associated with applying 
funding accounts to activities within CJTF-HOA. Furthermore, we 
continue to believe that AFRICOM should identify and complete specific 
actions—such as consistently providing additional training or issuing 
specific funding guidance—which will aid in institutionalizing knowledge 
among CJTF-HOA budget staff. 


In response to our recommendation that AFRICOM develop 
comprehensive training guidance or a program on African cultural 
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awareness and working with interagency partners, DOD concurred, stating 
that AFRICOM has set up a Joint Force Development and Readiness 
Directorate to develop cultural awareness programs and has also 
participated in a CJTF-HOA mission rehearsal exercise for incoming core 
staff. Our review highlighted AFRICOM’s participation in CJTF-HOA’s pre-
deployment mission rehearsal exercise; however, as we report, we 
observed some training provided on working with U.S. embassies—the 
majority of which was not shared with all incoming task force staff—as 
well as limited training provided on African cultural and political issues. 
Additionally, the department did not address how it would mandate 
compliance with any training it develops. Until AFRICOM develops and 
mandates the use of training guidance or a program for its task force that 
specifically focuses on African cultural awareness and working with 
interagency partners, the task force risks strained relations with partner 
nations and U.S. embassy personnel and potentially slowing the process 
for conducting activities effectively. 


 
 As arranged with your office, unless you publicly announce its contents 


earlier, we plan no further distribution of this report until 30 days from the 
issue date. At that time, we will send copies of this report to the Secretary 
of Defense; the Secretary of State; and the Administrator, United States 
Agency for International Development. The report will also be available at 
no charge on the GAO Web site at http://www.gao.gov.  


If you or your staff have questions about this report, please contact me at 
(202) 512-3489 or at pendletonj@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of 
Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the last page 
of this report. GAO staff who made key contributions to this report are 


John H. Pendleton 


listed in appendix IV. 


Director, Defense Capabilities and Management 
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology 


In conducting our work for this report, we analyzed documentation and 
conducted interviews with officials at the U.S. Africa Command 
(AFRICOM), Combined Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa (CTJF-HOA), 
Djiboutian government, and U.S. embassies that work with CJTF-HOA. We 
met with AFRICOM officials in Stuttgart, Germany, in June 2009 and held 
follow-up video-teleconferences in December 2009. As part of our ongoing 
review of AFRICOM, we traveled to Uganda, Ethiopia, and Djibouti in 
October 2009 to meet with embassy officials and observe U.S. military 
operations. We chose to visit Uganda to observe the AFRICOM-sponsored, 
U.S. Army Africa-led Natural Fire exercise, AFRICOM’s largest exercise in 
Africa for 2009; Ethiopia, due to its proximity to Djibouti and large amount 
of CJTF-HOA civil affairs team activity proposals; and Djibouti, due to the 
location of CJTF-HOA at Camp Lemonnier. We visited the U.S. embassies 
in each of these countries, and we spoke with members of the Djiboutian 
government. Additionally, we contacted all U.S. embassies within CJTF-
HOA’s operating area and areas of interest. We received either written 
responses or held phone conversations with the following embassies:1 
Chad, Comoros, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Eritrea, Madagascar, 
Mauritius, Mozambique, Rwanda, Seychelles, Sudan, Tanzania, and Yemen. 
In January 2010, we observed and obtained documentation from an 
academic training and mission rehearsal exercise for incoming CJTF-HOA 
staff in Suffolk, Virginia. 


To review the extent to which AFRICOM has made decisions on CJTF-
HOA and determined whether its activities align with the command’s 
mission, we reviewed AFRICOM and CJTF-HOA guidance and discussed 
the task force’s status and future plans with officials. Specifically, to 
examine CJTF-HOA’s mission, we studied its operational order and draft 
regional engagement plan, and we received from CJTF-HOA officials 
information on activities. Specifically, to review CJTF-HOA’s current 
personnel, we received from CJTF-HOA information on current staff and 
force structure. To review CJTF-HOA’s status on funding resources, we 
studied budget documentation including CJTF-HOA’s spending for fiscal 
year 2009, proposed spend plan for fiscal year 2010, and funding 
information for Camp Lemonnier from both the camp’s and CJTF-HOA’s 
comptrollers. We also visited Camp Lemonnier in October 2009 to 
interview CJTF-HOA officials about the status of the task force. To gain 
further information about CJTF-HOA’s activities, we visited the U.S. 
embassies in Djibouti, Ethiopia, and Uganda in October 2009 to interview 


                                                                                                                                    
1We also contacted but did not receive a response from the U.S. embassy in Burundi.  
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Department of State, United States Agency for International Development 
(USAID), and Department of Defense (DOD) officials at embassies, 
including CJTF-HOA liaison officials stationed in the embassies. We also 
asked U.S. embassy officials from Chad, Comoros, Democratic Republic of 
the Congo, Eritrea, Madagascar, Mauritius, Mozambique, Rwanda, 
Seychelles, Sudan, Tanzania, and Yemen about the activities conducted by 
CJTF-HOA in their respective countries. To address plans for CJTF-HOA’s 
future under AFRICOM, we met with AFRICOM officials in Stuttgart, 
Germany, in June 2009 and held follow-up meetings to obtain their views 
on CJTF-HOA’s status and potential future responsibilities. 


To review CJTF-HOA’s benefits and challenges, we reviewed AFRICOM’s 
strategic guidance including its theater strategy, theater campaign plan, 
posture statement, and a briefing on its baseline assessment tool, and we 
analyzed CJTF-HOA’s operational order, draft regional engagement plan, 
incoming staff training presentations, and activities in relation to 
AFRICOM’s guidance. We also reviewed DOD’s 2010 Quadrennial Defense 
Review to understand DOD’s strategy for Africa. We conducted interviews 
with AFRICOM, CJTF-HOA, U.S. embassy, Djiboutian government, and 
U.S. Joint Forces Command officials. During our discussions with 
AFRICOM officials, we obtained information on AFRICOM’s lack of 
assigned forces and its ability to leverage CJTF-HOA forces. As part of our 
visit to Camp Lemonnier in October 2009, we discussed with task force 
officials the benefits and challenges of CJTF-HOA’s presence and 
activities, and we further observed training for incoming task force staff at 
the mission rehearsal exercise in January 2010 in Suffolk, Virginia. We 
visited or contacted the U.S. embassies named above to obtain from the 
Department of State, USAID, or DOD officials information on CJTF-HOA’s 
benefits in their respective countries. We met with a senior official in 
Djibouti’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation, as 
well as officers from the Djibouti Armed Forces, to gain their perspectives 
on working with CJTF-HOA. Additionally, we met with U.S. Joint Forces 
Command officials to obtain information on CJTF-HOA’s ability to 
respond to emergencies and AFRICOM’s ability to access forces for 
activities. 


We conducted this performance audit from April 2009 to April 2010, in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those 
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. 
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Appendix II: Combined Joint Task Force-
Horn of Africa Fiscal Year 2010 Spend Plan 


The following table provides information on CJTF-HOA’s spend plan for 
fiscal year 2010. According to CJTF-HOA officials, the task force’s actual 
spending may differ from the proposed plan based on other priorities and 
requirements from AFRICOM and the military service components. 


Table 1: Combined Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa Fiscal Year 2010 Spend Plan 


Dollars in thousands   


Operation and Maintenance Description Amount


Operation and Maintenance, Navy Funds CJTF-HOA headquarters and forward-operating location costs as well as 
certain operating costs of assigned Navy units. 


$60,150.0


Operation and Maintenance, Army Funds certain operating costs of assigned Army units.  15,500.0


Operation and Maintenance, Air Force Funds certain operating costs of assigned Air Force units.  315.0


Operation and Maintenance, Marine 
Corps 


Funds certain operating costs of assigned Marine Corps units. 150.0


Humanitarian Civic Assistance Funds provided by AFRICOM for efforts to promote security interests of the 
United States and foreign country, promote operational readiness skills of U.S. 
forces, and serve basic economic and social needs of the country’s people. 
Examples include medical or veterinary assistance.  


2,013.0


Official Representation Funds Funds various receptions and events to extend courtesies to guests to maintain 
prestige and standing of CJTF-HOA.  


15.5


Operation and Maintenance 
Subtotal 


 78,143.5


Humanitarian Assistancea Funds provided by AFRICOM, subject to the approval of the Defense Security 
Cooperation Agency, to generally support projects for basic building and 
construction. 


2,162.7b


Total  $80,306.2


Source: GAO analysis of CJTF-HOA and AFRICOM information. 


Notes: In addition to the amounts shown in this table, the Department of State provides funding for 
some CJTF-HOA activities related to peacekeeping operations, foreign military financing, and 
international military education and training. 


CJTF-HOA requested $369.7 (dollars in thousands) for Traditional Commander’s Activities (TCA) 
funds from AFRICOM, but as of March 2010, none of the funds had been received. TCA funds are for 
various African military to U.S. military contacts and security cooperation activities. The task force is 
waiting for AFRICOM to confirm whether or not it will receive any TCA funds in fiscal year 2010. 
aA small portion of the funds for Humanitarian Assistance may not be allocated in fiscal year 2010 and 
may instead be used for earthquake relief efforts in Haiti. 
bThis figure consists of $1,345.6 for fiscal years 2009 and 2010, and $817.1 for fiscal years 2010 and 
2011 (dollars in thousands). 
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commitment to good government is reflected in its core values of 
accountability, integrity, and reliability. 


The fastest and easiest way to obtain copies of GAO documents at no cost 
is through GAO’s Web site (www.gao.gov). Each weekday afternoon, GAO 
posts on its Web site newly released reports, testimony, and 
correspondence. To have GAO e-mail you a list of newly posted products, 
go to www.gao.gov and select “E-mail Updates.” 


Obtaining Copies of 
GAO Reports and 
Testimony 


Order by Phone The price of each GAO publication reflects GAO’s actual cost of 
production and distribution and depends on the number of pages in the 
publication and whether the publication is printed in color or black and 
white. Pricing and ordering information is posted on GAO’s Web site, 
http://www.gao.gov/ordering.htm.  


Place orders by calling (202) 512-6000, toll free (866) 801-7077, or  
TDD (202) 512-2537. 


Orders may be paid for using American Express, Discover Card, 
MasterCard, Visa, check, or money order. Call for additional information. 


Contact: 


Web site: www.gao.gov/fraudnet/fraudnet.htm 
E-mail: fraudnet@gao.gov 
Automated answering system: (800) 424-5454 or (202) 512-7470 


Ralph Dawn, Managing Director, dawnr@gao.gov, (202) 512-4400 
U.S. Government Accountability Office, 441 G Street NW, Room 7125 
Washington, DC 20548 


To Report Fraud, 
Waste, and Abuse in 
Federal Programs 


Congressional 
Relations 


Chuck Young, Managing Director, youngc1@gao.gov, (202) 512-4800 
U.S. Government Accountability Office, 441 G Street NW, Room 7149  
Washington, DC 20548 


Public Affairs 


 


Please Print on Recycled Paper
 



http://www.gao.gov/

http://www.gao.gov/

http://www.gao.gov/ordering.htm

http://www.gao.gov/fraudnet/fraudnet.htm

mailto:fraudnet@gao.gov

mailto:dawnr@gao.gov

mailto:youngc1@gao.gov



		DEFENSE MANAGEMENT

		DOD Needs to Determine the Future of Its Horn of Africa Task Force

		Contents

		Letter

		Background

		AFRICOM Has Not Determined the Future of CJTF-HOA and Lacks Information on Long-term Effects of Activities

		Decisions Have Not Yet Been Made on CJTF-HOA

		CJTF-HOA Continues to Carry Out Activities, but Long-term Effects Are Unknown

		CJTF-HOA Conducting Activities under AFRICOM

		Long-term Activity Assessments Not Currently Conducted





		CJTF-HOA’s Presence in Africa Offers Benefits, but the Task Force Also Faces Challenges Carrying Out Activities

		CJTF-HOA’s Presence in the Horn of Africa Provides Several Benefits

		CJTF-HOA Faces Challenges in Supporting AFRICOM’s Mission

		Future Funding Is Uncertain

		Some Personnel Lack Needed Skills





		Conclusions

		Recommendations for Executive Action

		Agency Comments and Our Evaluation



		Appendix I: Scope and Methodology

		Appendix II: Combined Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa Fiscal Year 2010 Spend Plan

		Appendix III: Comments from the Department of Defense

		Appendix IV: GAO Contact and Staff Acknowledgments

		Order by Phone










 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Report to the Subcommittee on 
National Security and Foreign Affairs, 
Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, House of 
Representatives 


United States Government Accountability Office


GAO 
 


DEFENSE 
MANAGEMENT 


July 2010 


 


Improved Planning, 
Training, and 
Interagency 
Collaboration Could 
Strengthen DOD’s 
Efforts in Africa 
 
 


 


GAO-10-794  







What GAO Found


United States Government Accountability Office


Why GAO Did This Study


Highlights
Accountability Integrity Reliability


July 2010
 
 DEFENSE MANAGEMENT


Improved Planning, Training, and Interagency 
Collaboration Could Strengthen DOD’s Efforts in 
Africa Highlights of GAO-10-794, a report to the 


Subcommittee on National Security and 
Foreign Affairs, Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform, House of 
Representatives 


When the U.S. Africa Command 
(AFRICOM) became fully 
operational in 2008, it inherited 
well over 100 activities, missions, 
programs, and exercises from other 
Department of Defense (DOD) 
organizations. AFRICOM initially 
conducted these inherited activities 
with little change. However, as 
AFRICOM has matured, it has 
begun planning and prioritizing 
activities with its four military 
service components, special 
operations command, and task 
force. Some activities represent a 
shift from traditional warfighting, 
requiring collaboration with the 
Department of State, U.S. Agency 
for International Development, and 
other interagency partners.  
 
GAO’s prior work has identified 
critical steps and practices that 
help agencies to achieve success. 
For this report, GAO was asked to 
assess AFRICOM in five areas with 
respect to activity planning and 
implementation. To do so, GAO 
analyzed DOD and AFRICOM 
guidance; observed portions of 
AFRICOM activities; interviewed 
officials in Europe and Africa; and 
obtained perspectives from 
interagency officials, including 
those at 22 U.S. embassies in 
Africa.  


What GAO Recommends  


GAO recommends that AFRICOM 
complete its strategic plans, 
conduct long-term activity 
assessments, fully integrate 
interagency personnel into activity 
planning, and develop training to 
build staff expertise. DOD agreed 
with the recommendations. 


AFRICOM has made progress in developing strategies and engaging 
interagency partners, and could advance DOD’s effort to strengthen the 
capacity of partner nations in Africa. However, AFRICOM still faces 
challenges in five areas related to activity planning and implementation. 
Overcoming these challenges would help AFRICOM with future planning, 
foster stability and security through improved relationships with African 
nations, and maximize its effect on the continent. 
• Strategic Planning. AFRICOM has created overarching strategies and 


led planning meetings, but many specific plans to guide activities have not 
yet been finalized. For example, AFRICOM has developed a theater 
strategy and campaign plan but has not completed detailed plans to 
support its objectives. Also, some priorities of its military service 
components, special operations command, and task force overlap or differ 
from each other and from AFRICOM’s priorities. Completing plans will 
help AFRICOM determine whether priorities are aligned across the 
command and ensure that efforts are appropriate, complementary, and 
comprehensive. 


• Measuring Effects. AFRICOM is generally not measuring long-term 
effects of activities. While some capacity-building activities appear to 
support its mission, federal officials expressed concern that others—such 
as sponsoring a news Web site in an African region sensitive to the 
military’s presence—may have unintended effects. Without assessing 
activities, AFRICOM lacks information to evaluate their effectiveness, 
make informed future planning decisions, and allocate resources. 


• Applying Funds. Some AFRICOM staff have difficulty applying funding 
sources to activities. DOD has stated that security assistance efforts are 
constrained by a patchwork of authorities. Limited understanding of 
various funding sources for activities has resulted in some delayed 
activities, funds potentially not being used effectively, and African 
participants being excluded from some activities. 


• Interagency Collaboration. AFRICOM has been coordinating with 
partners from other federal agencies. As of June 2010, AFRICOM had 
embedded 27 interagency officials in its headquarters and had 17 offices at 
U.S. embassies in Africa. However, the command has not fully integrated 
interagency perspectives early in activity planning or leveraged some 
embedded interagency staff for their expertise.   


• Building Expertise. AFRICOM staff have made some cultural missteps 
because they do not fully understand local African customs and may 
unintentionally burden embassies that must respond to AFRICOM’s 
requests for assistance with activities. Without greater knowledge of these 
issues, AFRICOM may continue to face difficulties maximizing resources 
with embassy personnel and building relations with African nations. 
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United States Government Accountability Office


Washington, DC 20548 


July 28, 2010 


The Honorable John F. Tierney 
Chairman 
The Honorable Jeff Flake 
Ranking Member 
Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
House of Representatives 


The Department of Defense (DOD) created its newest combatant 
command, U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM), to provide a more strategic, 
holistic approach to U.S. military activities in Africa.1 Upon becoming fully 
operational in fall 2008, AFRICOM inherited well over 100 activities, 
missions, programs, and exercises from other DOD commands that had 
been managing activities on the African continent.2 These activities ranged 
from efforts to fight HIV/AIDS in African militaries to assisting African 
partners in combating terrorism. AFRICOM’s initial approach was to 
continue to conduct these inherited activities with little change. However, 
as the command has matured, AFRICOM—with its four military service 
components (Army Africa, Naval Forces Africa, Marine Corps Africa, Air 
Force Africa), special operations command, and Horn of Africa task 
force—has begun planning and prioritizing activities.3 According to 
AFRICOM’s mission statement, its activities will focus on conducting 
sustained security engagement and collaborating with other U.S. 
government and international partners to promote a stable and secure 
African environment in support of U.S. foreign policy. Because some of 
AFRICOM’s activities represent a shift from traditional warfighting 
activities, AFRICOM’s efforts to plan and implement its activities have 
required increased collaboration with other federal partners such as the 
Department of State (State) and the U.S. Agency for International 
Development (USAID). 


 
1In February 2007, then-President George W. Bush directed DOD to establish AFRICOM. 
DOD designated AFRICOM fully operational on September 30, 2008.  


2In this report, we use the term “activities” broadly to include military missions, activities, 
programs, and exercises.  


3For the purposes of this report, we use the term “components” to refer collectively to 
AFRICOM’s military service components, special operations command, and Combined 
Joint Task Force–Horn of Africa.  
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This report is part of a series of studies on DOD’s efforts in Africa since 
the establishment of AFRICOM, which have been requested by the 
Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs of the House 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. In April 2010, we issued 
a report on the Combined Joint Task Force–Horn of Africa, AFRICOM’s 
task force that it inherited from U.S. Central Command at Camp 
Lemonnier, Djibouti.4 We recommended, and DOD generally agreed, that 
the department determine whether AFRICOM should retain the task force, 
and if so, whether changes were needed to the task force’s mission, 
structure, and resources to best support AFRICOM’s mission. 
Furthermore, we have previously reported and testified on challenges that 
AFRICOM has faced since its establishment with regard to its presence on 
the continent. We made recommendations to help AFRICOM address the 
challenges it faced with respect to communicating its mission, integrating 
personnel from other federal agencies (“interagency personnel”) into the 
command, and determining the total costs for establishing a permanent 
headquarters and offices in Africa.5 Furthermore, our prior work has noted 
that critical steps and practices that help agencies to achieve success 
include (1) strategic planning; (2) measuring performance; (3) aligning 
resources to support goals; (4) involving stakeholders; and (5) building 
expertise.6 In response to your request, this report assesses AFRICOM in 
each of these five areas with respect to activity planning and 
implementation. 


To conduct our work, we reviewed a wide range of DOD and command 
documentation, including DOD strategies and guidance; AFRICOM’s 
theater strategy, theater campaign plan, and posture statements; and 
AFRICOM components’ priorities and draft strategic plans, when available. 
We also reviewed non-DOD documents to determine how AFRICOM’s 
strategies compared or aligned with the strategies of other federal 
partners, including the fiscal years 2007–2012 Department of State/USAID 


Joint Strategic Plan; the USAID Strategic Framework for Africa; and 


                                                                                                                                    
4GAO, Defense Management: DOD Needs to Determine the Future of Its Horn of Africa 


Task Force, GAO-10-504 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 15, 2010).  


5GAO, Defense Management: Actions Needed to Address Stakeholder Concerns, Improve 


Interagency Collaboration, and Determine Full Costs Associated with the U.S. Africa 


Command, GAO-09-181 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 20, 2009); and Force Structure: 


Preliminary Observations on the Progress and Challenges Associated with Establishing 


the U.S. Africa Command, GAO-08-947T (Washington, D.C.: July 15, 2008).  


6GAO, Executive Guide: Effectively Implementing the Government Performance and 


Results Act, GAO/GGD-96-118 (Washington, D.C.: June 1996).  
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fiscal year 2008, fiscal year 2009, and fiscal year 2010 mission strategic 
plans of 12 U.S. embassies in Africa.7 We interviewed DOD officials at 
many offices including AFRICOM headquarters, its military service 
component commands, and special operations command; its Horn of 
Africa task force headquarters; the Office of the Secretary of Defense; the 
Joint Staff; and the Defense Security Cooperation Agency. We also 
interviewed officials at State, USAID, and the Coast Guard to obtain other 
federal agencies’ perspectives on AFRICOM’s processes for planning and 
implementing activities, including the command’s considerations of 
interagency perspectives, and we interviewed officials associated with 
nongovernmental organizations. We met with U.S. embassy officials in 
Uganda, Ethiopia, and Djibouti, and we contacted 20 additional embassies 
involved with AFRICOM activities and geographically dispersed 
throughout Africa. In addition, we met with some African government and 
military officials to obtain their viewpoints on AFRICOM’s activities. 


We selected two AFRICOM activities to observe in depth—(1) the Africa 


Partnership Station, a maritime safety and security activity, and (2) 
Natural Fire 10, a military training exercise associated with AFRICOM’s 
pandemic preparedness and response activity. We chose these two 
activities based on several factors including their addressing of different 
theater security objectives, leadership by different military service 
components, considerable involvement of interagency and international 
partners, size of the activities, and distinct geographic locations. Detailed 
descriptions of these activities can be found in appendixes I and II. We 
supplemented our examination of these activities with information on 
additional activities highlighted by officials at AFRICOM, its components, 
DOD, State, and USAID during our review. 


We conducted this performance audit from April 2009 to July 2010, in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those 
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. Appendix III provides a more detailed 
description of our scope and methodology. 


                                                                                                                                    
7Beginning with the fiscal year 2012 cycle, State changed the name of its mission strategic 
plans to mission strategic and resource plans.  
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When AFRICOM was designated fully operational on September 30, 2008, 
it consolidated the responsibility for DOD activities in Africa that had 
previously been shared by the U.S. Central, European, and Pacific 
Commands. AFRICOM’s area of responsibility includes the countries on 
the African continent, with the exception of Egypt, as well as its island 
nations. The command’s mission is to work in concert with other U.S. 
government agencies and international partners to conduct sustained 
security engagement through military-to-military programs, military-
sponsored activities, and other military operations as directed to promote 
a stable and secure African environment in support of U.S. foreign policy. 
According to AFRICOM, it received about $340 million in funding in fiscal 
year 2009. 


Background 


In addition to AFRICOM’s headquarters, the command is supported by 
military service component commands, a special operations command, 
and a Horn of Africa task force (see fig. 1). AFRICOM’s Navy Forces and 
Marine Corps components were designated fully operational on October 1, 
2008, and its Air Force, Army, and special operations command 
components on October 1, 2009. The task force was transferred to 
AFRICOM on October 1, 2008. All components have begun carrying out 
activities under AFRICOM. 


As of June 2010, AFRICOM reported that the command and its 
components had about 4,400 assigned personnel and forces. About 2,400 
of these personnel were based at locations in Europe, and about 2,000 
personnel—about 400 staff and about 1,600 forces—were assigned to the 
command’s Horn of Africa task force at Camp Lemonnier, Djibouti. 
AFRICOM also stated that there could be between 3,500 to about 5,000 
rotational forces deployed during a major exercise. 
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Figure 1: Locations of AFRICOM Headquarters and Its Components 


Source: GAO presentation of AFRICOM data; Copyright © Corel Corp. All rights reserved (map).
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Special Operations 
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Stuttgart, Germany


 


When AFRICOM was established, it inherited the activities previously 
conducted by its predecessors. Many of these activities reflect DOD’s shift 
toward building the security capacity of partner states, a mission area 
noted in the department’s 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review. Building 
security capacity furthers the U.S. objective of securing a peaceful and 
cooperative international order and includes such activities as bilateral 
and multilateral training and exercises, foreign military sales and 
financing, officer exchange programs, educational opportunities at 
professional military schools, technical exchanges, and efforts to assist 
foreign security forces in building competency and capacity. In particular, 
AFRICOM’s inherited activities to build partner capacity, some of which 
involve coordination with State, range from efforts to train African 
soldiers in conducting peacekeeping operations to assisting African 
nations in combating terrorism, and they include one of the largest U.S. 
military activities in Africa, Operation Enduring Freedom–Trans Sahara. 
The areas of responsibility and examples of activities transferred to 
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AFRICOM from the U.S. Central, European, and Pacific Commands are 
presented in figure 2. 


Figure 2: Areas of Responsibility and Examples of Activities Transferred to AFRICOM from Other Combatant Commands 


Number of countries involved
42


Examples of activities transferred
• Operation Enduring Freedom-Trans Sahara 
  • A series of military-to-military exercises designed
   to strengthen the ability of regional governments
   to police the large expanses of remote terrain in
   the Trans-Sahara  


• Africa Partnership Station 
  • A program to enhance maritime safety and
   security through ship visits, training, and the
   provision of equipment to African host nations


• Africa Endeavor
  • Communications interoperability exercise focused on  
   information sharing among African states via
   communication network


• Medical exercises
  • Exercises in which U.S. military doctors and other medical
   personnel interchange medical information and techniques
   with African host nation medical personnel and provide
   humanitarian assistance such as immunizations
   to the population


• International Military Education and Training 
  • Program that provides military education, training, and
   professional development to African military personnel on a
   grant basis through funding from the Department of State


• Humanitarian Assistance activities 
  • Various activities including providing HIV/AIDS prevention
   education to African military personnel, drilling wells,
   improving school buildings, and developing infrastructure


Number of countries involved
7


Examples of activities transferred
• Natural Fire
  • Multilateral, regional, disaster relief  
   exercise


• Civil affairs
  • Quick, short-term activities that engage  
   local communities, such as medical and  
   veterinary care and engineering projects


• Combined Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa 
  • One of the two largest military programs
   in Africa, includes operations, training,
   and humanitarian activities to help  
   nations improve their capacity to combat
   terrorism and prepare for challenges
   such as natural disasters


Number of countries involved
3


Examples of activities transferred


• Pacific Endeavor
      • Workshops that bring nations together  
   to test the compatibility and
   interoperability of their communications  
   systems and assist in their integration


• Tempest Express
   • Biannual workshop with multinational
   military personnel aimed to increase the
   speed of multinational crisis response
   and improve force interoperability 


U.S. European Command U.S. Central Command


U.S. Pacific Command


Source: GAO presentation of DOD data. Copyright © Corel Corp. All rights reserved (map).


Egypt remains in U.S. Central Command's area of responsibility.


 
AFRICOM emphasizes that it works in concert with interagency partners, 
such as USAID, to ensure that its plans and activities directly support U.S. 
foreign policy objectives. On the African continent, DOD focuses on 
defense, State plans and implements foreign diplomacy, and USAID leads 
foreign development, including efforts to support economic growth and 
humanitarian assistance. DOD issued Joint Publication 3-08 in March 2006 
to provide guidance to facilitate coordination between DOD and 
interagency organizations. The publication acknowledged that the various 
U.S. government agencies’ differing, and sometimes conflicting, goals, 
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policies, procedures, and decision-making techniques make unity of effort 
a challenge, but noted that close coordination and cooperation can help 
overcome challenges. The 2008 National Defense Strategy identified 
AFRICOM as an example of DOD’s efforts toward collaborating with other 
U.S. government departments and agencies and working to achieve a 
whole-of-government approach. Additionally, the 2010 Quadrennial 


Defense Review identified the need to continue improving DOD’s 
cooperation with other U.S. agencies. In particular, the report stated that 
DOD will work with the leadership of civilian agencies to support those 
agencies’ growth and their overseas operations so that the appropriate 
military and civilian resources are put forth to meet the demands of 
current contingencies. In our February 2009 report on AFRICOM, we 
noted that after DOD declared AFRICOM fully operational, concerns about 
AFRICOM’s mission and activities persisted among various stakeholders.8 
Concerns included areas such as humanitarian assistance and other 
noncombat activities that involve non-DOD agencies and organizations. 
The concerns centered on the view that AFRICOM could blur traditional 
boundaries between diplomacy, development, and defense. In some cases, 
the apprehensions stemmed from DOD having more resources than other 
agencies and thus it could dominate U.S. activities and relationships in 
Africa. Among African nations, we found that there was some concern that 
AFRICOM would be used as an opportunity to increase the number of U.S. 
troops and military bases in Africa. 


 
AFRICOM has created overarching strategic guidance and has led activity 
planning meetings with its stakeholders such as State. However, activities 
are being implemented as the detailed supporting plans for conducting 
many activities have not yet been finalized. Moreover, AFRICOM has 
postponed time frames for completing several of these supporting plans by 
about 2 years. Without supporting plans, AFRICOM cannot ensure that the 
activities of its components are appropriate, comprehensive, 
complementary, and supportive of its mission. 


AFRICOM Has 


 


 


Created Some 
Overarching Strategic 
Guidance, but 
Activities Are Being 
Implemented While 
Many Plans Remain 
Unfinished 


 


                                                                                                                                    
8GAO-09-181.  
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AFRICOM has published command-level overarching strategic guidance 
and has led activity planning meetings with its components and 
interagency partners. Strategic plans are the starting point and 
underpinning for a system of program goal-setting and performance 
measurement in the federal government. DOD strategic planning guidance, 
issued in 2008, requires each geographic combatant command to produce 
a theater campaign plan and specific posture requirements for its given 
area of responsibility.9 In September 2008, AFRICOM published its theater 
strategy,10 a 10-year strategy describing the strategic environment in which 
the command operates. In May 2009, the Secretary of Defense approved 
AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan,11 a 5-year plan that describes the 
command’s theater strategic objectives, establishes priorities to guide the 
command’s activities, and provides guidance to the command’s staff and 
components. In its theater campaign plan, AFRICOM outlined priority 
countries that are of strategic importance, and it identified its theater 
strategic objectives, such as defeating the al-Qaeda terrorist organization 
and associated networks in Africa; ensuring that capacity exists to 
respond to crises; improving security-sector governance and stability; and 
protecting populations from deadly contagions. AFRICOM officials said 
that they worked with State and USAID officials to incorporate their 
perspectives into the theater campaign plan. However, AFRICOM officials 
observed that the Africa strategies for State and USAID have different 
timelines from those of AFRICOM, thus posing a challenge for alignment 
among the command and its interagency partners. For example, 
AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan covers fiscal years 2010 through 2014, 
whereas the State/USAID strategic plan spans fiscal years 2007 through 
2012. 


AFRICOM Has Developed 
Some Overarching 
Strategies and Led 
Planning Meetings 


                                                                                                                                    
9According to the Guidance for Employment of the Force and the Joint Strategic 


Capabilities Plan for FY 2008, CJCSI 3110.01G (Mar. 1, 2008), each of the geographic 
combatant commanders is required to produce a theater campaign plan. Furthermore, each 
geographic combatant commander except U.S. Northern Command is also required to 
develop theater posture plans as annexes to the theater campaign plan.  


10A theater strategy outlines concepts and courses of action for achieving the objectives 
established in national policies and strategies through the synchronized and integrated 
employment of military forces and other instruments of national power.  


11A theater campaign plan encompasses the activities of a supported geographic combatant 
commander, which accomplish strategic or operational objectives within a theater of war 
or theater of operations, and translates national or theater strategy into operational 
concepts and those concepts into unified action.   
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In addition to developing its theater strategy and campaign plan, 
AFRICOM has also led activity planning meetings for future activities. The 
command has held annual Theater Security Cooperation Conferences, 
which include officials from AFRICOM, its components, U.S. embassies, 
and other federal agencies. At these meetings, AFRICOM proposes 
activities to conduct for the following fiscal year, and it engages with other 
federal agency officials to coordinate and implement activities. 
Additionally, for individual activities, AFRICOM may hold multiple 
planning meetings prior to implementation. For example, for AFRICOM’s 
Natural Fire 10 pandemic preparedness and response activity, four phases 
of planning occurred during the year prior to the exercise. These phases 
included: concept development, in which potential focuses for the 
exercise were discussed; initial planning, in which the final focus of the 
exercise and its location were determined; main planning, in which key 
partners determined the activities that would make up the exercise; and 
final planning. Similarly, in July 2009, we observed the main planning 
conference for activities of the Africa Partnership Station’s USS Gunston 


Hall, which was deployed from March through May 2010. This conference 
built upon the progress of the initial planning conference, and it was 
followed by a final planning conference to identify specific details for the 
activity. During our observation of the main planning conference, we 
noted that AFRICOM’s Navy component engaged DOD, interagency, and 
African partners in the coordination of Africa Partnership Station events. 


 
Many Plans Remain 
Unfinished, Hindering 
Activity Planning 


Although AFRICOM has developed overarching strategic guidance and led 
planning meetings, it lacks specific supporting plans on conducting 
activities, which hinders planning and implementation efforts. As we 
previously reported, an agency should cascade its goals and objectives 
throughout the organization and should align performance measures with 
the objectives from the executive level down to the operational levels.12 
While AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan identifies strategic objectives, it 
does not include detailed information on how to plan, implement, or 
evaluate specific activities. Rather, the theater campaign plan states that 
AFRICOM is to create specific supporting plans—(1) component support 
plans, (2) regional engagement plans, and (3) country work plans—with 
more detailed information. However, AFRICOM has not yet approved its 
military service components, special operations command, and task force 


                                                                                                                                    
12GAO, Managing for Results: Enhancing Agency Use of Performance Information for 


Management Decision Making, GAO-05-927 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 9, 2005). 
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support plans for use in guiding their activities. Furthermore, the 
command has not completed its five regional engagement plans or country 
work plans for Africa (see fig. 3). 
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Figure 3: AFRICOM Strategic Guidance and Plans 
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In reviewing AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan, we found that it provides 
overarching guidance but does not include specific information such as 
detailed activity information and the amount of effort focused on specific
countries or regions. Rather, AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan sta
specific supporting plans will provide this information. To examine how 
another combatant command approaches planning, we compared 
AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan to that of the U.S. Southern Comm
a more mature DOD geographic combatant command that operates in t
Americas and Caribbean, which, like AFRICOM, also has a focus on 
building partner capacity and collaborating with interagency partne
While this comparison was not meant to conclude that one comb
command’s approach is superior to the other, our analysis did find 
differences between the two plans. For example, we noted that 
AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan identifies only one activity—the 
African Partners Enlisted Development program—and calls for the 
establishment of regional engagement plans to focus on activities and 
programs. In contrast, Southern Command’s theater campaign p
includes detailed information on dozens of its activities, and no supporting
regional engagement plans are required. Additionally, although 
AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan identifies priority countries or
for each of its theater strategic objectives, it calls for supporting regiona
engagement plans and country work plans to provide additional 
information on regional and country information. In contrast, Southern 
Command’s theater campaign plan specifically details the percentage of 
engagement effort that will be directed toward each region and count
essence, it appears that both Southern Command and AFRICOM requ
that similar types of information on regional efforts and activities be 
incorporated into plans. The difference is that AFRICOM


 
tes that 
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’s approach 
requires the completion of supporting plans while Southern Command 
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nder 
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provides this information in its theater campaign plan. 


AFRICOM’s specific supporting plans—its components’ support pl
regional engagement plans—have not yet been completed. AFRICOM’s 
theater campaign plan required that component support plans be 
completed by each AFRICOM component no later than December 1, 2009
to address activities for fiscal years 2010 through 2012. According to 
AFRICOM, as of June 2010, four of the six component support plans had 
been developed and were ready to present to the AFRICOM comma
for approval. The Navy’s supporting plan, for example, was develo
November 2009, but had not yet been signed out by the AFRICOM 
commander. AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan also requires the 
development of five regional engagement plans—North, East, Central, 
West, and South—to provide more detailed regional, country, and
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programmatic guidance. Specifically, AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan 
states that both it and the regional engagement plans provide the 
command’s prioritization of time, effort, and resources for all steady-state 
activities that the command executes. The theater campaign plan states 
that regional engagement plans should contain three elements: (1) regio
planning guidance, which highlights key objectives for each region t
must nest within the theater security objectives outlined in the theate
campaign plans; (2) a 2-year calendar that depicts planned security 
cooperation engagement activities, month by month, and country by 
country, for the region; and (3) country work plans, which should be 
developed for each critical partner identified in the theater campaign 
The country work plans should include a detailed list of activities and 
events designed to make progress toward objectives for each region 
within a particular country, and they are required to be aligned with U.S. 
embassy Mission Strategic and Resource Plans to ensure unity of effort.13 
At the time we completed our audit
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 work, the regional engagement plans 
had not been approved by the command, and the country plans were still 
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aving 
specific plans in place to guide activity planning and implementation, 


FRICOM risks not fully supporting its mission or objectives. 


 


                                                                                                                                   


in the process of being developed. 


Furthermore, AFRICOM has postponed time frames for completing sever
of its supporting plans. For example, completion of the regional 
engagement plans has been repeatedly delayed throughout our review—
postponed by about 2 years—from February 2009 to October 2009 to May
2010 to the first quarter of fiscal year 2011. While AFRICOM officials h
previously told us that component support plans would be completed by 
December 2009, officials later stated that they expect the plans to be 
completed within 60 days of the regional engagement plans. DOD officials 
told us that AFRICOM held a planners’ conference in April 2010 and tha
draft plans, such as country work plans, were discussed at this meetin
obtain the components’ input. Moreover, in the absence of plans, DO
stated that AFRICOM holds weekly meetings with the components to 
discuss activities. However, by conducting activities without h


A


 
13State’s Mission Strategic and Resource Plan, formerly the Mission Strategic Plan, is a 
strategic document created by each U.S. embassy and consulate detailing (1) the mission’s 
highest foreign policy and management priorities; (2) the goals it wants to achieve; (3) 
resources required to achieve those goals; and (4) how it plans to measure progress and 
results.  
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Without having approved component support plans and regional 
engagement plans, AFRICOM and its components cannot be sure that they 
are conducting activities that align with the command’s priorities. 
Currently, each of the military service components has established priority 
countries/areas in Africa, but in some cases they overlap or differ from 
each other and also differ from the priority countries that AFRICOM has 
identified.14 Air Force component officials told us, for example, that they 
used AFRICOM’s designation of priority countries to inform their initial 
identification of priority countries, but they also considered where U.S. 
Europe Command’s Air Force component had prior engagements or 
existing relationships with Africans. These officials told us that they 
recently updated their priority countries based on their own objectives. 
The officials explained that, because the Air Force component has 
different objectives than AFRICOM’s other military service components 
and because certain African countries have varying levels of Air Force 
capabilities, their designated priority countries would not necessarily 
coincide with those of other military service components. Marine Corps 
component officials said that their designated priority countries reinforce 
AFRICOM’s designated “willing and capable” African nations; however, 
our analysis shows that the priority countries identified by AFRICOM and 
those identified by its Marine Corps component also do not fully align. 
Additionally, activities currently conducted by the military service 
components may overlap with AFRICOM’s Combined Joint Task Force–
Horn of Africa’s operating area.15 


AFRICOM’s Components 
Identify Differing Priorities 


AFRICOM stated that in the absence of completed supporting plans, it has 
taken some steps to coordinate activities among its components, including 
the use of an information database to manage individual activities. 
AFRICOM stated that use of the database helps ensure a unified effort 
among the components. While component officials we spoke with said 
that the database can help them determine whether another AFRICOM 
component is planning an activity within a similar time frame or with the 
same African country, they noted that use of the database is preliminary 
within AFRICOM and that not all component activities may be included in 


                                                                                                                                    
14These priorities are contained in classified documents. 


15The Combined Joint Task Force–Horn of Africa’s “combined joint operational area” 
consists of 7 countries: Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Seychelles, Somalia, and Sudan. 
In addition, it has named another 11 countries as “areas of interest”: Burundi, Chad, 
Comoros, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Madagascar, Mauritius, Mozambique, 
Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, and Yemen.  
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the database. Air Force component officials said that they currently lack 
visibility and coordination with the other components for the full range of 
activities, and as a result, they may be unaware of some activities being 
planned or conducted by other AFRICOM components. Similarly, officials 
from AFRICOM’s Army component stated that perhaps the greatest 
challenge to creating positive conditions in Africa is ensuring that U.S. 
defense efforts remain synchronized; if plans are not coordinated, their 
efforts could have unintended consequences, such as the potential for 
Africans to perceive the U.S. military as trying to influence public opinion 
in a region sensitive to the military’s presence. Until AFRICOM completes 
specific plans to guide its activity-planning efforts and determines whether 
priorities are appropriately aligned across the command, it cannot ensure 
that the efforts of its components are appropriate, complementary, and 
comprehensive. 


 
AFRICOM Has Not Made 
Decisions Regarding Its 
Horn of Africa Task Force, 
Which Impedes Planning 


AFRICOM has yet to make critical decisions about the future of its Horn of 
Africa task force, including what changes, if any, are needed for the task 
force or its activities to best support the command. In April 2010, we 
reported that AFRICOM had not decided whether changes are needed to 
the task force’s mission, structure, and resources to best support the 
command’s mission of sustained security engagement in Africa.16 
Moreover, AFRICOM has stated that, as the capabilities of its military 
service components become mature, the command will determine the best 
course of action for transferring task force activities to the other 
components as necessary to ensure sustained security engagement with 
African countries within the task force’s operating area. Some military 
service component officials said that coordination with the task force can 
be difficult. For example, Air Force component officials said that it has 
been challenging to coordinate with the task force because it is unclear 
how the task force’s roles, responsibilities, and efforts align with those of 
AFRICOM and the Air Force component. 


With the exception of the task force, each of AFRICOM’s component 
commands is located in Europe and does not have assigned forces (see fig. 
1). To conduct their activities, forces for AFRICOM’s military service 
component activities are requested through a formal Joint Staff process. 
Force planning currently occurs within the Joint Staff 2 years prior to the 
designated fiscal year; forces needed for emergent requirements must 


                                                                                                                                    
16GAO-10-504. 


Page 15 GAO-10-794  U.S. Africa Command 



http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-10-504





 


  


 


 


typically be requested 120 days in advance. AFRICOM officials told us that 
the command must request forces and equipment for its military service 
components to carry out any type of activity in Africa—whether it be a 
large-scale operation or additional personnel needed to travel to the 
continent to plan a future program.17 Moreover, they said that AFRICOM 
does not always receive the forces or equipment it requests for an activity 
because DOD may have higher-priority needs. From AFRICOM’s and some 
military service components’ perspective, having to formally request 
forces for all activities may affect AFRICOM’s effectiveness if there are 
greater DOD priorities. Furthermore, the special operations command 
component stated that, without assigned forces, it cannot act as a crisis-
response force, which is the role of special operations commands in other 
combatant commands. AFRICOM has occasionally used Combined Joint 
Task Force–Horn of Africa personnel with appropriate skill sets outside of 
its operating area and area-of-interest countries, such as in Liberia and 
Swaziland, and these forces could potentially be leveraged for other 
activities. Completing an evaluation of the task force in a thorough yet 
expeditious manner and clearly articulating any needed changes to the 
task force’s mission, structure, and resources will aid in AFRICOM’s 
efforts to plan and prioritize the many activities it inherited upon its 
establishment and ensure that personnel and resources are applied most 
effectively to enhance U.S. military efforts in Africa. 


 


                                                                                                                                    
17When forces are not provided, AFRICOM may have to delay or cancel activities or take 
military service component staff away from other duties to travel to Africa. 
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It is unclear whether all of the activities that AFRICOM has inherited or is 
planning fully align with its mission of sustained security engagement in 
Africa because, in addition to unfinished strategic plans, AFRICOM is 
generally not measuring the long-term effects of its activities. Our prior 
work has highlighted the importance of developing mechanisms to 
monitor, evaluate, and report on results,18 and we have previously reported 
that U.S. agencies cannot be fully assured that they have effectively 
allocated resources without establishing an assessment process.19 In 
addition, according to Standards for Internal Control in the Federal 
Government, U.S. agencies should monitor and assess the quality of 
performance over time.20 The lack of clear, measurable goals makes it 
difficult for program managers and staff to establish linkages between 
their day-to-day efforts and the agency’s achievement of its intended 
mission.21 The Government Performance and Results Act also emphasizes 
that agencies should measure performance toward the achievement of 
goals.22 Moreover, AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan requires assessments 
of theater security cooperation activities. 


AFRICOM Is 
Generally Not 
Measuring the Long-
Term Effects of Its 
Activities to 
Determine Whether 
They Fully Align with 
the Command’s 
Mission 


AFRICOM has developed a tool to measure progress in meeting its 
strategic objectives. The tool measures objective factors (e.g., number of 
identified al-Qaeda members in a country), subjective factors (e.g., 
likelihood of an imminent terrorist attack), and perceptive factors (e.g., 
the level of protection against terrorism Africans expect their governments 
can provide). However, AFRICOM officials told us that this tool is used 
primarily for strategic planning purposes and not for follow-up on 
individual activities. 


Moreover, beyond AFRICOM, our prior work has shown that DOD and 
State have conducted little monitoring and evaluation of certain security 


                                                                                                                                    
18GAO, Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can Help Enhance and Sustain 


Collaboration among Federal Agencies, GAO-06-15 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 21, 2005). 


19GAO, The Democratic Republic of the Congo: Systematic Assessment Is Needed to 


Determine Agencies’ Progress toward U.S. Policy Objectives, GAO-08-188 (Washington, 
D.C.: Dec. 14, 2007). 


20GAO, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, GAO/AIMD-00-21.3.1 
(Washington, D.C.: November 1999). 


21GAO, Results-Oriented Government: GPRA Has Established a Solid Foundation for 


Achieving Greater Results, GAO-04-38 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 10, 2004).  


22Pub. L. No. 103-62, Sec. 4(b) (1993). 
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assistance programs.23 Specifically, DOD and State have not carried out 
systematic program monitoring of funds for projects that, among other 
things, train and equip partner nations’ militaries to conduct 
counterterrorism operations.24 Instead, reporting has generally consisted 
of anecdotal information, although DOD has taken initial steps to establish 
systematic program monitoring. For example, DOD has hired a contractor 
to identify current project roles, data sources, and ongoing assessment 
activities in order to develop a framework for assessing projects. However, 
DOD officials stated that they had not consistently monitored these 
security assistance projects, and State officials were not involved with or 
aware of a formal evaluation process. Our review of 58 proposals for 
security assistance projects in African countries from fiscal years 2007 to 
2009 revealed that only 15, or 26 percent, of the proposals included a 
description of how the activities would be monitored over time. In 
addition, only 10 of the project proposals, or 17 percent, included 
information related to program objectives or anticipated outcomes. 


 
Some Activities Appear to 
Support AFRICOM’s 
Mission, but Others May 
Have Unintended 
Consequences 


While some activities appear to support AFRICOM’s mission, others may 
have unintended consequences—which underscores the importance of 
consistently measuring the long-term effects of the full range of the 
command’s activities. AFRICOM has stated that a primary purpose of its 
activities is to build partner capacity. The two activities we reviewed in 
depth appear to support this mission. First, the Africa Partnership Station 
initiative builds maritime security capabilities of African partners through 
ship- and land-based training events focused on areas such as maritime 
domain awareness, leadership, navigation, maritime law enforcement, 
search and rescue, civil engineering, and logistics (see app. I). Second, the 
command’s Natural Fire 10 exercise brought together participants from 
Burundi, Kenya, Rwanda, Tanzania, and Uganda to build partner capacity 
in responding to a pandemic influenza outbreak (see app. II). Moreover, 
State and U.S. embassy officials said that peacekeeping and military-to-
military training activities help support embassy goals and U.S. foreign 


                                                                                                                                    
23GAO, International Security: DOD and State Need to Improve Sustainment Planning 


and Monitoring and Evaluation for Section 1206 and 1207 Assistance Programs, 
GAO-10-431 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 15, 2010).  


24Section 1206 of the Fiscal Year 2006 National Defense Authorization Act authorizes the 
Secretary of Defense, upon the direction of the President, to conduct or support a program 
to build the capacity of a foreign country’s national military forces in order for that country 
to conduct counterterrorist operations or to participate in or support military and stability 
operations in which the U.S. Armed Forces are a participant. Pub. L. No. 109-163 (2006). 
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policy objectives in African nations. For example, the U.S. embassy in 
Algeria stated that AFRICOM’s activities directly support the embassy’s 
objectives of counterterrorism cooperation and engaging with and 
modernizing the Algerian military. In addition, a senior official at the U.S. 
embassy in Mozambique told us that AFRICOM supports the embassy’s 
goals pertaining to maritime security and professionalizing Mozambique’s 
military. 


Figure 4: A Petty Officer from U.S. Naval Forces Africa Mentors Mozambique 
Marines in Board, Search, and Seizure Techniques 


Source: AFRICOM.


 


However, based on concerns raised by interagency officials, other 
activities may not fully align with U.S. foreign policy goals or they may not 
reflect the most effective use of resources. For example, State officials 
expressed concern over AFRICOM’s sponsorship of a news Web site about 
the Maghreb, citing the potential for Africans to perceive the U.S. military 
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as trying to influence public opinion.25 State had previously told us that 
countries in the Maghreb are very sensitive to foreign military presence, 
and if a program is marketed as a U.S. military activity or operation, it may 
not be well received among these nations. AFRICOM officials said that 
they had inherited this activity from U.S. European Command and that 
they have been working closely with State in its implementation. 
Moreover, DOD officials observed that, with respect to the Maghreb news 
Web site sponsorship, the intent of the activity is to influence African 
public sentiment—the same effect for which some State officials have 
expressed concern. They said that State supports this as a foreign policy 
goal in Africa, and senior State officials have endorsed the Maghreb news 
Web site sponsorship activity. Similarly, some officials questioned whether 
the U.S. military should conduct a musical caravan activity in Senegal, 
which is intended to promote peace by having local artists provide free 
concerts throughout the country. State officials noted that the activity has 
overwhelmed embassy staff, who had to spend significant time ensuring 
that AFRICOM’s effort was appropriately aligned with embassy goals. 
AFRICOM officials acknowledged that there have been some concerns 
with this activity and that it is being reviewed by both the command and 
State. However, AFRICOM noted that all activities within a country are 
reviewed and approved by the U.S. embassy before they are executed. 


However, at the U.S. embassy level, officials also expressed concern about 
some of AFRICOM’s activities. For example, according to one U.S. 
embassy, AFRICOM’s sociocultural research and advisory teams, which 
comprise one to five social scientists who conduct research and provide 
cultural advice to AFRICOM, seem to duplicate other interagency efforts. 
AFRICOM officials told us that they use the information provided by the 
teams to help guide operations in Africa and obtain perspectives on 
cultural sensitivities among the local populations. However, the embassy 
expressed concern about the U.S. military performing this type of research 
itself instead of coordinating with interagency partners to gain 
sociocultural information. Moreover, an internal State memo emphasized 
the need for close coordination among AFRICOM’s research teams and 
U.S. embassies. In March 2010, the Secretary of State issued guidance to 
U.S. embassies in Africa on AFRICOM’s sociocultural research and 
advisory activities, stating that AFRICOM’s research teams will share their 
findings with embassy staff and other government counterparts. Finally, 


                                                                                                                                    
25The Maghreb is the Arabic name for the northwest part of Africa, generally including 
Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, and sometimes Libya. 
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State and USAID officials we contacted at one U.S. embassy expressed 
concern that some of the activities that AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa task 
force had previously proposed, such as building schools for an African 
nation, did not appear to fit into a larger strategic framework, and said that 
they did not believe the task force was monitoring its activities as needed 
to enable it to demonstrate a link between activities and mission. The 
embassy officials cited a past example where the task force had proposed 
drilling a well without considering how its placement could cause conflict 
in clan relationships or affect pastoral routes. While concerns raised about 
specific AFRICOM activities may or may not be valid, without conducting 
long-term assessments of activities, AFRICOM lacks the information 
needed to evaluate the effects of the full range of its activities, to be able 
to respond to critics if need be, and to make informed future planning 
decisions. 


 
AFRICOM Generally Does 
Not Measure the Long-
Term Effects of Its 
Activities 


AFRICOM appears to perform some follow-up on activities shortly after 
their completion, but the command is generally not measuring the effects 
of activities over the long term. AFRICOM officials we met with while 
observing the command’s Natural Fire 10 pandemic preparedness and 
response activity in Uganda told us that the command planned to produce 
an “after action” report after the activity, but they acknowledged that 
AFRICOM needs to develop a method to perform longer-term assessments 
on activities. With respect to the Natural Fire engineering projects, for 
example, the officials said that AFRICOM does not know whether projects 
such as reconstructing a school will have a sustainable effect on the 
community. AFRICOM’s Humanitarian Assistance Branch has developed 
an assessment tool for Natural Fire that relates to the command’s security 
objectives, but an official told us that AFRICOM is still determining exactly 
what will be assessed with respect to the activity. AFRICOM also envisions 
continuing its work on pandemic response by engaging bilaterally with 
each of the countries involved in the 2009 Natural Fire exercise. 
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Figure 5: U.S. Military Personnel Help Reconstruct a High School in Kitgum, 
Uganda 


Source: GAO.


 


DOD, State, and officials we contacted at several U.S. embassies in Africa 
also stated that, from their perspectives, AFRICOM is not measuring the 
long-term effects of its activities in Africa. State officials told us, for 
example, that AFRICOM’s Military Information Support Teams, which are 
intended to support State and U.S. embassies by augmenting or 
broadening existing public-diplomacy efforts, are not assessing the effect 
of their efforts. In addition, while the Africa Partnership Station activity 
has been viewed as a successful African partner training platform, 
concerns were raised that it may have taken on too many training 
activities—which range from maritime domain awareness to maritime law 
enforcement to civil engineering to humanitarian assistance efforts. With 
the potential for its mission to become amorphous or lose its 
effectiveness, it was suggested that the Africa Partnership Station might be 
more effective if it targeted its resources toward fewer activities. 
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In our April 2010 report on AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa task force, we 
noted that the task force performs some short-term follow-up on activities, 
but AFRICOM officials said that the task force has not historically been 
focused on performing long-term assessments on activities to determine 
whether the activities are having their intended effects or whether 
modifications to activities need to be made.26 In response to our report, the 
task force acknowledged that it needed to improve its ability to evaluate 
the effectiveness of its activities. The task force stated that it had taken 
steps to incorporate measures of performance and effects in its planning 
process so that it can determine whether its activities are achieving 
foreign policy goals. The command’s sociocultural research and advisory 
team in the area is also being used to help assess task force activities, and 
the task force is beginning to follow-up on past activities, such as medical 
clinics, to determine their effects over time. We commend the task force 
for these efforts, which could serve as models for implementing long-term 
activity assessments across AFRICOM. 


AFRICOM’s limited long-term evaluation of activities to date may result, in 
part, from the differences in agency cultures among DOD, State, and 
USAID. Officials from State and USAID told us that their agencies are 
focused on monitoring and on long-term results, while they viewed DOD 
as having a tendency to take a short-term approach focused on immediate 
implementation or results. Similarly, nonprofit-organization officials said 
that, from their perspective, the U.S. military tends to view development 
activities on a onetime basis and is not focused on monitoring or 
measuring the effects of an activity after completion. They voiced concern 
that AFRICOM will not know whether its activities are effective or be in a 
position to evaluate the quality of the services its activities may be 
providing. 


Long-term evaluation can be difficult to achieve but remains nonetheless 
important for AFRICOM in meeting its mission in Africa. While some 
activities may promote temporary benefits for the participants, their short-
term nature or unintended long-term effects could potentially promote 
unfavorable views of the U.S. military among partner nations. We 
previously reported, for example, that AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa task 
force had built a well for a local African community, but it did not teach 
the community how to maintain it. AFRICOM officials stated that they 
recognize the difficulties associated with measuring long-term effects of 


                                                                                                                                    
26GAO-10-504. 
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activities, particularly the ability to link an action to a desired effect. For 
example, AFRICOM Navy component officials told us that it is difficult to 
measure the Africa Partnership Station’s return on investment because 
changes in Africa can be incremental and thus it can be difficult to 
determine whether the activity caused the change or whether the effects 
will persist over time. The Navy has been working with the Center for 
Naval Analyses to assess the Africa Partnership Station. Center for Naval 
Analyses officials told us that their work has shown that Africa 
Partnership Station training has been successful in changing African 
participants’ attitudes toward maritime safety and security activities but 
that it has been more difficult to show changes in the behavior of 
participating African nations. Despite the challenges associated with 
measuring long-term effects, implementing such assessments for all of its 
activities can help AFRICOM make successful future planning decisions 
and allocate resources to maximize its effect in Africa. 


 
Some AFRICOM staff face difficulties in applying funding to activities, 
which can pose challenges in implementing activities and impede long-
term planning efforts. AFRICOM stated that it had access to 15 different 
funding sources to fund its activities in fiscal year 2009. In addition, 
AFRICOM reported that it influences other State and USAID funding 
sources—such as funds for State’s Global Peacekeeping and Operations 
Initiative and International Military Education and Training, and USAID’s 
Pandemic Response Program—but that these funding sources are not 
managed by the command. We consistently heard from officials at 
AFRICOM and its components that applying funding to activities was not 
well understood by staff and that they lacked expertise to effectively carry 
out this task. For example, Army component officials told us that activities 
must be designed to meet specific criteria in order to be granted funds and 
that their staff do not have the skills required to understand the 
complexities of funding. Similarly, Navy and Air Force component officials 
said that staff spend substantial amounts of time trying to determine 
which funding sources can be appropriately applied to which activities. 
Many different funding sources may be required for small segments of an 
activity, such as transportation or lodging for participants. 


Some AFRICOM Staff 
Face Difficulties in 
Applying Multiple 
Funding Resources to 
Activities 


Determining which specific funding sources should be used for various 
activities has sometimes resulted in problems with activities. Officials 
cited instances in which limited understanding resulted in African nations 
having their invitations to AFRICOM-sponsored activities rescinded or in 
activities having to be canceled. In two recent instances, an official said 
that AFRICOM essentially disinvited two-thirds of the intended 
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participants for activities at the last minute because it was discovered that 
certain funding sources could not be used to support the participants. This 
caused much embarrassment and frustration for the Africans who had 
planned to attend the activities. Marine Corps component officials said 
that difficulties in identifying the appropriate funding source prevented 
them from responding to African requests for activities, causing the 
cancellation of some peacekeeping exercises. AFRICOM’s Navy 
component has also struggled with the application of multiple funding 
sources to the Africa Partnership Station activity, an official explained, 
occasionally resulting in delayed submissions of funding packages to U.S. 
embassies for approval. Table 1 shows eight different funding sources 
required for theater security cooperation activities associated with the 
Africa Partnership Station’s 2009 USS Nashville deployment. 


Table 1: Africa Partnership Station USS Nashville Theater Security Cooperation 
Activities, 2009 Reported Funding Sources, and Amounts 


 Dollars in thousands 


Required 
amount Activity Funding source 


Partner Ship Rider Program Traditional Combatant Commander Activities $300


Humanitarian and Civic 
Assistance 


Humanitarian and Civic Assistance 500


Training Combatant Commander Initiative Fund 4,100


 Counter Narcoterrorism 100


Community Relations Community Relations 30


Key Leader Engagement/ 
Outreach 


Official Representation Funds 60


Partner Operational 
Travel/Fuel/Parts 


Developing Country Combined Exercise 
Program 


300


Operational Staff 
Engagement and Travel 


Global War on Terrorisma 336


Total  $5,726


Source: U.S. Naval Forces Africa. 


Notes: These funding sources do not include costs associated with ship operations such as fuel, 
personnel, and repair parts. Additionally, these funding sources do not include $2.1 million for port 
service requirements or funding provided by the Department of State to support the training activities. 
aStarting with the fiscal year 2009 supplemental request in April 2009, the administration now refers to 
funds for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan as Overseas Contingency Operations funds instead of 
Global War on Terrorism funds. 


 


According to AFRICOM’s Navy component, funding a large activity like the 
Africa Partnership Station on a 1-year planning horizon has hindered the 
ability to conduct persistent training efforts. Officials said that funding 
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sources, such as the Combatant Commander Initiative Fund, are only 
available for a year and must be applied only to new initiatives.27 Similarly, 
Global War on Terrorism funds, now known as Overseas Contingency 
Operations funds, are supplemental appropriations, which officials said do 
not provide permanency for the activity. Our prior work has encouraged 
DOD to include known or likely project costs of ongoing operations 
related to the war on terrorism in DOD’s base budget requests. Navy 
component officials told us that Africa Partnership Station may get its own 
funding line for fiscal years 2011 through 2015. If approved by the 
President, Navy component officials believe the dedicated budget line 
would help facilitate funding the activity, although AFRICOM added that 
the Africa Partnership Station will still require several funding sources to 
support the activity. 


In its 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, DOD stated that U.S. security 
assistance efforts are constrained by a complex patchwork of authorities 
and unwieldy processes. Several AFRICOM and component officials we 
contacted agreed, with some stating that funding challenges hampered 
their ability to sustain relationships in Africa. AFRICOM stated that the 
limitations of current funding sources create a continuing challenge for 
the command, noting that some funding sources were not designed for the 
types of activities AFRICOM carries out and thus do not adequately 
support AFRICOM’s mission of sustained security engagement. Army 
component officials said that funding sources available for activities tend 
to be short term and must be used in a finite time frame, which limits long-
term planning capabilities and the ability to have a sustained presence in 
Africa. AFRICOM’s special operations command officials said that the lack 
of sustainable funding sources has created a short-term, unsustainable 
approach to the command’s activities, describing their efforts as sporadic 
connections with African countries with which they should have enduring 
relationships. Marine Corps component officials described having to ask 
AFRICOM for funds for activities that fall outside of funding cycles, noting 
the need for streamlined funding for effective sustained engagement in 
Africa. 


Our prior work on security assistance activities also found that the long-
term effect of some projects may be at risk because it is uncertain whether 


                                                                                                                                    
27Combatant Commander Initiative funds enable the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
to act quickly to support the combatant commanders when they lack the flexibility and 
resources to solve emergent challenges and unforeseen contingency requirements critical 
to joint warfighting readiness and national security interests.  
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funds will be available to sustain the military capabilities that the projects 
are intended to build.28 There are limits on the use of U.S. government 
funds for sustainment of certain security assistance projects,29 and most 
participating countries have relatively low incomes and may be unwilling 
or unable to provide the necessary resources to sustain the projects. 
Moreover, officials told us that the process for submitting proposals for 
security assistance projects is lengthy, requiring them to begin writing the 
next fiscal year’s plans before the last year’s are processed, and that the 
time frames for receiving and applying the funding from the various 
funding sources needed for the project do not necessarily align with one 
another. For example, AFRICOM might apply resources from one funding 
source to deliver a maritime vessel to an African country, but the 
resources that must be obtained from another funding source to train the 
recipients on how to use the vessel may fall within a different time frame. 


DOD guidance emphasizes the need for proper training and staffing to 
increase effectiveness in budgeting.30 AFRICOM component officials told 
us that guidance or training on applying funding sources to activities 
would be helpful. When we asked about funding expertise within 
AFRICOM, Air Force component officials said that it is difficult to find 
assistance at AFRICOM because officials must first be able to identify the 
appropriate funding source in order to ask the correct AFRICOM staff 
member about that source. From their perspective, no individual at 
AFRICOM or its Air Force component command has comprehensive 
knowledge of all available funding sources for activities. AFRICOM 
officials said they provide the components guidance on the Combatant 
Commander Initiative Fund and noted that AFRICOM does not provide the 
actual funding to the components for many sources they use to fund 
activities. Additionally, they said that the command is researching funding 
sources available for activities, which they believe will help AFRICOM 
better define which sources can be applied to which activities. 


Our April 2010 report on AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa task force found 
similar issues among the task force’s budget staff.31 According to task force 


                                                                                                                                    
28GAO-10-431. 


29Pub. L. No. 109-163, § 1206 (2006), as amended by Pub. L. No. 109-364, § 1206 (2006) and 
Pub. L. No. 110-417, § 1206 (2008).  


30Joint Publication 1-04, Legal Support to Military Operations (Mar. 1, 2007).  


31GAO-10-504.  
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officials, budget staff must master a steep learning curve to understand the 
provisions associated with these funding sources because the task force 
comptroller and deputy comptroller are not financial specialists, generally 
do not work on military comptroller issues full time, and have short tour 
lengths. This steep learning curve can result in delays in conducting 
activities, as task force staff described spending extra time and resources 
understanding how to apply funding to activities. Moreover, AFRICOM 
stated that command staffing and tour lengths contribute to the difficulties 
in learning and maintaining knowledge of funding for task force activities. 
For example, task force staff had intended to continue providing training 
for senior enlisted Ethiopian military members through one type of 
funding source, but they later found that the source did not allow for 
training of foreign military members. Consequently, the staff had to revise 
their program from one of training officers to one of providing feedback to 
Ethiopian instructors. While eventually task force staff may correctly 
identify funding sources for their activities, their limited skills in applying 
funding may result in difficulties in implementing activities. We 
recommended that AFRICOM take actions to ensure that its task force 
budget personnel have the expertise and knowledge necessary to make 
timely and accurate funding decisions for activities. DOD concurred with 
our recommendation and cited some actions it had taken or planned—
such as conducting on-the-job training and lengthening some tours for 
personnel—to augment critical skills among task force personnel. We 
believe the steps DOD outlined, if implemented in a timely and 
comprehensive manner, could help increase understanding and expertise 
associated with applying funding sources to activities within AFRICOM’s 
Horn of Africa task force. However, DOD’s comments were limited to 
AFRICOM’s task force personnel and do not address the lack of 
understanding of funding sources throughout the command. Without a 
greater understanding of how to apply funding to activities, AFRICOM will 
likely continue to face difficulties in implementing activities—including 
the potential that activities may be delayed, funds may not be effectively 
used, and African partner nations may be excluded from participating—as 
well as institutionalizing knowledge within the command. 
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AFRICOM Has Made 
Efforts to Collaborate 
with Interagency 
Partners but Is Not 
Fully Engaging Them 
in Activity Planning 
Processes 


AFRICOM has made efforts to integrate interagency personnel into its 
command and collaborate with other federal agencies on activities, but it 
is not fully engaging interagency partners in planning processes. 


 


 


 


 
 
AFRICOM Has Integrated 
Interagency Personnel into 
the Command 


According to DOD and AFRICOM officials, integrating personnel from 
other U.S. government agencies into the command is essential to achieving 
AFRICOM’s mission because it will help AFRICOM develop plans and 
activities that are more compatible with those agencies. AFRICOM was 
established with two deputy commanders—a military commander that 
oversees military operations and a civilian commander for civil-military 
activities. The civilian commander directs the command’s activities related 
to areas such as health, humanitarian assistance, disaster response, and 
peace support operations. According to AFRICOM, this deputy 
commander—who is currently a State ambassador-level official—also 
directs outreach, strategic communication, and AFRICOM’s partner-
building functions. 


As of June 2010, AFRICOM reported that it embedded 27 interagency 
partners into its headquarters staff, which represents about 2 percent of 
the total headquarters staff. These officials have been placed in several 
directorates throughout the command. The interagency staff came from 
several federal agencies, including the Departments of Energy, Homeland 
Security, Justice, State, and Treasury; USAID; the Office of the Director of 
National Intelligence; and the National Security Agency. The command 
also plans to integrate five foreign policy advisors from State later this 
year, according to officials at AFRICOM and State. Moreover, DOD has 
signed memorandums of understanding with nine federal agencies to 
outline conditions on sending interagency partners to AFRICOM. These 
memorandums cover such topics as the financial reimbursement between 
DOD and the federal agencies for participating employees, the length of 
time the interagency partner may reside at AFRICOM, and logistical 
provisions (housing, office space, etc.). Table 2 compares the reported 
number of interagency personnel at AFRICOM at the time it reached 
unified command status with that of June 2010. 
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Table 2: Reported Interagency Personnel at Africa Command Headquarters 


Agency October 2008 June 2010


Department of State 2 5


U.S. Agency for International Development  2 2


Department of Homeland Security 3 6


Office of the Director of National Intelligence 3 4


Department of the Treasury 2 2


Department of Commerce 1 -


Department of Energy - 1


Department of Justice - 3


National Security Agency - 4


Total 13 27


Percent of AFRICOM headquarters staff 1 2


Source: GAO presentation of AFRICOM data. 


 


AFRICOM has had difficulty obtaining interagency officials to work at the 
command at the numbers desired. In February 2009, we reported that the 
command initially expected to fill 52 positions with personnel from other 
government agencies.32 However, according to DOD and AFRICOM 
officials, this initial goal was notional and was not based on an analysis of 
specific skill sets needed to accomplish AFRICOM’s mission. During our 
current review, command officials told us that there is no target number 
for interagency personnel, but rather that AFRICOM is trying to determine 
where in its command organization it could benefit from employing 
interagency personnel or where interagency partners would prefer to 
provide personnel. Command officials said that it would be helpful to have 
additional interagency staff at AFRICOM, but they understand that staffing 
limitations, resource imbalances, and lack of career progression incentives 
for embedded staff from other federal agencies may limit the number of 
personnel who can be brought in from these agencies. 


                                                                                                                                    
32GAO-09-181. 
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AFRICOM Has 
Coordinated with Other 
Federal Agencies, but Is 
Not Fully Engaging 
Federal Partners in 
Activity Planning 
Processes  


AFRICOM has coordinated with other federal agencies. For example, 
AFRICOM met with representatives from 16 agencies to gain interagency 
input into its theater campaign plan. We spoke with officials from State, 
USAID, and the Coast Guard who stated that they provided input into 
several additional strategy documents, including DOD’s Guidance for 


Employment of the Force and AFRICOM’s posture statement, as well as 
participated in activity planning meetings. State officials stated that 
AFRICOM has made improvements in taking their feedback and creating 
an environment that is conducive to cooperation across agencies. 
Similarly, USAID officials told us that AFRICOM has improved its 
coordination with their agency at the USAID headquarters level. 
Additionally, AFRICOM has created memorandums of understanding with 
some U.S. embassies, such as between AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa task 
force and the U.S. embassy in Kenya. This memorandum outlines 
procedures for conducting activities, actions to be taken by task force 
personnel in Kenya, and communication policies between the task force 
and the embassy, among other topics. 


While AFRICOM has made efforts to work with interagency partners, it is 
not fully engaging federal partners in activity planning processes in two 
areas. Our prior work has recommended, and the department generally 
agreed, that DOD provide specific implementation guidance to combatant 
commanders on the mechanisms that are needed to facilitate and 
encourage interagency participation in the development of military plans, 
develop a process to share planning information with interagency 
representatives early in the planning process, and develop an approach to 
overcome differences in planning culture, training, and capacities among 
the affected agencies.33 Some interagency officials have stated that 
AFRICOM (1) is not always involving other federal agencies in the 
formative stages of activity planning, and (2) does not fully leverage 
expertise of interagency personnel embedded at AFRICOM. 


While AFRICOM has made progress in coordinating with other federal 
agencies since its establishment, interagency partners may not be included 
in the formative stages of activity planning. DOD’s 2010 Quadrennial 


Defense Review states that the department will continue to advocate for 
an improved interagency strategic planning process. However, several 


AFRICOM Does Not Always 
Involve Interagency Partners in 
Formative Planning Stages 


                                                                                                                                    
33GAO, Military Operations: Actions Needed to Improve DOD’s Stability Operations 


Approach and Enhance Interagency Planning, GAO-07-549 (Washington, D.C.: May 31, 
2007). 
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federal agency officials said that AFRICOM tends to plan activities first 
and then engage partners, rather than including interagency perspectives 
during the initial planning efforts. 


Several interagency officials stated that AFRICOM has tended to develop 
initial activity plans before integrating interagency perspectives. Some U.S. 
embassy officials described AFRICOM’s annual activity planning meetings, 
the Theater Security Cooperation Conferences, as useful for bringing 
together AFRICOM and federal partners to plan for future AFRICOM 
activities; however, they noted that past meetings have been limited in 
their effectiveness because AFRICOM set the agenda without interagency 
input, which they viewed as restricting their role. Additionally, officials 
said that AFRICOM gave presentations of its planned exercises during one 
of its annual activity planning conferences, but there was not meaningful 
discussion with interagency partners on the most appropriate activities to 
conduct. One official described the embassies’ role at the conference as 
telling AFRICOM which proposed activities the embassies could not 
accommodate due to limited resources. Some federal officials suggested 
that interagency collaboration could be improved at AFRICOM’s annual 
activity planning conferences if State took a lead role, although limited 
State resources would make this unlikely. In general, both State and 
AFRICOM told us that funding shortages prevent some State officials from 
participating at AFRICOM planning events. Nonetheless, some State 
officials noted that AFRICOM could better align its activities with U.S. 
foreign policy goals and reduce the potential to burden U.S. embassy staff 
in carrying out activities if AFRICOM would involve interagency partners 
earlier in the planning process. From its perspective, AFRICOM said that 
State has had significant influence in its planning processes, noting that 
State’s deputy chiefs of mission, as well as USAID mission directors, were 
provided time to present information on their respective countries at the 
November 2009 Theater Security Cooperation Conference and that State 
officials are involved in other AFRICOM activity planning events 
throughout the year.  


Following AFRICOM’s most recent Theater Security Cooperation 
Conference, federal officials stated that the command’s integration of 
interagency perspectives had improved from previous conferences. The 
officials commented that AFRICOM officials appeared genuinely 
interested in learning about foreign policy and political issues in African 
countries from U.S. embassy officials and that the emphasis of many 
command presentations appeared to convey AFRICOM’s role as 
supporting U.S. embassies and furthering U.S. foreign policy goals. 
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During our observations of an Africa Partnership Station planning 
conference in July 2009, AFRICOM and its Navy component officials 
acknowledged that they needed to improve communications among 
AFRICOM, its Navy component, and the U.S. embassies; since that time, 
we found that AFRICOM has taken some steps to address the problems. At 
that conference, an official at the U.S. embassy in Ghana stated that details 
of a previous USS Nashville port visit were not provided to the embassy 
prior to the ship’s arrival. Rather, when the ship arrived and the Navy 
component prepared to provide training, it was discovered that the 
proposed training did not meet the needs of the Ghanaian Navy. As a 
result, the U.S. embassy was required to work with AFRICOM’s Navy 
component to quickly put together a new training plan so that the 
Ghanaian Navy could receive more relevant training. According to a State 
official, AFRICOM should work on communicating the Africa Partnership 
Station’s mission in advance of its deployment because it is too late to 
conduct strategic communications once a ship is already in port. In 
response to concerns raised at the conference, AFRICOM has 
implemented a pilot program to help embassy public affairs offices 
generate public awareness of maritime security issues regarding 2010 
Africa Partnership Station activities. As of February 2010, funding for the 
program had been provided to U.S. embassies in Gabon, Ghana, Senegal, 
and Mozambique. 


Conversely, our observation of the Natural Fire 10 pandemic preparedness 
and response exercise in Uganda illustrated that early and continuous 
interagency involvement can lead to a successful outcome. Prior to the 
initial planning for Natural Fire 10, DOD and USAID signed an interagency 
agreement to streamline collaboration in enhancing African military 
capacity to respond to an influenza pandemic. When AFRICOM began 
planning Natural Fire 10, it included USAID in the initial discussions to 
consider the feasibility of focusing a portion of the exercise on pandemic 
planning and response, as outlined in the interagency agreement. USAID 
also funded civilian participation in that portion of the exercise. In 
addition, State and U.S. embassy officials were included at all Natural Fire 
10 planning conferences prior to the exercise. Furthermore, an embedded 
USAID official at AFRICOM told us that the pandemic focus of that portion 
of the Natural Fire 10 exercise was unique because it was designed more 
like a USAID activity than a DOD activity, having a longer-term focus to 
allow AFRICOM to sustain and expand the program over time. By working 
with interagency partners throughout the planning process, AFRICOM was 
able to sponsor an activity that was well received by its interagency 
partners. 
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Figure 6: African Partners Participate in Planning a Pandemic Influenza Response 
during AFRICOM’s Natural Fire 10 Exercise in Entebbe, Uganda (October 2009) 


 
Interagency personnel embedded into AFRICOM’s organization may not 
be fully leveraged for their expertise, which can make it more difficult for 
some interagency personnel to contribute to the command’s work. Our 
prior work has noted that having a strategy for defining organizational 
roles and responsibilities and coordination mechanisms can help national 
security agencies clarify who will lead or participate in activities, organize 
their joint and individual efforts, and facilitate decision making.34 Although 
AFRICOM has included information on interagency collaboration in its 
theater campaign plan and created an interagency board to facilitate 
collaboration, an embedded interagency official stated that AFRICOM 
employs a hierarchal rather than collaborative approach to decision 


Source: GAO.


AFRICOM Is Not Fully 
Leveraging Expertise of 
Interagency Personnel 
Embedded at Its Command 


                                                                                                                                    
34GAO, Interagency Collaboration: Key Issues for Congressional Oversight of National 


Security Strategies, Organizations, Workforce, and Information Sharing, GAO-09-904SP 
(Washington, D.C.: Sept. 25, 2009). 
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making. The command’s Army component echoed this sentiment, stating 
that coordination and development of strategies is less collaborative than 
on specific activities. This approach differs markedly from USAID and 
State’s planning approaches, which officials described as focusing on 
brainstorming with all relevant personnel or on the long-term results of the 
activities. Additionally, an embedded official from another federal agency 
told us that while AFRICOM officials bring some issues to interagency 
personnel at the command to obtain their perspectives, more often 
interagency staff must insert themselves into relevant meetings to affect 
decision making. For example, a USAID official formerly embedded at 
AFRICOM said that USAID embedded officials have to ask how they can 
help the command, even though he believed that the military officials 
should be asking how AFRICOM can provide support to USAID, as the 
command has stated that it is in a supporting role to USAID on 
development activities. Furthermore, some embedded interagency 
personnel said that coordination is problematic when activity planning 
takes place directly at AFRICOM’s military service component commands 
and not at AFRICOM headquarters, as there are few embedded 
interagency staff members in the military service components.35 State 
echoed this remark, noting that from its perspective, planning and 
decision making at the command’s military service components is separate 
from that at AFRICOM headquarters, which creates difficulties for 
coordination with interagency partners. As a result, many activities could 
have undergone substantial planning at the component level before 
interagency perspectives are sought. 


Moreover, some interagency personnel embedded at AFRICOM have said 
that they may not be fully leveraged for their expertise. AFRICOM officials 
told us that it is a challenge to determine where in the command to include 
the interagency personnel. For example, an official from the 
Transportation Security Administration decided on his own which 
directorate in which to work when he joined the command because 
AFRICOM had not identified a directorate for him. Another embedded 
interagency staff member stated that AFRICOM initially placed him in a 
directorate unrelated to his skill set, and he initiated a transfer to another 
directorate that would better enable him to share his expertise. In 
addition, Coast Guard officials stated that AFRICOM does not fully 
understand the roles and responsibilities of the Coast Guard and what 
knowledge and expertise it could provide the command. The officials cited 


                                                                                                                                    
35AFRICOM’s Marine Corps and Air Force components have a political advisor from State. 
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an example of AFRICOM’s Navy component performing law enforcement 
training instead of allowing the Coast Guard to take the lead on providing 
this training to African forces. 


Difficulties in leveraging interagency partners are not unique to AFRICOM. 
As we have previously reported, organizational differences—including 
differences in agencies’ structures, planning processes, and funding 
sources—can hinder interagency collaboration, potentially wasting scarce 
funds and limiting the effectiveness of federal efforts.36 Notwithstanding 
these difficulties, interagency collaboration can be successful—for 
example, observers have cited the U.S. Southern Command as having 
mature interagency planning processes and coordinating mechanisms. 
Southern Command has also identified civilian federal agencies as leads 
for each of its theater security objectives, furthering the early involvement 
of interagency partners. A senior State official said that AFRICOM’s 
understanding of the roles of interagency partners might be improved if 
additional staff from other federal agencies were embedded at the 
command. However, several embedded interagency staff said that there is 
little incentive to take a position at AFRICOM because it will not enhance 
one’s career position upon return to the original agency after the rotation. 
Additionally, staffing shortages at other federal agencies reduce agencies’ 
abilities to send additional staff to AFRICOM. In February 2009, we 
reported that State officials told us that they would not likely be able to 
provide active employees to fill the positions requested by AFRICOM 
because they were already facing a 25 percent shortfall in mid-level 
personnel37—although AFRICOM and State officials said that five State 
foreign policy advisors are expected to arrive at the command later this 
year. Despite challenges, AFRICOM has made some efforts that could 
improve interagency collaboration within the command, such as 
expanding its interagency orientation process and including opportunities 
for interagency input into daily command meetings. In addition, AFRICOM 
said that its Deputy to the Commander for Civil-Military Affairs, a senior 
State official, is in charge of outreach for the command and sometimes 
chairs command staff meetings. 


In fall 2009, the command conducted an assessment of the embedded 
interagency process to analyze successes and identify lessons learned, 
including recommendations on how to integrate interagency personnel 


                                                                                                                                    
36GAO-09-904SP. 


37GAO-09-181. 
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into command planning and operations. AFRICOM identified five key 
observations based on its assessment: (1) embedded staff want to ensure 
they can accomplish their own objectives and not merely perform duties 
that a DOD employee could perform; (2) interagency personnel arrive at 
AFRICOM with the expectation that they will help achieve not only 
command goals and objectives but also U.S. government goals, yet they 
feel that DOD employees do not expect embedded personnel to develop 
new programs; (3) embedded interagency personnel need to understand 
the function, operation, and role of a military command and how it differs 
from other federal government agencies; (4) the military planning process 
is more structured than the planning approaches of other government 
agencies; and (5) embedded personnel experience an overwhelming 
adjustment to military culture. The assessment identified several 
recommendations and suggestions, such as developing a training and 
orientation program for embedded interagency personnel. In July 2010, 
AFRICOM stated that it had established an interagency command 
collaborative forum to assess, prioritize, and implement the 
recommendations from the study. Fully leveraging its embedded 
interagency partners can help AFRICOM contribute to a unified U.S. 
government approach to activity planning and implementation in Africa. 


 
AFRICOM emphasizes the importance of collaborating with its interagency 
partners and building cultural awareness; however, the command has 
sometimes experienced difficulty implementing activities because some 
personnel have limited knowledge about working with U.S. embassies and 
about cultural issues in Africa. The training or guidance available to 
augment personnel expertise in these areas is limited. 


AFRICOM Faces 
Challenges in Building 
Personnel Expertise 
to Work in Africa 


Some AFRICOM Personnel 
Have Limited Knowledge 
of Working with U.S. 
Embassies and of African 
Culture 


 
Some AFRICOM personnel have limited knowledge of working with U.S. 
embassies and of African culture, which can decrease the effectiveness of 
implementing activities. 


 


 
AFRICOM emphasizes that it works closely with the U.S. embassies and 
chiefs of mission to ensure that its activities are consistent with U.S. 


Working with U.S. Embassies 
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foreign policy and contribute to unity of effort among the interagency.38 
While many U.S. embassies told us that the command has made efforts to 
coordinate with them, some AFRICOM staff’s knowledge of how to work 
with U.S. embassies is limited. USAID officials told us that while 
AFRICOM has made improvements coordinating with their agency at the 
headquarters level, most USAID planning efforts occur at U.S. embassies 
in country and that AFRICOM has not fully integrated its staff into the 
planning process at the country level. Moreover, in our prior work on 
AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa task force, we reported that task force 
personnel did not always understand embassy procedures for interacting 
with African partner nations.39 For example, task force personnel would, at 
times, approach the Djiboutian government ministries directly with 
concepts for activities rather than follow the established procedure of 
having the U.S. embassy in Djibouti initiate the contact. Additionally, in 
our prior work on the Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership activity, 
we noted that disagreements about whether State should have authority 
over DOD personnel temporarily assigned to conduct activities affected 
implementation of DOD’s activities in Niger and Chad.40 In commenting on 
that report, DOD stated that it believed sufficient guidance existed that 
defined the authorities of DOD’s combatant commander and State’s chief 
of mission but noted that issuing joint guidance reflecting the implications 
of the shift to a greater DOD emphasis and support in shape and deter 
operations would be helpful to both the combatant commander and chief 
of mission in the Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership region. A 
senior State official formerly stationed at AFRICOM told us that command 
and control responsibilities in Africa are improving but that issues still 
exist. He cited a recent example in which the U.S. ambassador to Liberia 
maintained that the embassy should have authority over DOD personnel 
carrying out security sector reform activities in the country, while 
AFRICOM argued that it needed shared authority over these personnel. A 
shared authority agreement was eventually reached for DOD personnel 
who would reside in Liberia on a semipermanent basis. 


                                                                                                                                    
38Chiefs of mission are the principal officers (usually ambassadors) in charge of a 
diplomatic facility of the United States and serve as the personal representative of the 
President in the country of accreditation.  


39GAO-10-504. 


40GAO, Combating Terrorism: Actions Needed to Enhance Implementation of Trans-


Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership, GAO-08-860 (Washington, D.C.: July 31, 2008). 
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Some AFRICOM personnel’s limited knowledge of working with U.S. 
embassy staff can impose burdens on embassies because, as officials 
stated throughout our review, the embassies are short-staffed. The 
Department of State Inspector General released a report in August 2009 
stating, in part, that the embassies in Africa are understaffed and that the 
U.S. military is filling a void created by a lack of embassy resources for 
traditional development and public diplomacy.41 AFRICOM’s requests for 
information and assistance with activities take embassy staff away from 
their assigned duties to focus on command priorities. For example, a U.S. 
embassy official in Uganda stated that AFRICOM personnel arrived in 
country with the expectations that the embassy would take care of basic 
cultural and logistical issues for them. 


AFRICOM is trying to increase its presence in U.S. embassies and send 
planning teams prior to activity implementation in order to alleviate the 
burden it has placed on U.S. embassies. According to command officials, 
AFRICOM inherited 12 offices at U.S. embassies in Africa, and as of June 
2010, it had added 5 additional offices, bringing its total U.S. embassy 
presence to 17. Command officials told us that they plan to have a total of 
28 offices in U.S. embassies, which would give AFRICOM a presence in 
just over half of the 53 countries in its area of responsibility. Additionally, 
at an Africa Partnership Station planning conference, we observed Navy 
component officials request guidance from and offer suggestions on how 
to ease the administrative burden the activity may place on U.S. embassy 
personnel. AFRICOM has also begun to send reservists to African 
countries to help with coordination prior to an Africa Partnership Station 
ship visit. By providing more assistance to the embassies, AFRICOM can 
potentially ease the burden placed on them as command staff work to 
increase their understanding of engaging with the embassies and partner 
nations. 


Cultural awareness is a core competency for AFRICOM, but the limited 
knowledge of some AFRICOM and its military service component staff on 
Africa cultural issues occasionally leads to difficulties in building 
relationships with African nations. For example, as we reported in our 
prior work on AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa task force, task force personnel 
did not always understand cultural issues, such as the time required to 


African Cultural Awareness 


                                                                                                                                    
41United States Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors Office of 
Inspector General, Report of Inspection: The Bureau of African Affairs, Report Number 
ISP-I-09-63 (Arlington, Va.: August 2009). 
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conduct activities in African villages or local religious customs.42 In one 
case, the task force distributed used clothing to local Djibouti villagers 
during Ramadan, which offended the Muslim population. In another case, 
according to a U.S. embassy official, AFRICOM’s task force provided 3 
days notice that it would conduct a medical clinic in a remote village in 
Djibouti. However, because the villagers are nomads, it was difficult to get 
participants with that short amount of notice. Moreover, a Ghanaian 
military participant involved with the Africa Partnership Station said that 
AFRICOM’s tendency to generalize its programs across Africa is not 
effective, as each country is different and requires an individualized 
approach. 


A better understanding of African cultural issues would likely help 
AFRICOM improve relationships with African nations. For example, as we 
previously reported, a U.S. embassy official in Tanzania said that 
AFRICOM’s task force team members had become proficient in Swahili, 
thus helping them to develop relationships. Getting to know the language, 
culture, and the people in the region, the embassy official said, has 
contributed to the success in developing a Tanzanian-American 
partnership in a region where extremists are known to operate.43 In 
addition, an internal State memo described AFRICOM’s sociocultural 
research and advisory teams as intending to provide personnel with the 
necessary background to work more effectively on the ground and to 
interact in a more respectful and collaborative manner with local 
populations. While a U.S. embassy had voiced concern about the teams 
appearing to duplicate interagency efforts, the State memo stressed the 
need for coordination with embassy and USAID personnel, including the 
sharing of information obtained in the field. In general, more widespread 
and robust understanding of African culture could help personnel avoid 
potentially unfavorable views of AFRICOM among the Africans and risk 
straining relations between African nations and the U.S. government. 


 
Limited Training and 
Guidance Is Provided to 
AFRICOM Personnel 


We found that AFRICOM personnel and forces deploying for activities 
receive some training on working with interagency partners and on 
African cultural awareness—and that efforts are under way to increase 
training for some personnel—but our review of training presentations 
indicated that they were insufficient to adequately build the skills of its 


                                                                                                                                    
42GAO-10-504. 


43GAO-10-504. 
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staff. Moreover, AFRICOM does not monitor training or require that it be 
completed. We have previously reported that collaborative approaches to 
national security require a well-trained workforce with the skills and 
experience to integrate the government’s diverse capabilities and 
resources, and that increased training opportunities and strategic 
workforce planning efforts could facilitate federal agencies’ ability to fully 
participate in interagency collaboration activities.44 


AFRICOM officials told us that current training for personnel includes 
Web courses, seminars led by DOD’s Africa Center for Strategic Studies, 
and guest-speaker programs. In addition, there are theater entry training 
requirements for personnel deploying to Africa such as medical and 
cultural awareness Web-based training. Officials said, however, that while 
training is encouraged, it is not required, and that the command does not 
currently monitor the completion of training courses. We requested to 
review training presentations provided to incoming AFRICOM staff. Our 
review of the 10 training presentations that were provided to us by the 
command found that they did not contain cultural awareness information. 
However, AFRICOM stated that there are 2 hours on Africa cultural 
awareness provided to new command staff during the first day of training, 
though we were not given documentation of this training. Additionally, our 
review found that 7 of the 10 training presentations that we were provided 
did not contain interagency information. The remaining 3 presentations 
provided an overview of AFRICOM partners, including international 
government organizations, nongovernmental organizations, and other 
federal government agencies; identified the interagency partners at the 
command; and provided more detailed information on one specific federal 
agency. While these training presentations offered some suggestions for 
planning and cooperative opportunities with other federal agencies, we 
found that they were brief and lacked specific guidance on how to involve 
interagency partners. Furthermore, because the presentations are 
provided during the beginning of tours, when personnel are also learning 
about their new assignments and daily operations, it is unlikely that they 
provide for comprehensive, effective training. 


AFRICOM issued joint training guidance in December 200945 that included 
as a training goal the need to work with other federal agencies, but the 


                                                                                                                                    
44GAO-09-904SP. 


45U.S. Africa Command Guide 3500.01, Commander’s Joint Training Guidance FY 2010 
through FY 2015, (Dec. 18, 2009). 
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guidance lacks specific actions to reach this goal as well as measures to 
evaluate progress and effects. Moreover, the guidance states that 
AFRICOM will develop predeployment guidance for personnel, but we 
noted that no time frames were provided for when the guidance will be 
issued. In our prior work on AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa task force, we 
reported that the task force’s training on working with U.S. embassies was 
not shared with all staff, and cultural awareness training was limited. We 
recommended, and DOD agreed, that AFRICOM develop comprehensive 
training guidance or a program that augments assigned personnel’s 
understanding of African cultural awareness and working with interagency 
partners.46 Since our report, AFRICOM has taken some steps to increase 
training opportunities for task force personnel. For example, we reviewed 
an extensive briefing on East African culture that the task force said is 
now being provided to all incoming task force personnel. In addition, the 
task force stated that its sociocultural research and advisory teams 
provide some task force personnel with cultural and political training 
when needed, including training for some personnel prior to deployment. 
Finally, the task force said that online training on cultural awareness is 
now available to all task force personnel, and that it intends to make this 
training mandatory in the future. 


Formal training is important because it would help institutionalize 
practices in the command. Officials from AFRICOM’s Army, Marine Corps, 
and Air Force components and task force all voiced a preference for more 
cultural training and capabilities, with Army officials noting that staff do 
not have sufficient understanding of the size, diversity, and unique 
problems confronting the different regions of Africa. In addition, during 
our observation of Natural Fire 10, an Air Force official told us that his 
team received no training on Ugandan culture prior to its deployment. An 
AFRICOM official told us it would be beneficial to have increased 
sociocultural training at the command’s headquarters as well as a database 
to monitor training completion. AFRICOM’s Air Force component officials 
told us that they have begun working with the Air Force Cultural Language 
Center to develop a Web-based, African cultural awareness training for Air 
Force personnel deploying on AFRICOM activities, but officials noted that 
AFRICOM had not provided any cultural awareness training to the Air 
Force. Several officials from other federal agencies suggested possible 
courses that might be cost-effective or easy for AFRICOM to implement, 
such as a State online course focused on working with U.S. embassies, 
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curricula at the Foreign Service Institute that prepare U.S. embassy 
personnel, or training similar to that provided to Peace Corps volunteers. 
State also recommended that AFRICOM develop best practices for 
working more effectively and efficiently with other agencies to ensure that 
any lessons learned are institutionalized within the command. In June 
2010, AFRICOM held a symposium to discuss how to augment language, 
regional expertise, and cultural competence capabilities. The command 
identified some options under consideration to improve capabilities, 
including possibly establishing an office to develop training initiatives, 
holding an annual symposium, and developing a newsletter with articles 
by personnel about their deployment experiences. These considerations 
reflect the command’s recognition that it needs to improve its personnel’s 
expertise. However, until AFRICOM develops, requires, and monitors 
training for all of its personnel on working with interagency partners and 
understanding African cultural issues, it continues to risk being unable to 
fully leverage resources with U.S. embassy personnel, build relationships 
with African nations, and effectively carry out activities. 


 
Building the capacity of partner nations to secure and defend themselves 
has become a key focus of DOD, and AFRICOM’s focus on supporting 
security and stability in Africa has the potential to advance this effort. 
Despite initial concerns among stakeholders about the potential U.S. 
militarization of foreign policy or increasing the U.S. military footprint on 
the continent, AFRICOM has made progress in developing overarching 
strategies and trying to engage interagency partners. Moreover, since our 
April 2010 report on AFRICOM’s task force, efforts have been made to 
begin to evaluate some task force activities in the Horn of Africa. 
However, AFRICOM still faces challenges that could limit its effectiveness. 
Until the command completes supporting plans to guide activity planning 
and implementation and begins consistently conducting long-term 
assessments of activities, it cannot ensure that the actions it is taking on 
the continent best support DOD and U.S. foreign policy objectives. On a 
broader level, without plans and assessments, AFRICOM lacks the critical 
information it needs to make successful future planning decisions and to 
allocate resources to maximize its effect in Africa. Moreover, while many 
U.S. embassies and federal partners now believe that AFRICOM has the 
potential to make positive contributions in Africa, until the command 
more fully incorporates interagency partners into its activity planning 
process, AFRICOM continues to risk the perception—or worse, the 
possibility—of conducting activities that may counter U.S. foreign policy 
interests or lead to unintended consequences. Finally, assigning more than 
4,000 personnel and forces to AFRICOM and its components illustrates 


Conclusions 
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DOD’s commitment to conducting activities in Africa. Developing a well-
trained workforce that understands the complexities associated with 
working on the continent can advance the department’s efforts to foster 
stability and security through improved relationships with African nations. 


 
To more effectively plan, prioritize, and implement activities in a 
collaborative interagency environment that aligns with both the 
command’s mission of sustained security engagement and U.S. foreign 
policy goals; make effective use of resources in a fiscally constrained 
environment; and take steps to institutionalize its processes and 
procedures, we recommend that the Secretary of Defense direct the 
Commander, AFRICOM, to take the following five actions: 


Recommendations for 
Executive Action 


• Synchronize activities among AFRICOM’s components by expediting the 
completion of its regional engagement plans, country work plans, and 
component support plans; and develop a process whereby plans are 
reviewed on a recurring basis to ensure that efforts across the command 
are complementary, comprehensive, and supportive of AFRICOM’s 
mission. 


 
• Conduct long-term assessments of the full range of its activities to 


determine whether the activities are having their intended effects and 
supporting AFRICOM’s mission. 


 
• Take actions to ensure that budget staff within its military service 


components, special operations command, task force, and Offices of 
Security Cooperation within U.S. embassies in Africa have the expertise 
and knowledge necessary to make timely and accurate funding decisions 
for activities. These actions could include some combination of training, 
staffing changes, and/or comprehensive guidance on applying funding 
sources to activities. 


 
• Fully integrate interagency personnel and partners into the formative 


stages of the command’s activity planning processes to better leverage 
interagency expertise. 


 
• In consultation with State and USAID, develop a comprehensive training 


program, with a means to monitor completion, for staff and forces 
involved in AFRICOM activities on 
• working with interagency partners and U.S. embassies on activities and 
• cultural issues related to Africa. 
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In its written comments on a draft of this report, DOD concurred with all 
of our recommendations and cited some actions that it was taking to 
address the issues we identified in this report. DOD’s comments are 
reprinted in appendix IV. Technical comments were provided separately 
from DOD, State, and the U.S. Coast Guard and incorporated as 
appropriate. USAID chose not to provide any comments. 


Agency Comments 
and Our Evaluation 


DOD concurred with our first recommendation that AFRICOM 
synchronize activities among AFRICOM’s components by expediting the 
completion of its supporting plans and developing a process whereby 
plans are reviewed on a recurring basis. In its response, the department 
stated that, in the absence of supporting plans, AFRICOM conducts weekly 
meetings at which its components and the Horn of Africa task force 
discuss the status of current activities and future events. The department 
added that AFRICOM uses an information database to manage events 
conducted by the command and its components. We noted these efforts in 
our report, and we agree that it is a good practice for AFRICOM to 
coordinate with its components through weekly meetings and an 
information database. However, as our report states, component officials 
have noted that within AFRICOM the use of the database is preliminary, 
that the database may not include all component activities, and that 
coordinating defense efforts in Africa remains a challenge. Furthermore, 
DOD stated in its response that regional engagement plans and component 
support plans are in the final stages of review and approval by AFRICOM’s 
leadership, and will be used by the staff and components to guide and 
synchronize activities even though the plans have not been formally 
approved. The department added that country work plans are being 
developed for the command’s critical partners as identified in the theater 
campaign plan. However, the department’s response did not include a 
specific time frame for completion of AFRICOM’s plans. Such a time frame 
is critical, given that AFRICOM has repeatedly postponed the completion 
of several of its supporting plans. Until AFRICOM finalizes and approves 
its plans, AFRICOM risks conducting activities that do not fully support its 
mission and may hinder a unity of effort among its components. 


DOD also concurred with our second recommendation that AFRICOM 
conduct long-term assessments of the full range of its activities. The 
department stated that its Horn of Africa task force is now required to 
report on the effectiveness of its activities—which we note in our report. 
Moreover, the department stated that all AFRICOM operations and 
planning orders now include tasks to staff and components to develop 
metrics and indicators and to conduct assessments; however, we were not 
provided copies of these documents during our review. If these actions are 
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implemented in a comprehensive manner such that they require long-term 
evaluation of all AFRICOM activities, they have the potential to provide 
the command with valuable information on whether its activities are 
having their intended effects or whether modifications are needed. 
Completing thorough long-term assessments of its activities will aid in the 
command’s efforts to make successful future planning decisions and 
allocate resources to maximize its effect in Africa. 


DOD also concurred with our third recommendation that AFRICOM take 
actions to ensure that its components’ and Offices of Security 
Cooperation’s budget personnel have the appropriate expertise and 
knowledge to make timely and accurate funding decisions for activities. 
DOD fully agreed with us regarding with the need to improve the use of 
security cooperation tools through training, staff changes, and better 
guidance. DOD further stated that while AFRICOM has Title 10 authorities 
to conduct traditional military activities and operations, the activities that 
are most important to the department in Africa center around building 
institutional and operational security capacity and that most of the 
authorities and funding for these activities belong to State Department 
programs under Title 22 authorities. In our report, we acknowledge 
AFRICOM’s reports of having access to several funding sources, as well as 
influence over some State and USAID funding sources, and that many 
different funding sources may be required for an activity. We also note in 
our report that DOD, in its 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, stated that 
U.S. security assistance efforts are constrained by a complex patchwork of 
authorities. We maintain that, given the challenges associated with 
applying various funding sources to activities in Africa, AFRICOM should 
identify and complete specific actions—such as training, staffing changes, 
and/or comprehensive guidance—to increase understanding among its 
budget staff and institutionalize knowledge throughout the command. 


DOD also concurred with our fourth recommendation that AFRICOM fully 
integrate interagency personnel and partners into the formative stages of 
the command’s activity planning processes to better leverage interagency 
expertise. The department noted that AFRICOM is unique in that, in 
addition to a military deputy commander, it has a Deputy Commander for 
Civil-Military Activities—a senior Foreign Service Officer of ambassadorial 
level who helps ensure that policy/program development and 
implementation include interagency partners and are consistent with U.S. 
foreign policy. In our report, we highlighted the civilian deputy as a 
positive example of AFRICOM’s efforts to integrate interagency personnel 
into the command. DOD also noted that it continues to pursue qualified 
interagency representatives to work in management and staff positions at 
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AFRICOM, will work with its partners to prepare personnel for assignment 
in a military organization, and encourages interagency partners to fill 
vacant positions and reward their detailees for taking assignments at 
AFRICOM. Our review highlights some efforts AFRICOM has taken to 
integrate its interagency partners into command planning and 
operations—such as developing a training and orientation program for 
embedded interagency personnel. We also state in our report that staffing 
shortages at other federal agencies reduce those agencies’ ability to send 
additional staff to AFRICOM. DOD’s response does not indicate how 
AFRICOM intends to better integrate interagency personnel into the 
formative stages of activity planning, which would help AFRICOM better 
leverage interagency expertise and promote a U.S. government unity of 
effort in Africa. 


Finally, DOD concurred with our fifth recommendation that AFRICOM 
develop a comprehensive training program on working with interagency 
partners and African cultural issues. DOD noted that AFRICOM has 
developed cultural awareness training for all incoming headquarters 
personnel, which is mandatory and tracked. We include in our report that 
AFRICOM told us it allots 2 hours to Africa cultural awareness during the 
first day of training for new command staff. However, since presentations 
are given at the beginning of tours, when personnel are also learning about 
their new assignments and daily operations, we believe that it is unlikely 
that this constitutes comprehensive, effective training. The department 
also stated that AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa task force personnel receive 
Web-based and in-country training as part of newcomers’ orientation. As 
we note in our report, we reviewed the task force’s briefing on East 
African culture and found it to be extensive and a positive step toward 
training personnel. Furthermore, DOD stated that key personnel attend 
training for working with embassies; however, the department did not 
identify which personnel attend the training and what opportunities are 
available for those who do not attend it. Additionally, DOD did not address 
how AFRICOM would mandate staff participation in any training it 
develops. Until AFRICOM provides training or guidance to its staff on 
working with interagency partners and cultural issues in Africa, the 
command risks being unable to fully leverage resources with U.S. embassy 
personnel, build relationships with African nations, and effectively carry 
out activities. 


 
 We are sending copies of this report to the Secretary of Defense; the 


Secretary of Homeland Security; the Secretary of State; and the 
Administrator, United States Agency for International Development. The 
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report will also be available at no charge on the GAO Web site at 
http://www.gao.gov. 


If you or your staff have questions about this report, please contact me at 
(202) 512-3489 or at pendletonj@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of 
Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the last page 
of this report. GAO staff who made key contributions to this report are 


John H. Pendleton 


listed in appendix V. 


Director, Defense Capabilities and Management 
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Appendix I: Africa Partnership Station 


Led by Africa Command’s (AFRICOM) Navy component, the mission of 
the Africa Partnership Station is to build maritime safety and security 
capabilities with African nations. Training is typically conducted aboard a 
ship, moving between ports to offer training at sea and ashore with African 
partners. Africa Partnership Station training events focus on a broad range 
of areas, including maritime domain awareness, leadership, navigation, 
maritime law enforcement, search and rescue, civil engineering, and 
logistics. Crew members also participate in humanitarian assistance 
efforts focusing on health care, education, and other projects in local 
communities, which may involve participation by other federal agencies 
including the Department of State (State) and U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID). AFRICOM’s Navy component 
coordinates with other AFRICOM components to conduct Africa 
Partnership Station activities, including the Marine Corps component and 
the Combined Joint Task Force–Horn of Africa; interagency partners such 
as the U.S. Coast Guard, State, and USAID; and participants from over 22 
countries from Europe, Africa, and South America. Figure 7 shows a few 
of the Africa Partnership Station activities. 


Figure 7: U.S. and African Partners Take Part in Africa Partnership Station Activities 


Source: U.S. Naval Forces Africa.


 


The Africa Partnership Station activity began under U.S. European 
Command and was transferred to AFRICOM upon reaching full 
operational capacity. As of May 2010, there have been 14 Africa 
Partnership Station deployments, including a deployment of vessels from 
the Netherlands and Belgium. Table 3 identifies Africa Partnership Station 
ships, deployment dates, and countries visited. 
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Table 3: Africa Partnership Station Deployments 


Ship Time frame Countries visited 


November 2007–April 2008 USS Fort McHenry 10 countries in West and 
Central Africa 


January–April 2008 HSV-2 SWIFT Togo, Ghana, Gabon, 
Nigeria, Benin, Liberia, 
Angola 


January–May 2009 USS Nashville Senegal, Liberia, Ghana, 
Nigeria, Cameroon, Gabon, 
Sao Tome and Principe  


February–April 2009 USS Robert G. Bradley 
(FFG 49) 


East Africa: Mozambique, 
Djibouti, Kenya, Tanzania 


June–August 2009 USS Arleigh Burke Djibouti, Kenya, Mauritius, 
Reunion, Seychelles, South 
Africa, Tanzania, Reunion 
(French Island) 


July–September 2009 USCGC Legare  Cape Verde, Sierra Leone, 
Senegal 


HSV Swift July–September 2009 Senegal, Gambia, Liberia, 
Ghana, Togo, Nigeria, 
Cameroon, Gabon 


HNLMS Johan de Witt 
(Netherlands) 


October–November 2009 Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Cape Verde, Liberia, Ghana 


HSV Swift and USS Nicholas November 2009–March 
2010 


Comoros, Djibouti, Kenya, 
Mauritius, Mozambique, 
Reunion (French Island), 
Seychelles, South Africa, 
Tanzania 


USS Samuel B. Roberts November 2009–March 
2010 


Cape Verde, Senegal, 
Ghana, Congo, Angola, Sao 
Tome and Principe, Gabon 


USNS Grapple December 2009 Tanzania, Kenya, 
Seychelles 


USS Gunston Hall March–May 2010 Senegal, Gambia, Liberia, 
Sierra Leone, Cape Verde, 
Equatorial Guinea, Togo 


BNS Godetia (Belgium) March 2010 Democratic Republic of 
Congo, Benin 


USCGC Dallas May–September 2010 To be determined 


Source: GAO analysis of U.S. Naval Forces Africa data. 


Note: USCGC = U.S. Coast Guard Cutter. 


 


In July 2009, we observed the main planning conference for the USS 


Gunston Hall, which was scheduled to conduct Africa Partnership Station 
activities from February through May 2010. After an initial diversion to 
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Haiti for disaster relief support, the USS Gunston Hall arrived in West and 
Central Africa in March 2010. The Africa Partnership Station deployment 
used a “hub” approach, such that the USS Gunston Hall conducted 
operations out of ports in two countries—Ghana and Senegal. Members 
from various African nations were brought to these two hubs to receive 
training. Specific Africa Partnership Station activities on the USS Gunston 


Hall included maritime workshops and seminars on small boat operations, 
maritime law enforcement boarding, maritime domain awareness, and 
fisheries management and maritime meteorology. Additional activities 
included a maritime safety and security forum with key maritime 
stakeholders; military-to-military training led by AFRICOM’s Marine Corps 
component; a strategic communications forum; medical outreach to local 
clinics conducted by a 20-person medical team, which reported seeing 
over 3,000 patients; several performances by the U.S. Sixth Fleet’s five 
piece brass band; delivery of humanitarian assistance supplies; and several 
construction/refurbishing projects at local schools and clinics. 
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Natural Fire 10 was an exercise led by U.S. Africa Command’s (AFRICOM) 
Army component to train U.S. forces and build the capacity of East 
African forces to provide humanitarian aid and disaster response. Natural 
Fire began under U.S. Central Command and was transferred to AFRICOM 
upon its establishment. Prior to 2009, three previous Natural Fire exercises 
had been carried out. Natural Fire 10, which was conducted in October 
2009 at various sites in Uganda, focused on disaster response to an 
outbreak of pandemic influenza. AFRICOM officials told us that Natural 
Fire 10 included approximately 550 U.S. personnel and 650 participants 
from five East African countries: Burundi, Kenya, Tanzania, Rwanda, and 
Uganda. 


Figure 8: Natural Fire Exercise 10 in East Africa 


 
The exercise consisted of three parts: 


 U.S. Africa Command 


• Field exercises: a 7-day military-to-military activity which included 
exercising forces on convoy and humanitarian civic assistance operations; 
weapons handling and helicopter familiarization; weapons fire; hand-to-
hand combat; crowd and riot control; and entry control point and vehicle 
checkpoints. 


• Tabletop: focused on strengthening the capacity of five East African 
militaries to prepare and respond to a potential pandemic outbreak in their 
countries. The exercise consisted of 2 days of academic sessions, during 
which officials from various organizations gave presentations about 
pandemic preparedness and response. The academic sessions were 
followed by 2 days of pandemic scenarios for which participants were 
divided into three groups—civil authorities, military, and international 
community—to develop and act out their responses. 


• Humanitarian civic assistance: included medical assistance events, 
dental assistance events, and engineering projects such as a school and 
hospital reconstruction. 


Appendix II: Natural Fire 10 


Source: U.S. Army Africa (left) and GAO (right).
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In addition to the efforts by AFRICOM’s Army component, other 
components also contributed to Natural Fire 10. Specifically, the Navy 
component oversaw construction of the camp hosting the field exercise 
and led humanitarian civic assistance engineering projects. The Air Force 
component led the medical programs. The Marine Corps component 
supported weapons training during the field exercise. AFRICOM’s Horn of 
Africa task force oversaw photography and public affairs. Additionally, 
interagency partners and international organizations were involved in the 
tabletop portion of the exercise. For example, the U.S. Agency for 
International Development partnered with AFRICOM in developing the 
pandemic influenza focus for the tabletop activity, and international 
organizations such as the United Nations, World Health Organization, and 
International Red Cross led academic training sessions. 
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Appendix III: Scope and Methodology 


In conducting our work, we reviewed a wide range of Department of 
Defense (DOD) and command guidance and other guidance including 
DOD strategies; U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM) theater strategy, 
theater campaign plan, and 2009 and 2010 posture statements; and 
AFRICOM’s military service component and task force’s priorities, draft 
strategic plans (if available), and engagement plans. We met with 
AFRICOM officials in Stuttgart, Germany, in June 2009 and held follow-up 
meetings in December 2009. We also met with officials at the European 
headquarters of AFRICOM’s military service components (Army Africa, 
Naval Forces Africa, Air Force Africa, and Marine Corps Africa) and 
special operations command in June and July 2009. In July 2009 we also 
observed the main planning conference for the Africa Partnership Station, 
a maritime safety and security activity led by Navy Africa and sponsored 
by AFRICOM. We traveled to Uganda, Ethiopia, and Djibouti in October 
2009 to observe U.S. military operations, interview officials at the 
Combined Joint Task Force–Horn of Africa, and meet with U.S. embassy 
officials. We chose to visit Uganda to observe the AFRICOM-sponsored, 
U.S. Army Africa–led Natural Fire 10 exercise, AFRICOM’s largest exercise 
in Africa for 2009; Ethiopia, due to its proximity to Djibouti and large 
amount of task force civil-affairs team activity proposals; and Djibouti, due 
to the location of the task force at Camp Lemonnier. As part of our review 
of AFRICOM’s task force, in January 2010 we observed and obtained 
documentation from an academic training and mission rehearsal exercise 
for incoming task force staff in Suffolk, Virginia. Additionally, we 
interviewed DOD officials at the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Joint 
Staff, and the Defense Security Cooperation Agency. 


We also reviewed non-DOD documents to determine how AFRICOM’s 
strategies compared or aligned with the strategies of other government 
partners, including the fiscal years 2007–2012 Department of State /U.S. 


Agency for International Development Joint Strategic Plan; USAID 


Strategic Framework for Africa; and fiscal year 2008, fiscal year 2009, and 
fiscal year 2010 mission strategic plans of 12 U.S. embassies in Africa.1 We 
interviewed officials at the Department of State (State), the U.S. Agency 
for International Development (USAID), and the Coast Guard to obtain 
other federal agencies’ perspectives on AFRICOM’s process of planning 
and implementing activities, including the command’s considerations of 
interagency perspectives. We spoke with officials from State and USAID 


                                                                                                                                    
1Beginning with the fiscal year 2012 cycle, State changed the name of its Mission Strategic 
Plans to Mission Strategic and Resource Plans. 
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due to their relationship with DOD in supporting U.S. foreign policy 
objectives, and we met with officials from the Coast Guard due to their 
relationship with AFRICOM in its maritime activities. We met with U.S. 
embassy officials in Uganda, Ethiopia, and Djibouti, and we contacted 20 
additional embassies throughout Africa: Algeria, Botswana, Burundi,2 
Chad, Comoros/Madagascar, Democratic Republic of Congo, Eritrea, 
Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Mauritius/Seychelles, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, South Africa, Sudan, Tanzania, and Yemen. We 
chose to contact these specific embassies based on several factors 
including that they were in countries that coordinate with AFRICOM’s task 
force; their involvement with the two activities we observed in detail, 
Africa Partnership Station and Natural Fire 10 (see below); and their 
geographical dispersion to ensure that various regions were represented 
across Africa. When multiple countries met our criteria, we gave 
preference to U.S. embassies located in countries that were identified by 
DOD officials or in documents as important countries for AFRICOM. In 
addition, we met with an organization that represents U.S.-based 
international nongovernmental organizations that conduct work in Africa, 
as well as some African government and African military officials, to 
obtain their viewpoints on AFRICOM’s activities. 


We observed two AFRICOM activities in depth to complement our broader 
review of the command’s activities at the interagency and command levels. 
These two activities were: Africa Partnership Station (a maritime safety 
and security activity) and Natural Fire 10 (part of AFRICOM’s pandemic 
preparedness and response initiative). In choosing which of AFRICOM’s 
over 100 activities to review as illustrative examples, we first narrowed the 
activities to 30 main activities that support AFRICOM in achieving its 
theater strategic objectives, as identified by AFRICOM officials. We then 
chose to review the Africa Partnership Station and Natural Fire 10 
activities due to factors such as their addressing of different theater 
security objectives, timeliness to our review, leadership by different 
military service components, considerable involvement of interagency and 
international partners, size of the activities, and distinct geographic 
locations. To review the Africa Partnership Station, we observed the 
activity’s main planning conference in New York, New York, in July 2009; 
reviewed documentation including reports and assessments; and spoke to 
officials at DOD, AFRICOM, U.S. Navy Africa, Coast Guard, State, and 
USAID, as well as nongovernmental organizations and African military 


                                                                                                                                    
2We did not receive a response from the U.S. Embassy in Burundi. 
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officials. To review Natural Fire 10, we observed the Natural Fire 10 
exercise in Uganda in October 2009; reviewed documentation including 
guidance, plans, reports, and assessments; and spoke to officials at DOD, 
AFRICOM, U.S. Army Africa, State, and USAID, as well as African military 
officials, about the activity. These two activities serve as examples, and 
information about them is not meant to be generalized to all AFRICOM 
activities. We supplemented our examination of the Africa Partnership 
Station and Natural Fire 10 with information on additional activities 
highlighted by AFRICOM, AFRICOM’s military service components and 
task force, DOD, State, and USAID officials during our review, as well as 
by two GAO reports that addressed AFRICOM activities: one that 
examined the Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership, Operation 
Enduring Freedom–Trans Sahara,3 and related AFRICOM activities to 
combat terrorism;4 and one that partially reviewed the Global Peace 
Operations Initiative and Africa Contingency Operations Training and 
Assistance activities.5 


To assess AFRICOM’s activity planning and implementation, we 
considered successful organizational practices, as identified in prior GAO 
work. Because AFRICOM is still maturing as a combatant command, we 
decided it was important to consider in our review critical steps and 
practices that help agencies to achieve success, including strategic 
planning; measuring performance; aligning resources to support goals; 
involving stakeholders; and building expertise. Specifically, in examining 
strategic planning, we reviewed DOD national strategies and guidance 
including the Quadrennial Defense Review, National Defense Strategy, 
National Security Strategy, and Guidance for Employment of the Force. 
We analyzed AFRICOM’s theater strategy, theater campaign plan, and 
posture statements—as well as AFRICOM’s military service components’, 
special operation command’s, and task force’s priority areas, draft 
strategic plans (if available), and engagement plans—for guidance on 
implementing activities. We also reviewed DOD’s Theater Security 
Cooperation Management Information System; Joint Staff Global Force 


                                                                                                                                    
3Operation Enduring Freedom–Trans Sahara is designed to strengthen the ability of 
regional governments to police large expanses of remote terrain in the Trans-Sahara. 


4GAO, Combating Terrorism: Actions Needed to Enhance Implementation of Trans-


Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership, GAO-08-860 (Washington, D.C.: July 31, 2008). 


5GAO, Peacekeeping: Thousands Trained but United States Is Unlikely to Complete All 


Activities by 2010 and Some Improvements Are Needed, GAO-08-754 (Washington, D.C.: 
June 26, 2008). 
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Management portal; Force Allocation Decision Framework; Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction 7401.01E on the Combatant Commander’s 
Initiative Fund; and AFRICOM training presentations. We spoke with 
officials at AFRICOM, its military service components, special operations 
command, and task force about their respective strategic planning efforts. 
To examine AFRICOM’s assessment of activities, we reviewed a 
presentation of AFRICOM’s strategic assessment tool as well as activity 
assessment requirements in the command’s theater campaign plan and the 
task force’s draft regional engagement plan. We spoke with officials at 
DOD, AFRICOM, AFRICOM’s components, U.S. embassies, and other 
federal agencies to assess whether the command’s activities support 
AFRICOM’s mission and reflect the most effective use of resources. In 
examining funding for activities, we reviewed AFRICOM’s funding sources 
as well as the available funding for the Africa Partnership Station and 
Natural Fire 10 activities. We also reviewed a GAO report that examined 
the use of funds under the programs authorized in Sections 1206 and 1207 
of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2006.6 AFRICOM 
provided data on the funding amounts for its activities in fiscal year 2009, 
which were drawn from the Standard Army Finance Information System. 
We assessed the reliability of the finance information system through 
interviews with personnel responsible for maintaining and overseeing 
these data systems. Additionally, we assessed the quality control measures 
in place to ensure that the data are reliable for reporting purposes. We 
found the funding amount data reported by AFRICOM to be sufficiently 
reliable for the purposes of this review. To review efforts at interagency 
collaboration and building expertise, we examined agreements between 
AFRICOM and interagency partners, training guidance, and training 
programs. We spoke with interagency partners embedded at AFRICOM, at 
U.S. embassies in Africa, and at other federal agency offices. 


We conducted this performance audit from April 2009 through July 2010 in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those 
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. 


                                                                                                                                    
6GAO, International Security: DOD and State Need to Improve Sustainment Planning 


and Monitoring and Evaluation for Section 1206 and 1207 Assistance Programs, 
GAO-10-431 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 15, 2010). 


Page 57 GAO-10-794  U.S. Africa Command 



http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-10-431





 


Appendix IV: Comments from the Department 


of Defense 


 


 


Appendix IV: Comments from the 
Department of Defense 


 


 


Page 58 GAO-10-794  U.S. Africa Command 







 


Appendix IV: Comments from the Department 


of Defense 


 


 


 


 


Page 59 GAO-10-794  U.S. Africa Command 







 


Appendix IV: Comments from the Department 


of Defense 


 


 


 


 


Page 60 GAO-10-794  U.S. Africa Command 







 


Appendix IV: Comments from the Department 


of Defense 


 


 


 


 


Page 61 GAO-10-794  U.S. Africa Command 







 


Appendix IV: Comments from the Department 


of Defense 


 


 


 


 
 


Page 62 GAO-10-794  U.S. Africa Command 







 


Appendix V: 


A


 


 


GAO Contact and Staff 


cknowledgments 


Page 63 GAO-10-794 


Appendix V: GAO Contact and Staff 
Acknowledgments 


 U.S. Africa Command 


John H. Pendleton, (202) 512-3489 or pendletonj@gao.gov GAO Contact 
 
In addition to the contact named above, Marie Mak, Assistant Director; 
Kathryn Bolduc; Alissa Czyz; Robert Heilman; Lonnie McAllister; James 
Michels; Steven Putansu; Jodie Sandel; Erin Smith; and Cheryl Weissman 
made major contributions to this report. 


Staff 
Acknowledgments 


(351340) 







 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


GAO’s Mission The Government Accountability Office, the audit, evaluation, and 
investigative arm of Congress, exists to support Congress in meeting its 
constitutional responsibilities and to help improve the performance and 
accountability of the federal government for the American people. GAO 
examines the use of public funds; evaluates federal programs and policies; 
and provides analyses, recommendations, and other assistance to help 
Congress make informed oversight, policy, and funding decisions. GAO’s 
commitment to good government is reflected in its core values of 
accountability, integrity, and reliability. 


The fastest and easiest way to obtain copies of GAO documents at no cost 
is through GAO’s Web site (www.gao.gov). Each weekday afternoon, GAO 
posts on its Web site newly released reports, testimony, and 
correspondence. To have GAO e-mail you a list of newly posted products, 
go to www.gao.gov and select “E-mail Updates.” 


Obtaining Copies of 
GAO Reports and 
Testimony 


Order by Phone The price of each GAO publication reflects GAO’s actual cost of 
production and distribution and depends on the number of pages in the 
publication and whether the publication is printed in color or black and 
white. Pricing and ordering information is posted on GAO’s Web site, 
http://www.gao.gov/ordering.htm.  


Place orders by calling (202) 512-6000, toll free (866) 801-7077, or  
TDD (202) 512-2537. 


Orders may be paid for using American Express, Discover Card, 
MasterCard, Visa, check, or money order. Call for additional information. 


Contact: To Report Fraud, 
Waste, and Abuse in 
Federal Programs 


Web site: www.gao.gov/fraudnet/fraudnet.htm 
E-mail: fraudnet@gao.gov 
Automated answering system: (800) 424-5454 or (202) 512-7470 


Ralph Dawn, Managing Director, dawnr@gao.gov, (202) 512-4400 
U.S. Government Accountability Office, 441 G Street NW, Room 7125 
Washington, DC 20548 


Congressional 
Relations 


Chuck Young, Managing Director, youngc1@gao.gov, (202) 512-4800 
U.S. Government Accountability Office, 441 G Street NW, Room 7149  
Washington, DC 20548 


Public Affairs 


 


Please Print on Recycled Paper
 



http://www.gao.gov/

http://www.gao.gov/

http://www.gao.gov/ordering.htm

http://www.gao.gov/fraudnet/fraudnet.htm

mailto:fraudnet@gao.gov

mailto:dawnr@gao.gov

mailto:youngc1@gao.gov



		DEFENSE MANAGEMENT

		Improved Planning, Training, and Interagency Collaboration Could Strengthen DOD’s Efforts in Africa

		Contents

		Letter

		Background

		AFRICOM Has Created Some Overarching Strategic Guidance, but Activities Are Being Implemented While Many Plans Remain Unfinished

		AFRICOM Has Developed Some Overarching Strategies and Led Planning Meetings

		Many Plans Remain Unfinished, Hindering Activity Planning

		AFRICOM’s Components Identify Differing Priorities

		AFRICOM Has Not Made Decisions Regarding Its Horn of Africa Task Force, Which Impedes Planning



		AFRICOM Is Generally Not Measuring the Long-Term Effects of Its Activities to Determine Whether They Fully Align with the Command’s Mission

		Some Activities Appear to Support AFRICOM’s Mission, but Others May Have Unintended Consequences

		AFRICOM Generally Does Not Measure the Long-Term Effects of Its Activities



		Some AFRICOM Staff Face Difficulties in Applying Multiple Funding Resources to Activities

		AFRICOM Has Made Efforts to Collaborate with Interagency Partners but Is Not Fully Engaging Them in Activity Planning Processes

		AFRICOM Has Integrated Interagency Personnel into the Command

		AFRICOM Has Coordinated with Other Federal Agencies, but Is Not Fully Engaging Federal Partners in Activity Planning Processes 

		AFRICOM Does Not Always Involve Interagency Partners in Formative Planning Stages

		AFRICOM Is Not Fully Leveraging Expertise of Interagency Personnel Embedded at Its Command





		AFRICOM Faces Challenges in Building Personnel Expertise to Work in Africa

		Some AFRICOM Personnel Have Limited Knowledge of Working with U.S. Embassies and of African Culture

		Working with U.S. Embassies

		African Cultural Awareness



		Limited Training and Guidance Is Provided to AFRICOM Personnel



		Conclusions

		Recommendations for Executive Action

		Agency Comments and Our Evaluation



		Appendix I: Africa Partnership Station

		Appendix II: Natural Fire 10

		Appendix III: Scope and Methodology

		Appendix IV: Comments from the Department of Defense

		Appendix V: GAO Contact and Staff Acknowledgments

		Obtaining Copies of GAO Reports and Testimony

		Order by Phone












 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


GAO 
 United States Government Accountability Office


Report to the Chairman, Subcommittee 
on National Security and Foreign 
Affairs, Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, House of 
Representatives 


DEFENSE 
MANAGEMENT 


U.S. Southern 
Command 
Demonstrates 
Interagency 
Collaboration, but Its 
Haiti Disaster Response 
Revealed Challenges 
Conducting a Large 
Military Operation 


July 2010 


 


 


 


 GAO-10-801 







What GAO Found


United States Government Accountability Office


Why GAO Did This Study


Highlights
Accountability Integrity Reliability


July 2010
 
 DEFENSE MANAGEMENT


U.S. Southern Command Demonstrates Interagency 
Collaboration, but Its Haiti Disaster Response 
Revealed Challenges Conducting a Large Military 
Operation 


 


Highlights of GAO-10-801, a report to the 
Chairman, Subcommittee on National 
Security and Foreign Affairs, Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform, 
House of Representatives 


U.S. Southern Command 
(SOUTHCOM) has been cited as 
having mature interagency 
processes and coordinating 
mechanisms. As evidenced by the 
earthquakes that shook Haiti in 
January 2010, the challenges that 
SOUTHCOM faces require 
coordinated efforts from U.S. 
government agencies, international 
partners, and nongovernmental and 
private organizations. This report 
(1) assesses the extent that 
SOUTHCOM exhibits key attributes 
that enhance and sustain 
collaboration with interagency and 
other stakeholders and (2) 
evaluates SOUTHCOM’s approach 
for developing an organizational 
structure that facilitates 
interagency collaboration and 
positions the command to conduct 
a full range of missions.  To 
conduct this review, GAO analyzed 
SOUTHCOM documents, 
conducted interviews with the 
command and a number of its 
partners, and visited three U.S. 
embassies in the Caribbean and 
Central and South America.   


What GAO Recommends  


GAO recommends that 
SOUTHCOM (1) revise its 
Organization and Functions Manual 
to align structure and manpower to 
meet approved missions; and (2) 
identify personnel augmentation 
requirements for a range of 
contingency operations, develop 
plans to obtain personnel, and 
exercise and assess these plans. 
DOD concurred with our 
recommendations and stated it is 
addressing these issues as quickly 
as possible.  


SOUTHCOM demonstrates a number of key practices that enhance and 
sustain collaboration with interagency and other stakeholders toward 
achieving security and stability in the region. SOUTHCOM coordinated with 
interagency partners to develop mutually reinforcing strategies, including its 
2009 Theater Campaign Plan and its 2020 Command Strategy. In addition, 
SOUTHCOM focuses on leveraging the capabilities of various partners, 
including interagency and international partners, and nongovernmental and 
private organizations. For example, at SOUTHCOM’s Joint Interagency Task 
Force South, resources are leveraged from the Department of Defense, U.S. 
law enforcement and intelligence agencies, and partner nations to disrupt 
illicit trafficking activities. During humanitarian assistance activities, 
SOUTHCOM has leveraged regional knowledge and activity expertise with 
nongovernmental and private organizations. Further, SOUTHCOM has 
established several means to enhance and sustain collaboration between the 
command and its partners. For example, SOUTHCOM has established a 
Partnering Directorate that provides full-time outreach, coordination, and 
support to interagency and other stakeholders. Moreover, information is 
frequently shared with partners through databases, conferences, and the 
sharing of lessons learned. Underlying these key practices is sustained 
leadership, which has been a key enabler for enhancing and sustaining 
collaboration with partners.  
 
While SOUTHCOM developed an organizational structure designed to 
facilitate interagency collaboration, the scale of the Haiti earthquake disaster 
challenged the command’s ability to support the relief effort. In 2008, 
SOUTHCOM developed an organizational structure to facilitate collaboration 
with interagency and other stakeholders, which included a civilian deputy to 
the commander, interagency representatives embedded in key leadership 
positions, and a directorate focused on sustaining partnerships. However, 
SOUTHCOM’s support to the disaster relief efforts in Haiti revealed 
weaknesses in this structure that initially hindered its efforts to conduct a 
large scale military operation. Specifically, the structure lacked a division to 
address planning for operations occurring over 30 days to 1 year in duration. 
In addition, the command’s logistics function was suboptimized and had 
difficulty providing supply and engineering support to the relief effort. 
Moreover, SOUTHCOM had not identified the personnel augmentation 
required for a large contingency nor had it developed a plan to integrate 
personnel into its existing structure. To address these weaknesses, the 
commander returned SOUTHCOM to a traditional joint staff structure, while 
retaining elements from the 2008 reorganization. Combatant commands need 
to be organized and manned to meet their daily mission requirements and be 
prepared to respond to a wide range of contingencies, including large scale 
disaster relief operations. Ensuring better alignment of its organizational 
structure and manpower to its identified mission requirements, and the 
development of personnel augmentation plans may enhance SOUTHCOM’s 
ability to conduct the full range of missions that may be required in the region. 
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United States Government Accountability Office


Washington, DC 20548 


  


July 28, 2010 


The Honorable John F. Tierney 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
House of Representatives 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 


The U.S. Southern Command (SOUTHCOM) operates in the Americas and 
the Caribbean, areas primarily affected by challenges such as corruption, 
crime, transnational terrorism, natural disasters, and poverty that impact 
the security and stability of the region.1 As evidenced by the devastating 
earthquakes that shook Haiti in January 2010, these threats require 
coordinated efforts from U.S. government agencies, international partners, 
and nongovernmental and private organizations, often with the U.S. 
military in a supporting role. In recent years, in an effort to better support 
security and stability in the region, SOUTHCOM has sought to evolve to 
become a more interagency-oriented command, recognizing that many of 
the challenges it faces cross role and mission lines of various U.S. 
government agencies. In 2008, SOUTHCOM was reorganized in part to 
focus on collaboration with interagency and other stakeholders and, by 
2009, observers were citing the command as having mature interagency 
planning processes and coordinating mechanisms.2 


SOUTHCOM’s evolution reflects a growing recognition of the limits of 
traditional military power and the need to adjust the military’s approach. 
Challenges to national security have expanded significantly from the state-
based threats of the Cold War era to include unconventional, diffuse, and 
ambiguous threats from nonstate actors that arise from multiple sources. 
The interrelated nature of these threats makes it difficult, if not 
impossible, for any one agency to effectively address them alone.3 As the 


                                                                                                                                    
1SOUTHCOM is one of the six geographic combatant commands included within the 
Department of Defense.  


2We use the term “other stakeholders” in this report to refer to international partners and 
nongovernmental and private organizations.  


3GAO, Interagency Collaboration: Key Issues for Congressional Oversight of National 


Security Strategies, Organizations, Workforce, and Information Sharing, GAO-09-904SP 
(Washington, D.C.: Sept. 25, 2009). 



http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-09-904SP





 


 


 


Department of Defense (DOD) further develops the military capability and 
capacity to address these challenges, it must develop the institutional 
capability and flexibility to respond alongside interdepartmental, 
nongovernmental and international partners, effectively leveraging 
existing resources in a resource constrained environment. DOD’s 
geographic combatant commands, like SOUTHCOM, will need to play 
pivotal roles in this effort since they engage in the day-to-day missions of 
building partner nation military capabilities as well as conducting 
humanitarian assistance projects in various countries, and are responsible 
for conducting large military operations, such as peacekeeping efforts, 
noncombatant evacuation operations, and support to international 
disaster relief efforts.  


To assist in Congress’s continuing oversight of interagency collaboration 
issues, this report assesses SOUTHCOM’s efforts to enhance and sustain 
collaboration with interagency and other stakeholders and evaluates its 
approach for developing an organizational structure that facilitates 
interagency collaboration and positions the command to conduct a full 
range of missions. 


To conduct our work, we obtained and reviewed a wide range of DOD, 
SOUTHCOM, and interagency partner documents to include strategies, 
plans, policies, directives, after-action assessments, and other 
documentation detailing interagency collaboration at the geographic 
combatant command level. In addition, we interviewed officials at many 
agencies including DOD, the Department of State, the U.S. Agency for 
International Development, the Department of Homeland Security, and the 
Department of Justice to gain their perspectives on SOUTHCOM’s 
collaborative efforts. To assess SOUTHCOM’s efforts to collaborate with 
interagency and other stakeholders, we identified best practices to 
enhance and sustain collaboration with interagency and other 
stakeholders in prior GAO reports;4 and to determine the extent that 
SOUTHCOM demonstrated these practices, we interviewed DOD officials; 
interviewed SOUTHCOM and embedded interagency partner officials at 
SOUTHCOM’s headquarters in Miami, Florida in June 2009; and 
interviewed officials from a number of SOUTHCOM’s interagency partners 


                                                                                                                                    
4GAO-09-904SP, GAO, Results Oriented Government: Practices That Can Help Enhance 


and Sustain Collaboration among Federal Agencies, GAO-06-15 (Washington, D.C.: 
October 21, 2005), and GAO, Results-Oriented Cultures: Implementation Steps to Assist 


Mergers and Organizational Transformations, GAO-03-669 (Washington, D.C. July 2, 
2003). 
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in Washington, D.C. to gain their perspectives on SOUTHCOM’s efforts. 
We also interviewed officials at SOUTHCOM’s Joint Interagency Task 
Force South (JIATF South) in Key West, Florida in August 2009; observed 
a humanitarian and civic assistance mission—the 2009 Continuing 
Promise—in Nicaragua in July 2009; and attended mission planning 
sessions in Jacksonville, Florida, in October 2009 and Panama City, 
Panama, in December 2009, during which we interviewed U.S. 
government, international partner, and nongovernmental organization 
officials.5 We also visited U.S. embassies in Panama, Colombia, and the 
Dominican Republic in December of 2009, interviewing U.S. government 
and international partner nation officials to obtain their views on 
SOUTHCOM’s collaborative efforts. To evaluate SOUTHCOM’s efforts to 
develop an organizational structure that facilitates interagency 
collaboration and positions the command to conduct a full range of 
missions, we identified DOD’s guidance for the organization of a 
combatant command as outlined in DOD joint publications, instructions 
and other documents, and analyzed SOUTHCOM’s strategic documents, 
policies, guidance, and directives outlining the command’s mission, 
organizational structure, and staff functions. We interviewed SOUTHCOM 
and interagency partner officials from the command’s existing 
organizational structure in Miami, Florida, in June 2009 and reviewed and 
analyzed documentation regarding SOUTHCOM’s 2008 organizational 
structure changes. We also conducted follow-up meetings with 
SOUTHCOM officials in Miami, Florida in April 2010 to obtain information 
on the effectiveness of the command’s organizational structure in 
supporting international disaster relief efforts following the January 2010 
earthquake in Haiti. More details about our scope and methodology are 
included in appendix III. 


We conducted this performance audit from April 2009 through July 2010 in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those 
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. 


                                                                                                                                    
5Humanitarian and civic assistance missions provide training to U.S. military personnel and 
international partner nation forces, while providing humanitarian assistance, such as 
medical, dental, and veterinary care and engineering projects to communities in need. 
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To perform its military missions around the world, DOD operates 
geographic combatant commands that conduct activities within assigned 
areas of responsibility.6 SOUTHCOM, based in Miami, Florida, has an area 
of responsibility encompassing the land mass of Latin America south of 
Mexico, including 31 countries and 10 territories, and the waters adjacent 
to Central and South America, the Caribbean Sea, and portions of both the 
Atlantic and Pacific Oceans.7 SOUTHCOM headquarters is comprised of 
about 800 military and civilian personnel representing the Army, Navy, Air 
Force, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, and several DOD agencies. The military 
services provide SOUTHCOM with component commands which, along 
with its special operations component, three joint task forces,8 three 
forward operating locations,9 and 24 security cooperation offices10 
perform SOUTHCOM missions and security cooperation activities 
throughout its area of responsibility. Figure 1 shows the locations of 
SOUTHCOM and its com


Background 


mand components. 


                                                                                                                                    
6Geographic combatant commands are responsible for a conducting a variety of missions 
to include support to stability, security, transition and reconstruction operations; disaster 
relief; and humanitarian assistance, as directed. 


7U.S. commonwealths, territories, and possessions within the Caribbean are the 
responsibility of U.S. Northern Command (i.e., Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands).  


8SOUTHCOM operates three joint task forces. JIATF South, located in Key West, Florida, 
serves as the catalyst for integrated and synchronized interagency counter-drug operations 
and is responsible for the detection and monitoring of suspect air and maritime drug 
activity in the Caribbean Sea, Gulf of Mexico, and the eastern Pacific. Joint Task Force 
Bravo, located at Soto Cano Air Base, Honduras, operates a forward, all-weather day and 
night airbase. The task force organizes multilateral exercises and supports, in cooperation 
with partner nations, humanitarian and civic assistance, counter-drug, contingency and 
disaster relief operations in Central America. Joint Task Force Guantanamo, located at U.S. 
Naval Station Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, conducts detention and interrogation operations in 
support of the war on terrorism, coordinates and implements detainee screening 
operations, and supports law enforcement and war crimes investigations as well as the 
military commissions for detained enemy combatants. The task force is also prepared to 
support mass migration operations. 


9SOUTHCOM’s three forward operating locations in Comalapa, El Salvador, Aruba, and 
Curacao, Netherlands Antilles, allow U.S. and partner nation aircraft to use existing 
airfields in support of the region’s multinational counter-drug effort. According to 
SOUTHCOM, these locations are the result of cooperative, long-term agreements between 
the U.S. and the host nations. 


10SOUTHCOM maintains security assistance offices in Argentina, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Suriname, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru, Panama, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Uruguay, and Venezuela.  
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Figure 1: Locations of SOUTHCOM and Its Command Components  


Source: SOUTHCOM, Map Resouces (map).
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Primarily as a result of the commander’s assessment of the regional 
security environment—which indicated growing challenges such as narco-
trafficking and other illicit trafficking activities, organized crime, and 
gangs, exacerbated by conditions of poverty, income inequality, and social 
exclusion—in October 2006, at the direction of SOUTHCOM’s combatant 
commander, plans were drafted for reorganization of the command into a 
more interagency-oriented organization. These challenges were viewed by 
SOUTHCOM as transnational and crossing roles and mission lines of 
various U.S. government departments and agencies. A new organizational 
structure was designed that, according to SOUTHCOM, would allow the 
command to collaborate proactively with U.S. government agencies and 
partner nations in the region, and improve collective responses to regional 
and transnational security challenges. In September 2007, the Secretary of 
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Defense authorized11 SOUTHCOM’s reorganization to a more interagency-
oriented organization and in October 2007, the reorganization was added 
to the list of DOD’s top 25 transformation priorities.12 SOUTHCOM’s new 
organizational structure was provisionally adopted in May 2008 and fully 
implemented in October 2008. U.S. Africa Command, which became fully 
operational in 2008, is another geographical combatant command that is 
working toward a more interagency-oriented focus.13 


 
SOUTHCOM demonstrates a number of key practices that enhance and 
sustain collaboration with interagency and other stakeholders toward 
achieving security and stability in the region. These practices include: 
establishing mutually reinforcing strategies with partners, leveraging 
capabilities, and establishing means to operate across multiple agencies 
and organizations. For example, the command has defined and established 
a directorate to develop compatible policies and procedures that facilitate 
collaboration across agencies and organizations, and put in place 
mechanisms to share information with interagency and other stakeholders 
regularly and frequently. Underlying these practices has been leadership, 
which has been a key enabler for enhancing and sustaining collaboration 
with partners. 


SOUTHCOM 
Demonstrates 
Practices That 
Enhance and Sustain 
Collaboration 


 
SOUTHCOM Has Worked 
with Interagency Partners 
to Develop Mutually 
Reinforcing Strategies  


SOUTHCOM coordinated with interagency partners to develop mutually 
reinforcing strategies including its 2009 Theater Campaign Plan and its 
2020 Command Strategy, and provided inputs to State Department’s 
regional strategic plans. Based on our prior work, developing mutually 
reinforcing strategies helps align activities, core processes, and resources 
to achieve common outcomes. SOUTHCOM’s efforts to develop mutually 
reinforcing strategies have helped to align resources and activities of 
SOUTHCOM and federal agencies to achieve broad U.S. objectives and 
helped to ensure there was no duplication of efforts. 


                                                                                                                                    
11Information on SOUTHCOM’s reorganization can be found in the command’s written 
response to a House Armed Services Committee report, H.R. Rep. No. 110-652, at 409-410 
(2008).  


12Memorandum from the Deputy Secretary of Defense, DOD Transformation Priorities 


(Oct. 24, 2007). 


13See GAO, Defense Management: Improved Planning, Training, and Interagency 


Collaboration Could Strengthen DOD’s Efforts in Africa, GAO-10-794 (Washington, D.C.: 
July 28, 2010). 
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SOUTHCOM coordinated the development of its 2009 Theater Campaign 
Plan, which lays out the command’s theater priorities and guides its 
resource allocations, with over 10 U.S. government departments, agencies, 
and offices, to include the Departments of State, Homeland Security, 
Justice, the Treasury, Commerce, and Transportation, and the Office of 
Director of National Intelligence. Figure 2 provides the complete list of 
departments, agencies, and offices involved in developing the 2009 Theater 
Campaign Plan. DOD’s 2008 Guidance for Employment of the Force 
required both SOUTHCOM and U.S. Africa Command, as prototype test 
cases, to seek broader involvement from other departments in drafting 
their theater campaign and contingency plans. To meet this requirement, 
SOUTHCOM held a series of meetings with interagency officials that 
focused on involving and gathering inputs from interagency partners for 
its Theater Campaign Plan. According to both SOUTHCOM and 
interagency partners, this coordination has helped SOUTHCOM 
understand the diverse missions of its interagency partners and better 
align activities and resources in the region. During these meetings, 
SOUTHCOM was able to identify resources to leverage by identifying 
which partners were best positioned to have the greatest effect on a 
specific objective and by identifying specific programs, activities, and 
operations that other interagency partners engage in that include similar 
objectives. As a result of this effort, SOUTHCOM’s 2009 Theater Campaign 
Plan includes 30 theater objectives, of which 22 are led by interagency 
partners with SOUTHCOM in a support role. 
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Figure 2: SOUTHCOM Received Inputs from Several Partners during Development 
of the 2009 Theater Campaign Plan 


Source: Joint Operational War Plans Division, Joint Staff.
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In addition to the Theater Campaign Plan, SOUTHCOM is coordinating 
with interagency partners on its command strategy and provides inputs to 
Department of State’s strategic plans. For SOUTHCOM’s 2020 Command 
Strategy, which is currently in development, the command conducted a 3-
day conference to gather inputs from interagency partners. During this 
conference, SOUTHCOM provided an overview of the strategy, and 
gathered perspectives on SOUTHCOM’s assessment of challenges in the 
region and the command’s strategic objectives. SOUTHCOM also provides 
inputs to Department of State’s Mission Strategic and Resource Plans 
through its security cooperation offices located in U.S. embassies within 
its area of responsibility.14 For example, the security cooperation office in 


                                                                                                                                    
14Department of State’s Mission Strategic and Resource Plans, formerly the Mission 
Strategic Plan, is a strategic document created by each U.S. embassy and consulate 
detailing (1) the mission’s highest foreign policy and management priorities; (2) the goals it 
wants to achieve; (3) resources required to achieve those goals; and (4) how it plans to 
measure progress and results.  
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Colombia represents SOUTHCOM’s interests during the drafting of the 
Department of State’s Mission Strategic and Resource Plan for Colombia. 
According to both SOUTHCOM and interagency partners we spoke with
this coordination has helped ensure that SOUTHCOM and interagency 
partner strategic goals were mutually reinforcing and has helped align 
activities and resources in achieving broad U.S. objectives. Specifically, 
SOUTHCOM’s goals to provide tactical, operational, and strategic sup
to Colombia’s counter-narcotics efforts align with the Departmen
State’s goals to provide counter narc


, 


port 
t of 


otics training and technical 
assistance, ensuring unity of effort. 


s partners, 
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f 
M, 


ns, and 
regional and activity expertise from partners to achieve missions.  
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t 
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 force 


synchronization that now exists to conduct international drug disruption 


                                                                                                                                   


 
SOUTHCOM focuses on leveraging the capabilities of variou
including interagency partners, international partners, and 
nongovernmental and private organizations to address challenges in the 
region. Our prior work has shown that organizations can obtain additiona
benefits by identifying and addressing needs by leveraging the resources 
and capacities of collaborating organizations that would not be available i
the organizations were working separately. Specifically for SOUTHCO
the command engages with partners to leverage capabilities such as 
personnel and assets, differing legal authorities, differing jurisdictio


JIATF South, a national task force under the command and control o
SOUTHCOM, has the primary mission of detection, monitoring, and 
interdiction support to disrupt illicit trafficking15 and narco-terrorist 
activities that threaten the United States and international partner nations
within its operating area. To achieve its goals, JIATF South leverages
resources and capabilities of U.S. law enforcement and intelligence 
agencies, and international partner nations, to include personnel, assets, 
authorities, and intelligence. JIATF South recognizes that the disruption of 
illicit trafficking activities could not be successful without the involvemen
of interagency and other stakeholders, and every target that the nation
task force pursues requires a high level of interagency collaboration. 
According to JIATF South officials, it has taken the national task
over 20 years to achieve the level of interagency integration and 


 


 the 


Partners to Address Needs  


isruption of Illicit 
Trafficking  


SOUTHCOM Leverages
Capabilities of Various 


SOUTHCOM’s JIATF South 
Leverages Personnel, Assets, 
Intelligence, and Authorities to 
Support the D


15Illicit trafficking includes narcotics trafficking, weapons trafficking, human trafficking, 
and money laundering.  
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operations.16 The disruption of illicit trafficking activities (shown in figure 
3) requires different capabilities possessed by individual partners to 
accomplish the mission. These include: (1) sharing of intelligence 
information among U.S. law enforcement and intelligence agencies, and 
international partner nations to cue illicit trafficking events; (2) detection 
and sorting of the traffickers using DOD, U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection and international partner nation assets; (3) 
monitoring of the event and achieving localized domain awareness 
through a combination of intelligence and maritime and aerial assets; (4) 
assignment of operational capabilities from DOD, U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection, Drug Enforcement Administration, and 
international partner nations to intercept the traffickers; and (5) support 
to interdiction and jurisdiction by leveraging law enforcement authorities, 
capabilities, and international agreements. While DOD has the 
responsibility for detection and monitoring of air and sea illegal drug 
activity into the United States, it must rely on interagency and 
international partners to provide the authority and jurisdiction to interdict 
illicit trafficking activities, unless otherwise authorized or permitted by 
law. See appendix I for a further description of JIATF South. 


                                                                                                                                    
16JIATF South was originally established in 1989 as Joint Task Force-4 when DOD was 
identified as the single lead agency of the federal government for the detection and 
monitoring of aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs into the United States. See 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991, Pub. L. No. 101-189, § 
1202(a)(1) (codified as amended at 10 U.S.C. § 124). In 1994, the National Interdiction 
Command and Control Plan created a national task force, JIATF South, which fully 
integrated the military, law enforcement, and intelligence agencies. 


Page 10 GAO-10-801  Defense Management 







 


 


 


Figure 3: JIATF South and Interagency Participation during the Disruption of Illicit Trafficking Activities 


Source: GAO analysis of JIATF South information.
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The collaboration at JIATF South between DOD, interagency partners, and 
international partners provides benefits that complement each other. 
JIATF South identifies needs for capabilities, authorities, and jurisdiction, 
and which agencies with complementary missions can provide the 
necessary assistance. For example, while JIATF South’s mission is to 
detect and monitor illicit trafficking, the U.S. Coast Guard’s mission 
includes conducting maritime law enforcement, and each agency’s unique 
authority, jurisdiction, and expertise can compliment each other in 
achieving a shared mission, such as countering illicit trafficking. However, 
JIATF South still faces challenges to leveraging resources because JIATF 
South, interagency partners, and international partners have differing 
missions, priorities, and cultures. For example, while one of the primary 
objectives of the Drug Enforcement Administration is the disruption and 
dismantling of drug trafficking organizations, it may have cases where the 
agency would prefer to allow a target suspected of carrying illegal drugs to 
be unhindered but monitored in transit, in order to gain more information 
about a drug organization as a whole, while JIATF South would have a 
higher priority in removing the flow of drugs toward the United States. 


JIATF South has been able to overcome collaboration challenges because 
it emphasizes mutual benefits by leveraging of resources—every 
participating organization gains in the process. Moreover, the national task 
force has a focused mission that requires interagency collaboration to be 
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successful. According to a Drug Enforcement Administration official, 
JIATF South provides significant support to its organization in conducting 
its mission and it is valuable to have an agent at the task force to 
coordinate efforts. JIATF South officials, including interagency partners, 
told us that being part of JIATF South provides mutual benefits. For 
example, the Federal Bureau of Investigation provides JIATF South with 
information from its sources and in return, the bureau receives 
information to support its cases and access to tracking capabilities. In 
addition, according to embedded interagency officials at JIATF South, the 
use of formal memoranda of understanding at the national task force is 
unnecessary because the benefits derived from the collaboration provides 
a strong incentive to maintain continued participation and the lack of 
memoranda of understanding provides flexibility within operations, which 
is preferred by most embedded interagency officials. 


By working side-by-side with interagency partners, nongovernmental 
organizations, private organizations, and international partners during 
humanitarian assistance activities, SOUTHCOM is able to learn from these 
partners given their knowledge of the regions and expertise on activities 
that may be beneficial to address challenges in the region. These 
organizations share common interests with SOUTHCOM in humanitarian 
assistance and can expand the command’s capacity to enhance security 
and stability in the region. For example, interagency partners and 
nongovernmental organizations can provide resources to sustain projects 
that SOUTHCOM initiates or provide follow-up care after health-related 
humanitarian assistance missions. In one case, SOUTHCOM built a school 
in Nicaragua, thus accomplishing its training mission, and an international 
nongovernmental organization provided books and desks in order to make 
the school sustainable, furthering the overall mission. In addition, the 
nongovernmental and private organizations’ missions and goals can be 
furthered by coordination with the command, making the interactions 
mutually beneficial. For example, Project Hope, an international 
nongovernmental organization, furthers its goal to provide humanitarian 
assistance and health-related education by having a role in SOUTHCOM’s 
humanitarian and civic assistance missions. 


SOUTHCOM Leverages 
Regional Knowledge and 
Activity Expertise with 
Interagency and Other 
Stakeholders during 
Humanitarian Assistance 
Activities 


SOUTHCOM integrates interagency and other stakeholders with 
compatible goals and complementary capabilities into its humanitarian 
assistance activities, allowing all participants to achieve their goals. A 
primary example of this integration is the Continuing Promise mission, a 
humanitarian and civic assistance operation to train U.S. military and 
international partner forces’ medical personnel and civil construction 
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engineers, while providing services to communities in the region. Figure 4 
displays the USNS Comfort during the 2009 Continuing Promise mission. 


• During the 2009 mission, interagency partners, nongovernmental 
organizations, and international partners provided donations of goods for 
the mission, volunteered during the mission deployment, and filled vital 
medical capacities for the mission. U.S. Public Health Service officers 
filled 49 critical medical, engineering and environmental health positions, 
while nongovernmental organizations filled 97 vital medical positions that 
could not be filled by the military for the 2009 mission. According to 
SOUTHCOM, with the addition of nongovernmental medical personnel, 
the command increased its ability to provide medical services by a 
reported 25 percent more primary care patient treatments, 50 percent 
more surgical procedures, 33 percent more optometry and eyeglasses 
services, and 25 percent more outpatient care. 
 


• For the 2010 Continuing Promise mission, interagency and other 
stakeholders provided expertise during planning conferences on various 
aspects of the mission. For example, during the first planning conference 
for the 2010 Continuing Promise mission, when DOD officials expressed 
difficulties in finding adequate translators during deployment site visits, 
one nongovernmental organization offered to organize translators with 
local language capabilities at each site, filling an essential gap. In addition, 
SOUTHCOM and its components met with international partner nations to 
coordinate access to potential sites for on-ground clinics and gather their 
feedback on the public health needs of the potential site areas. See 
appendix II for more details on the Continuing Promise mission.  
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Figure 4: USNS Comfort during the Continuing Promise Mission.  


 
Source: SOUTHCOM.


SOUTHCOM Has 
Established Several Means 
to Collaborate with 
Diverse Agencies and 
Organizations 
 


SOUTHCOM has established several means—including developing a 
directorate to facilitate collaboration with partners and sharing 
information frequently with partners through databases, conferences, and 
sharing lessons learned—to enhance collaboration between the command 
and its partners. Our prior work has shown that the means to operate 
across multiple agencies and organizations—such as compatible policies 
and procedures that facilitate collaboration across agencies and 
mechanisms to share information frequently—enhances and sustains 
collaboration among federal agencies.17 


SOUTHCOM has established a Partnering Directorate within the 
command, with 16 authorized staff, that provides full-time outreach, 
coordination, and support to its interagency partners, international 
partners, nongovernmental organizations, and private organizations. This 
directorate provides the means for partners to interface with the command 
and its components, and is responsible for integrating partners into 


Partnering Directorate 
Provides Outreach, 
Coordination, and Support to 
Interagency and Other 
Stakeholders 


                                                                                                                                    
17GAO-06-15. 


Page 14 GAO-10-801  Defense Management 



http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-06-15





 


 


 


exercises and operations. For example, an agency or nongovernmental 
organization interacts with the Partnering Directorate to become a part of 
the Continuing Promise mission. According to SOUTHCOM officials, the 
Partnering Directorate focuses on developing relationships that are 
mutually beneficial to the command and the interagency and other 
stakeholders, determines the extent of existing coordination, and possible 
areas of enhanced collaboration. 


The Partnering Directorate provides the means to work between 
SOUTHCOM and interagency partners through its Integration Division and 
between SOUTHCOM and nongovernmental and private organizations 
through its Private-Public Cooperation Division. The Integration Division 
incorporates interagency partners into SOUTHCOM’s planning, 
operations, and exercises, and has the role of embedding interagency 
representatives into the command. SOUTHCOM officials and interagency 
officials told us that there are several benefits to embedding interagency 
representatives such as increased communication and a better 
understanding of each agency’s missions, roles, and responsibilities. As of 
July 2010, SOUTHCOM reported having 20 embedded interagency officials 
as shown in table 1. Decisions to embed interagency representatives are 
done on a case-by-case basis, with most agencies sending a short term 
representative to SOUTHCOM to discuss needs, roles, and responsibilities 
and to assess whether a full-time detail would be mutually beneficial. 
Agencies that we spoke with, including U.S. Agency for International 
Development and the Department of State, told us that having embedded 
representatives at SOUTHCOM increases the communication between the 
agencies and helps inform the agencies of each others’ plans and activities. 
For some interagency partners, embedding a representative at 
SOUTHCOM may not always be the best option for facilitating 
collaboration since many agencies have limited personnel and resources. 
SOUTHCOM and interagency partners may create other means to 
collaborate effectively based on these agencies’ individual requirements 
and resources. For example, while a Department of the Treasury official 
decided not to embed a full-time official at the command after a short term 
detail, the agency and SOUTHCOM decided that providing a local 
representative with access to the command and establishing a 
memorandum of understanding would improve communication and 
coordination. 
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Table 1: Reported Number of Full-Time Interagency Partner Representatives 
Embedded at SOUTHCOM Headquarters as of July 2010 


Interagency partners with SOUTHCOM-
embedded representatives 


Number representatives 
embedded 


Department of State 


U.S. Agency for International Development 
Department of Homeland Security 


Department of Justice 


Office of the Director of National Intelligence 
Total 


5


3
5


4


3
20


Source: SOUTHCOM. 


 


The Partnering Directorate’s Public-Private Cooperation Division provides 
a way for SOUTHCOM to engage with the public and private sectors. For 
example, according to SOUTHCOM, Food for the Poor, the largest 
nongovernmental organization working in Latin America, reached out to 
SOUTHCOM to collaborate on humanitarian assistance activities. The 
Public-Private Cooperation Division serves as a coordinating unit between 
nongovernmental and private organizations, with the Division providing 
information to organizations on activities and conferences, and connecting 
the organizations with SOUTHCOM’s components for activities. Since the 
establishment of the Public-Private Cooperation Division in the Partnering 
Directorate, nongovernmental and private organization participation has 
increased in some activities. For example, in the 2007 Continuing Promise 
mission there were three nongovernmental organizations participating, but 
the 2009 mission had over twenty nongovernmental organizations 
participating. Private organizations also share their expertise and 
perspectives through the Public-Private Cooperation Division. For 
example, the Business Executives for National Security, a nonpartisan 
organization through which senior business executives aim to enhance the 
region’s security, shared their perspectives in March 2009 on how 
SOUTHCOM could better plan for activities that address security 
challenges in the region. 


While SOUTHCOM has created the means to interact with 
nongovernmental and private organizations and these interactions have 
increased, the command also recognizes that barriers exist to working 
with these organizations. These barriers can be at the strategic level, 
where nongovernmental and private organizations may have differing 
perspectives on why and how assistance should be provided in the region. 
These differences can range from the varying terminology used to describe 
missions to the concern that nongovernmental and private organizations 
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are not understood or fully appreciated. In addition, DOD’s lack of fully 
developed policy and procedure for partnering with these organizations 
can increase these differences. For example, unclear understandings of 
nongovernmental and private organization roles when working with DOD 
may exist during the execution of the different types of missions. Having 
identified this as a potential issue, SOUTHCOM is in the process of 
developing two handbooks that will guide these interactions and provide 
guidance on how SOUTHCOM can better interact with nongovernmental 
and private organizations. One handbook, which is currently in draft and 
expected to be completed by September 2010, will be provided to 
SOUTHCOM’s components and the other handbook, which is also in draft 
and expected to be completed by September 2010, will be provided to 
nongovernmental and private organizations that participate in 
SOUTHCOM activities. 


SOUTHCOM also provides mechanisms for stakeholders to access and 
share information. Based on our prior work, the frequent sharing of 
information among partners enhances and sustains collaborative efforts, 
and is a crucial tool for maintaining national security. Specifically, the use 
of compatible databases to provide information among partners is a means 
that facilitates working across agency boundaries. SOUTHCOM utilizes the 
Theater Security Cooperation Management Information System, which is 
an internet-based program that provides an integrated map of activities 
that are occurring across the region, providing a mechanism to coordinate 
activities. SOUTHCOM has given access to the system to interagency 
partners, including Department of State, U.S. Agency for International 
Development, and Department of Justice, to encourage them to input their 
own activities and to increase their awareness of SOUTHCOM activities. 
For example, during our review of the system, we observed that the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation had entered its own activities into the 
system. In addition, SOUTHCOM created an automated tool in 2008 to use 
during exercises and operations, such as humanitarian assistance and 
civic assistance missions, to vet classified and unclassified information 
within short periods of time to be able to share the information with 
nongovernmental organizations and international partners.18 This tool 
increases the command’s ability to share intelligence information properly 
and quickly with partners, improving the collaboration to achieve shared 
goals. 


Information Is Frequently 
Shared with Partners through 
Databases, Conferences, and 
Sharing Lessons Learned 


                                                                                                                                    
18The Foreign Disclosure Tool allows information to be shared properly and quickly among 
stakeholders.  
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By sharing information routinely with its interagency partners, 
international partners, and nongovernmental organizations, SOUTHCOM 
is building and maintaining relationships that are important in 
accomplishing shared missions. According to interagency officials 
embedded in SOUTHCOM, SOUTHCOM’s constant sharing of information 
builds a culture of trust and transparency and helps the command and 
partners understand and overcome cultural differences in their agencies. 
For example, SOUTHCOM incorporates embedded interagency partner 
representatives into regular meetings at the command, and provides the 
agency representatives an opportunity to discuss what their agencies are 
doing in the region. More specifically, during weekly senior management 
meetings, intelligence agency and law enforcement representatives may 
share information on cases that are being conducted in the region and 
discuss potential areas for collaboration. 


While interagency partner representatives embedded in the command and 
those on temporary assignment to the command maintain routine 
communication with SOUTHCOM, the command also maintains 
communication with other federal government agencies in close proximity 
to SOUTHCOM by granting them access to its facilities, allowing other 
government officials to gain some of the benefits of having a presence at 
the command without committing staff on a full-time basis. For example, 
the local Miami Border Patrol is provided identification badges which 
allow access into SOUTHCOM’s headquarters building, although these 
personnel are located at another site. The command also embeds 
international liaisons from eight countries within the command, which 
facilitates the sharing of information to integrate planning efforts and 
coordinate exercises in the region.19 


Another mechanism SOUTHCOM uses to share information with 
interagency partners, international partners, and nongovernmental 
organizations, is hosting conferences with partners in which perspectives 
from many agencies, international partners, and nongovernmental 
organizations are discussed and incorporated appropriately. For example, 
in 2009 SOUTHCOM coordinated with the Department of State to host a 
conference on migrant camps, and invited relevant nongovernmental 
organizations to the conference. SOUTHCOM’s components also host 
conferences to share information. For example, SOUTHCOM’s JIATF 


                                                                                                                                    
19The international liaisons at SOUTHCOM include representatives from eight countries—
Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and Uruguay. 
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South sponsors a semiannual counter narcoterrorism conference and 
invites interagency partners, such as the Drug Enforcement 
Administration and U.S. Customs and Border Protection, and U.S. 
embassy officials from the Americas and Caribbean. 


Finally, SOUTHCOM shares information by consistently collecting and 
sharing lessons learned at the command level and for the activities 
conducted. SOUTHCOM solicits and collects lessons learned from DOD 
and from interagency partners, international partners, and 
nongovernmental and private organizations involved in activities. For 
example, during the Continuing Promise mission, lessons learned were 
collected from DOD participants, interagency and international partners, 
and nongovernmental organization participants. The lessons learned that 
are collected are shared at SOUTHCOM, including its components, and 
with its partners and then used to implement changes in future missions. 
For example, lessons learned from the prior Continuing Promise missions 
were shared with participants and appropriate changes were considered 
during the planning phase for the 2010 mission. Specifically, participants 
in the 2009 Continuing Promise mission identified, as a lesson learned, that 
early host nation participation was critical in the initial planning of the 
deployment. This lesson learned was incorporated into the 2010 planning 
of the Continuing Promise mission when U.S. Naval Forces Southern 
Command decided to hold planning meetings with countries involved in 
the 2010 mission prior to site selection. 


 
Leadership and Strategic 
Communication Essential 
in Furthering Key 
Practices 


Underlying these key practices is sustained leadership, which has been a 
key enabler for enhancing and sustaining collaboration with partners. Our 
prior work has shown that committed and sustained leadership by those 
involved in collaborative efforts from all levels of the organization is 
needed to overcome the many barriers to working across agency 
boundaries.20 SOUTHCOM’s leadership has focused on building 
relationships of trust, open dialogue, and transparency with partners. 
According to interagency partners we spoke with, leadership at 
SOUTHCOM has been important in building relationships among agencies. 
While SOUTHCOM has encountered some resistance to its collaboration 
efforts, it has overcome much of this resistance by building relationships, 


                                                                                                                                    
20GAO, Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can Help Enhance and Sustain 


Collaboration among Federal Agencies, GAO-06-15 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 21, 2005). 
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providing information on the command’s activities, and discussing the 
overall benefits of the interactions for the region. 


SOUTHCOM’s leadership also focuses on strategic communication to 
emphasize its role in supporting interagency, international, and 
nongovernmental and private organization partners in the region. 
Leadership at SOUTHCOM has set the tone for a culture that is more 
collaborative in nature, and has communicated this throughout the 
command and to key interagency and other stakeholders. This strategic 
communication includes a mission and vision that incorporate interagency 
collaboration, and strategic goals that emphasize unity of mission with 
other partners. Furthermore, SOUTHCOM has focused on strategic 
communication to emphasize that its main role is defense and that it has a 
supporting role in diplomacy and development in the region. The 
command has also utilized various social media to communicate its 
actions including a Facebook page, YouTube page, and Twitter feed. 
Moreover, SOUTHCOM often communicates that relationships must be 
mutually beneficial and interagency participation in SOUTHCOM-led 
activities must be relevant for other stakeholders involved. Underscoring 
all of this is the command’s continued focus on maintaining relationships 
with partners to address challenges in the region. 


 
While SOUTHCOM developed a command organizational structure 
designed to facilitate interagency collaboration, the scale of the Haiti 
earthquake disaster challenged the command’s ability to support the relief 
effort. Combatant commands need to be organized and manned to meet 
their daily mission requirements21 and be prepared to respond to a wide 
range of contingencies, including large-scale disaster relief operations. 
However, SOUTHCOM’s nontraditional combatant command structure 
created difficulties in responding to the crisis and in augmenting military 
personnel during its initial response. 


 


 


 


SOUTHCOM 
Developed a 
Command 
Organizational 
Structure Designed to 
Facilitate Interagency 
Collaboration, but the 
Haiti Relief Effort 
Challenged the 
Command 


                                                                                                                                    
21For purposes of this report, we use the term daily mission requirements to refer to the 
average workload expected to occur on day-to-day basis for the next 3 years.  
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SOUTHCOM’s Command 
Structure Reorganized in 
2008 to Facilitate 
Collaboration 


As part of the 2008 reorganization, SOUTHCOM developed a directorate 
organizational structure to facilitate collaboration with interagency and 
other stakeholders, which included a civilian deputy to the commander, 
interagency representatives embedded directly into key senior leadership 
positions, and a directorate, the Partnering Directorate, focused on 
improving and sustaining partnerships. According to a DOD directive and 
Joint Staff publications, combatant commanders are given the authority 
and latitude to establish the staff organization they deem necessary to 
carry out assigned missions, duties and responsibilities.22 Once the 
command has defined its missions, tasks and functions, as assigned by 
higher authority, it then develops an Organization and Functions Manual, 
which documents the organizational structure and serves as the basis for 
determining the manpower requirements necessary to carry out these 
missions. According to a Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff instruction, 
the requirements are to be stated in terms of the minimum manning 
required to accomplish approved missions, and should be based on the 
average workload of the command expected for at least the next 3 years. 
Temporary changes in workload and short duration missions should be 
supported through solutions such as personnel augmentation.23 According 
to DOD’s Unified Command Plan, SOUTHCOM is responsible for planning 
and conducting a wide range of missions and contingency operations, such 
as disaster relief operations as directed.24 


SOUTHCOM’s reorganization was focused on addressing its daily mission 
requirements, which included addressing challenges that impacted the 
security and stability in the region and required interagency solutions. In 
order to support interagency solutions, SOUTHCOM developed an 
organizational structure that transitioned the command out of the 
traditional joint staff organizational structure25 to a staff structure with 
three mission directorates and three functional directorates. The three 


                                                                                                                                    
22Department of Defense Directive 5100.1, Functions of the Department of Defense and Its 


Major Components (Nov. 21, 2003); Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Pub. 1, Doctrine for the 


Armed Forces of the United States (Mar. 20, 2009); and Joint Forces Staff College 
Publication 1, Joint Staff Officers Guide 2000. 


23Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction 1001.01, Joint Manpower and Personnel 


Program (Dec. 28, 2004). 


24Department of Defense, Unified Command Plan (Dec. 17, 2008). 


25 The traditional joint staff headquarters organization generally includes directorates for 
manpower and personnel (J1), intelligence (J2), operations (J3), logistics (J4), plans (J5), 
communications system (J6), as well as additional directorates as deemed necessary. 
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mission directorates—Security and Intelligence, Stability, and 
Partnering—each focused on achieving one of the hemispheric goals 
included within SOUTHCOM’s Command Strategy 2016.26 Three enabling 
or functional directorates were also created: Policy and Strategy, 
Resources and Assessments, and Enterprise Support (see figure 5). Under 
this organizational structure, SOUTHCOM split and merged various 
aspects of the traditional joint staff organizational structure to fit into the 
six directorates. For example, intelligence and operations, traditionally 
separate directorates, were combined and incorporated under the new 
Security and Intelligence Directorate. Moreover, the new Stability 
Directorate combined several aspects from the traditional joint staff 
organizational structure to be under one directorate, to include parts of 
intelligence, operations, planning, as well as training and readiness. 
According to SOUTHCOM, the creation of this directorate organization 
structure improved their ability to work with interagency and other 
stakeholders to address challenges in the region. 


Figure 5: SOUTHCOM’s Organizational Structure after 2008 Transformation 


Source: SOUTHCOM.
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26The command strategy, formally updated every two years, provides overarching guidance 
for SOUTHCOM. The hemispheric goals of SOUTHCOM’s Command Strategy 2016 were to 
ensure security, enhance stability, and enable prosperity. It also had one governmental 
goal—to transform the enterprise. These objectives were subsequently modified in 
SOUTHCOM’s 2018 Command Strategy to ensure security, enhance stability, enable 
partnerships, and evolve the enterprise. 


Page 22 GAO-10-801  Defense Management 







 


 


 


In addition, SOUTHCOM added elements to its organizational structure 
that furthered the command’s ability to collaborate with interagency and 
other stakeholders. The organizational structure SOUTHCOM developed 
included two deputies to the commander—a military deputy commander 
as well as a civilian deputy to the commander. The military deputy 
commander is able to exercise military command authorities when 
required, with duties to include serving as acting commander whenever 
necessary, overseeing the development of contingency plans, and engaging 
the Joint Staff, the Departments of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and the U.S. 
Coast Guard, as required. The civilian deputy to the commander—a senior 
foreign service officer with the rank of Minister Counselor from 
Department of State—advises the Commander on a range of foreign policy 
issues and also serves as primary liaison with the Department of State and 
all U.S. Chiefs of Mission and embassy personnel in the region.27 The 
civilian deputy to the commander’s duties include overseeing the 
development of the command’s regional strategy and furthering 
interagency and public-private sector engagement. Several interagency 
partner representatives were also embedded directly into key senior 
leadership positions within the organizational structure, serving dual 
roles—one for SOUTHCOM and one for their parent agency. For example, 
the Partnering Directorate included two senior interagency partner 
representatives—a Department of State Senior Foreign Service Officer and 
a U.S. Agency for International Development Senior Development 
Advisor—serving in command leadership positions. The Department of 
State Senior Foreign Service Officer serves as a midlevel foreign policy 
advisor, while filling the dual role as deputy of the Partnering 
Directorate.28 The U.S. Agency for International Development Senior 
Development Advisor, who advises the command during interactions 
the U.S. Agency for International Development and ensures SOUTH
activities are consistent with the U.S. Agency for International 
Development’s developmental goals, also serves as Director of Regional 


with 
COM’s 


                                                                                                                                    
27U.S. Chiefs of Mission are the principal officers in charge of U.S. diplomatic missions and 
U.S. offices abroad. 


28Foreign Policy Advisors are senior Department of State officers within the Bureau of 
Political-Military Affairs, Office of the Coordinator for Foreign Policy Advisors, detailed as 
personal advisors to U.S. military commanders to provide policy support regarding the 
diplomatic and political aspects of the commanders’ military responsibilities. 
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Issues division in the Partnering Directorate.29 In this role, he examines the 
regional issues that may undermine stability and security, such as rule of 
law, environment and energy, finance and trade, infrastructure and social 
issues. He manages a staff of both civilian and military personnel. 


Further, as described earlier, SOUTHCOM also created a Partnering 
Directorate focused on improving partnership opportunities with other 
U.S. government agencies, non-governmental and private organizations, 
and international partners in an effort to foster “whole of government” 
solutions to challenges in the region. According to SOUTHCOM officials, 
the concept for the Partnering Directorate was modeled on the Joint 
Interagency Coordination Group, first formed in 2002 to enhance 
interagency coordination and unity of effort in the war on terrorism.30 In 
2006, the existing combatant commander expanded on the Joint 
Interagency Coordination Group, creating specific divisions for 
interagency coordination and public-private partnership. These two 
divisions were combined, along with the command elements handling 
development, into the Partnering Directorate as part of the 2008 
reorganization of SOUTHCOM. 


Several other combatant commands have also developed organizational 
models designed to improve interagency collaboration. For example, U.S. 
Northern Command uses a traditional joint staff organizational structure 
on a day-to-day basis that includes an interagency coordination directorate 
the command established to facilitate and focus on building effective, 
durable, and lasting relationships between the command and federal (DOD 
and non-DOD), state, local, tribal, nongovernmental, commercial and 
private sector, and international governments, departments, organizations, 
and agencies. U.S. Africa Command, DOD’s newest geographic combatant 
command, is organized in a directorate structure similar to SOUTHCOM, 


                                                                                                                                    
29According to U.S. Agency for International Development, Senior Development Advisors 
operate under memoranda of understanding with six of DOD’s combatant commands—U.S. 
Special Operations Command, SOUTHCOM, U.S. European Command, U.S. Central 
Command, U.S. Pacific Command, and U.S. Africa Command—serving as advisors to the 
combatant commanders. DOD has provided corresponding military representatives to the 
U.S. Agency for International Development’s Office of Military Affairs to improve day-to-
day coordination and promote synchronization of efforts. 


30Joint Interagency Coordination Group is a full-time, multifunctional advisory element of 
the combatant commander’s staff that facilitates information sharing throughout the 
interagency community. It comprises mostly civilian personnel with strong interagency 
experience who formulate, articulate, advocate, and implement the combatant 
commander’s policies, priorities, programs, and procedures for interagency engagement.  
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with seven directorates that combine complementary functions of a 
traditional staff organization, with structural modifications to 
accommodate interagency partners. U.S. Africa Command’s seven 
directorates include: Resources; Operations and Logistics; Joint Force 
Development and Readiness; Strategy, Plans and Programs; Intelligence 
and Knowledge Development; Outreach; and Command, Control, 
Communications, and Computer Systems. 


 
SOUTHCOM’s Disaster 
Relief Efforts in Haiti 
Revealed Weaknesses in 
Its Organizational 
Structure and the Lack of 
Augmentation Planning  


While SOUTHCOM and its interagency partners told us that this 
organizational structure improved the command’s ability to work with 
partners in the region, SOUTHCOM’s support to the disaster relief efforts 
in the aftermath of the earthquake in Haiti, named Operation Unified 
Response, revealed weaknesses in the command’s organizational structure 
and a lack of augmentation planning that initially hindered its efforts.31 
Operation Unified Response, according to SOUTHCOM officials, was the 
largest disaster relief effort DOD has ever conducted, far larger than was 
anticipated or planned for by SOUTHCOM, requiring 24-hour, 7-days-per-
week operations. Figure 6 shows the buildup of military forces supporting 
international disaster relief efforts in Haiti as part of Operation Unified 
Response, which SOUTHCOM reported peaked at more than 20,000 
personnel. 


                                                                                                                                    
31SOUTHCOM’s mission to support the federal government’s disaster relief efforts in the 
aftermath of the earthquake in Haiti, named Operation Unified Response, is in support of 
the U.S. Agency for International Development, which provides foreign disaster assistance 
and coordinates the U.S. government response to disasters abroad. 
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Figure 6: Reported Buildup of Military Forces Supporting Relief Efforts in Haiti as Part of Operation Unified Response 


Source: SOUTHCOM.


0


5,000


10,000


15,000


20,000


25,000


Ja
n.


 3
1


Ja
n.


 3
0


Ja
n.


 2
9


Ja
n.


 2
8


Ja
n.


 2
7


Ja
n.


 2
6


Ja
n.


 2
5


Ja
n.


 2
4


Ja
n.


 2
3


Ja
n.


 2
2


Ja
n.


 2
1


Ja
n.


 2
0


Ja
n.


 1
9


Ja
n.


 1
8


Ja
n.


 1
7


Ja
n.


 1
6


Number of personnel


 
When the earthquake struck Haiti, SOUTHCOM’s directorate 
organizational structure had been untested in a major crisis and the 
command was not fully prepared to carry out a large scale military 
operation, such as Operation Unified Response. SOUTHCOM was 
organized and manned to meet its day-to-day missions, such as building 
partner nation military capabilities and conducting humanitarian 
assistance projects to address challenges in the region. While a combatant 
command should be organized and manned to meet its daily mission 
requirements, it must also be prepared to respond to a wide range of 
contingencies identified in DOD’s Unified Command Plan, including 
disaster relief operations, when directed by higher authority. However, 
SOUTHCOM’s directorate organizational structure had weaknesses that 
hindered its initial response to the Haiti earthquake. Specifically, the 
command structure lacked a division to address planning for future 
operations, which, according to SOUTHCOM officials, is necessary to 
establish proper planning cycles and divisions of labor, and to develop the 
necessary guiding documents for operations occurring over 30 days to one 
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year in duration.32 Moreover, SOUTHCOM had suboptimized some core 
functions that were necessary to respond to large scale contingencies. For 
example, SOUTHCOM’s logistics function was suboptimized because it 
was placed under Enterprise Support in the organizational structure rather 
than being its own core function. As a result, the command had difficulty 
planning for the magnitude of logistics support required during the Haiti 
relief effort including supply, maintenance, deployment distribution, 
health support, engineering, logistics services, and contract support. 
Further, the command had difficulty communicating with its components, 
joint task forces, and security cooperation offices in theater because the 
command’s organizational structure was organized into mission and 
functional directorates, while its components, such as Joint Task Force 
Haiti, were organized in traditional joint staff directorate structures.33 


In addition, SOUTHCOM had not developed an augmentation plan for 
military personnel for a large contingency such as Operation Unified 
Response. To support short duration missions and contingencies, a 
combatant command is responsible for identifying and validating the 
personnel augmentation required and submitting these requirements to its 
military service component commands to fill.34 Further, we believe the 
command should exercise and assess these types of augmentation plans in 
order to be fully prepared to meet their assigned missions. Given the 
extent of the earthquake disaster, the command did not have the military 
personnel to support the relief effort. According to SOUTHCOM officials, 
the command was staffed at about 85 percent of its authorized staffing 
level of 960 military and civilian personnel, and did not have the necessary 
personnel depth to support a large scale military operation. While 
augmentation was required, the command had not identified the military 
personnel augmentation requirements necessary for a large contingency 
and had not developed a plan to integrate military augmentee personnel 
into the existing directorate structure. In addition, the augmenting military 


                                                                                                                                    
32According to Joint Publication 5-0, Joint Operation Planning (Dec. 26, 2006), as an 
operation progresses planning generally occurs in three distinct but overlapping 
timeframes: future plans, or long term planning; future operations or near term planning; 
and current operations or current operations planning. 


33Joint Task Force-Haiti was established to support Operation Unified Response. 


34Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Pub. 1-0, Personnel Support to Joint Operations (Oct. 16, 2006) 
provides doctrine for planning, coordinating, and providing personnel support to joint 
operations, and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction 1301.01C, Individual 


Augmentation Procedures (Jan, 1, 2004), provides guidance for assigning individual 
augmentation to meet the combatant commanders’ temporary duty requirements. 
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personnel were not familiar with SOUTHCOM’s directorate structure and 
did not initially understand where they could best be utilized because 
many of the traditional joint staff functions were divided among 
SOUTHCOM’s directorates. Ultimately, SOUTHCOM received over 500 
augmentees to provide additional capability to its existing command staff 
of approximately 800 personnel, including an entire staff office from U.S. 
Northern Command, filling vital gaps in SOUTHCOM’s ability to support 
operations in Haiti. However, according to SOUTHCOM officials, the 
command was able to integrate interagency and international partners into 
the relief efforts without difficulty because the Partnering Directorate had 
already established relationships with the partners. Specifically, 40 
augmentees from seven agencies and four international organizations were 
integrated into the planning and operations of the command. 


As a result of these challenges, SOUTHCOM’s combatant commander 
made a decision within the first week of the Haiti disaster to return the 
command to a traditional joint staff organizational structure to address the 
weaknesses. SOUTHCOM’s revised organizational structure is shown in 
figure 7. This organizational structure provided the command with the 
capabilities to better conduct Operation Unified Response by establishing 
the future operations division, elevating various functions such as 
logistics, and improving communications between the command and its 
DOD stakeholders. However, the command has retained some elements 
from the 2008 reorganization that enhance interagency collaboration. For 
example, the Partnering Directorate, the position of civilian deputy to the 
commander, and the interagency partner representatives serving dual 
roles have been retained. According to SOUTHCOM officials, the 
command plans to remain in this traditional joint staff structure for the 
foreseeable future and has received approval from the Secretary of 
Defense. However, some SOUTHCOM officials expressed concerns the 
command was directing its manpower resources toward a contingency-
based organizational structure, the skill sets of which would only be 
utilized every 4 to 5 years when responding to a major crisis such as 
Operation Unified Response. Officials further stated that large disaster 
relief efforts requiring DOD support, such as those required during the 
Haiti response, rarely occur and are not the focus of the work in 
SOUTHCOM’s area of responsibility the majority of the time. 
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Figure 7: SOUTHCOM’s Organizational Structure Adopted during Operation Unified Response 


Source: SOUTHCOM.
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Moreover, according to SOUTHCOM officials, the command is working to 
revise its Organization and Functions Manual to align manpower resources 
to its identified mission requirements and is creating personnel 
augmentation plans to respond to small, medium, and large contingencies. 
The last time SOUTHCOM updated its Organization and Functions Manual 
was January 2009, and it has not been updated to reflect SOUTHCOM’s 
current joint staff organizational structure, as well as its revised mission 
and strategic objectives. The manual serves as the basis for determining 
manpower requirements necessary to perform assigned missions and is to 
be updated and submitted annually to the Joint Staff. Ensuring better 
alignment of SOUTHCOM’s organizational structure and manpower to its 
identified mission requirements; and the development of augmentation 
plans for a range of contingencies, such as those as large as Operation 
Unified Response, may enhance the command’s ability to conduct the full 
range of missions that may be required in the region. 


 
Modern national security challenges require collaborative efforts among 
U.S. government agencies, international partners, and nongovernmental 
and private organizations. The Americas and the Caribbean are areas that 
face these types of challenges and ultimately require partnerships with 
various interagency and other stakeholders to ensure security and stability 
throughout the region. SOUTHCOM has taken significant steps in building 
these partnerships through its key practices that enhance and sustain 
collaboration. However, the command faces challenges preparing for 
divergent needs of its potential missions, which range from conducting 


Conclusions 
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military-focused operations to supporting efforts to enhance regional 
security and cooperation. The command must have an organizational 
structure that is not only prepared for military contingencies, but can also 
be effective in supporting interagency and other stakeholders in meeting 
challenges such as corruption, crime, and poverty. While the command has 
made recent changes to its organizational structure to better enable it to 
conduct military contingency operations, it will be unable to determine the 
most effective organizational structure until it aligns its structure and 
manpower resources in its Organization and Functions Manual to its 
identified mission requirements, and develops personnel augmentation 
plans necessary to respond to a wide range of contingency operations, 
including disaster relief operations, when directed by higher authority. As 
SOUTHCOM continues to further its interagency missions and partnership 
capacities, it is vital that as a geographic combatant command, it 
continues to maintain its capability to meet its military operational 
demands as they arise. 


To improve SOUTHCOM’s ability to conduct the full range of military 
missions that may be required in the region, while balancing its efforts to 
support interagency and other stakeholders in enhancing regional security 
and cooperation, we recommend that the Secretary of Defense direct the 
Commander, U.S. Southern Command to take the following two actions: 


1. Revise SOUTHCOM’s Organization and Functions Manual to align 
organizational structure and manpower resources to meet approved 
missions, to include both daily mission and contingency operation 
requirements; and 


2. Identify personnel augmentation requirements for a range of 
contingency operations, develop plans to obtain these personnel when 
needed, and exercise and assess these augmentation plans. 


 
In its written comments on a draft of this report, DOD concurred with our 
recommendations that DOD direct SOUTHCOM to revise its Organization 
and Functions Manual to meet approved missions and identify personnel 
augmentation requirements for a range of contingency operations. In its 
response, DOD also stated it is addressing these issues as quickly as 
possible to ensure readiness for future contingencies. DOD’s written 
comments are reprinted in appendix IV. Technical comments were 
provided separately and incorporated as appropriate. The Department of 
State, U.S. Agency for International Development, Department of Justice, 
and Department of Homeland Security did not provide written comments 
on our draft report. 


Recommendations for 
Executive Action 


Agency Comments 
and Our Evaluation 
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In its response, DOD stated that SOUTHCOM has sought to become a 
center of excellence in interagency partnering and has actively shared its 
experience and contacts with other geographic combatant commands. In 
our report, we acknowledge that SOUTHCOM has taken significant steps 
in building partnerships with interagency and other stakeholders and 
agree that the command demonstrates a number of key practices that 
enhance and sustain collaboration with these partners. Given the 
challenges of corruption, crime, illicit trafficking, and poverty facing the 
Americas and Caribbean, we believe collaboration will continue to be 
critical to ensuring security and stability throughout the region. As 
SOUTHCOM continues its efforts, we encourage the command to continue 
to share its experiences and lessons learned with DOD and its interagency 
partners, as we noted in our report, in an effort to continue to improve 
whole of government efforts in addressing challenges in the region. 


DOD further stated that SOUTHCOM has already begun addressing the 
organizational issues identified during the Haiti disaster response effort, 
modifying its staff structure and comprehensively reviewing its allocation 
of personnel to meet mission requirements. While DOD did indicate it was 
addressing these issues as quickly as possible, it did not provide specific 
timelines for when SOUTHCOM would have a revised Organization and 
Functions Manual aligning manpower resources to the command’s 
identified mission requirements and have personnel augmentation plans to 
respond to small, medium, and large contingencies. Since both the 
Organizations and Functions Manual as well as the personnel 
augmentation plans are important to ensuring the command’s ability to 
conduct the full range of missions that may be required in the region, we 
believe DOD and SOUTHCOM should establish specific timelines for 
implementing our recommendations. 


 
 We are sending copies of this report to other appropriate congressional 


committees and the Secretary of Defense. This report also is available at 
no charge on the GAO Web site at http://www.gao.gov. 
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If you or your staff have questions about this report, please contact me at 
(202) 512-3489 or at pendletonj@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of 
Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the last page 
of this report. GAO staff who made key contributions to this report are 
listed in appendix V. 


Sincerely yours, 


 
John H. Pendleton 
Director, Defense Capabilities and Management 
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 Appendix I: Joint Interagency Task Force 
South 


Joint Interagency Task Force South (JIATF South) is a national task force 
under the command and control of U.S. Southern Command 
(SOUTHCOM), which according to JIATF South officials, was established 
by the Office of National Drug Control Policy, as part of the National 
Interdiction Command and Control Plan. The national task force has the 
primary mission of detection, monitoring, and interdiction support to 
disrupt illicit trafficking, to include narcotics trafficking, in the Caribbean 
Sea, Gulf of Mexico, and the eastern Pacific. JIATF South’s joint operating 
area consists of 42 million square miles, crossing 5 combatant 
commanders’ boundaries, 3 U.S. Coast Guard districts, 15 interagency 
partners’ areas of operations, and 30 independent nations and 11 
territories.1 The national task force detects, monitors, and provides 
interdiction support to a range of suspect modes of transport such as small 
civil aircraft, business-type aircraft, fishing vessels, go-fast boats,2 cargo 
vessels, and self-propelled semi-submersibles.3 Figure 8 displays examples 
of JIATF South’s interdiction targets. According to JIATF South officials, 
in 2009, the task force contributed to the removal of 234 metric tons of 
cocaine worth a reported $4.5 billion, and is the lead cocaine interdiction 
supporting agency in the world.  


                                                                                                                                    
1JIATF South’s joint operating area covers the boundaries of SOUTHCOM, U.S. Northern 
Command, U.S. Africa Command, U.S. Pacific Command and U.S. European Command.  


2A go-fast boat is designed with a long narrow platform and a planing hull to enable it to 
reach high speeds and avoid interception. 


3A self-propelled semi-submersible is a vessel similar to a submarine that rides low in the 
water to avoid detection.  
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Figure 8: JIATF South Interdiction Targets 


Source: JIATF South.


Examples of the types of vessels that are suspected of trafficking drugs.


Source: JIATF South.


Source: JIATF South.


 
While the national task force has the responsibility for the detection and 
monitoring of suspect air and maritime drug activity in its joint operating 
area, it also serves to integrate and synchronize interagency counter drug 
operations. JIATF South embeds non-Department of Defense (DOD) 
personnel throughout its organization to better integrate DOD, U.S. law 
enforcement, intelligence agencies, and international partners into these 
operations. For example, the national task force’s Director is a rear 
admiral from the U.S. Coast Guard, while the Vice Director is from U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection. According to JIATF South officials, most 
of the non-DOD embedded personnel do not operate under memoranda of 
understanding, which permits greater flexibility in defining embedded 
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personnel roles and responsibilities, thereby allowing more mutually 
beneficial relationships.4 JIATF South officials further stated that it is a 
continued mutually beneficial relationship which determines the length of 
stay for embedded personnel. Key elements within JIATF South are its 
Tactical Analysis Teams and intelligence liaisons, which support the flow 
of information between the U.S. law enforcement agencies and 
international partners in the joint operating area and the task force. The 
Tactical Analysis Teams and intelligence liaisons are placed in key 
locations in North, Central, and South America, Western Europe, and West 
Africa. These Tactical Analysis Teams and intelligence liaisons consist of 
one to two members co-located within the U.S. embassies or missions, are 
proficient in the local language, and serve between 2 and 5 years in 
country. They are often co-located with officials from the Drug 
Enforcement Administration at the U.S. embassy to further enhance 
information sharing between law enforcement assets in country and 
interdiction assets in the field. 


                                                                                                                                    
4The Department of State Political Advisor assigned to JIATF South stated that his position 
operates under a memorandum of understanding. 
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 Appendix II: Continuing Promise 


The Continuing Promise mission is an annual humanitarian and civic 
assistance operation in the Caribbean, Central and South America led by 
U.S. Southern Command’s (SOUTHCOM) Navy component, U.S. Naval 
Forces Southern Command. The mission provides training to U.S. military 
personnel and international partner nation forces while providing free 
medical care to communities with limited access to medical treatment, 
construction and engineering services, and donations and support to 
selected nations. It is executed in collaboration with other interagency 
partners, such as the U.S. Public Health Service Commissioned Corps, as 
well as nongovernmental organizations and other international partners. 
Specifically: 


• Training. The mission provides U.S. military personnel and international 
partner nation forces with training on using medical capabilities and 
conducting construction and engineering services and projects. The 
mission also provides training on how to plan and coordinate a broad 
spectrum of humanitarian assistance and disaster response missions. 


• Medical care. The mission includes general surgeries, basic medical 
evaluation and treatment, preventive medicine treatment, dental 
screenings and treatment, optometry screenings, eyewear distribution, 
veterinary services, and public health training. Follow-up treatments are 
arranged with local medical professionals. 


• Construction and engineering services. The mission includes civic action 
programs designed to assist each participating nation in providing local 
communities with a range of construction capabilities, such as building 
repairs and improvements, new small construction projects, utility system 
repairs and construction/technical assistance, pier repair, drainage 
projects, and trenching. 


• Donations and support. The mission delivers donated food and medical 
supplies to selected countries. 


As of June 2010, SOUTHCOM had conducted or scheduled four Continuing 
Promise missions. Table 2 identifies prior and future Continuing Promise 
mission ships, deployment dates, countries visited, and reported numbers 
of patients treated for those missions completed. 
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Table 2: Continuing Promise Mission Deployment Dates, Countries Visited and Reported Patients Treated 


Ship Deployment dates Countries visited Patients treated


USNS Comfort June to October 2007 Belize, Guatemala, Panama, 
Nicaragua, El Salvador, Peru, 
Ecuador, Colombia, Haiti, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Guyana, and Suriname 98,658


USS Boxer and USS 
Kearsarge 


April to November 2008 El Salvador, Haiti, Guatemala, Peru, 
Nicaragua, Colombia, Dominican 
Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, and 
Guyana 71,000


USNS Comfort April to July 2009 Haiti, Domincan Republic, Antigua, 
Panama, Colombia, El Salvador, and 
Nicaragua 100,049


USS Iwo Jima July to November 2010 Haiti, Colombia, Panama, Suriname, 
Guyana, Nicaragua, Guatemala, and 
Costa Rica 


To be determined upon completion 
of the mission


Source: SOUTHCOM  


Note: Patients treated include the number of basic medical evaluations and treatments provided 
during the deployment. It does not include general surgeries, preventive medicine treatment, dental 
screenings and treatment, optometry screenings, eyewear distribution, veterinary services, and public 
health training. 


 


In July 2009, we observed the Continuing Promise mission while it was 
deployed in Nicaragua. During this visit, we observed the mission onboard 
the USNS Comfort and in two mission medical sites in Chinandega and 
Somotillo, Nicaragua. Deployed with the mission, in addition to DOD 
personnel, were U.S. Public Health Service medical, engineering, and 
environmental health officers, volunteers from various nongovernmental 
organizations and international partner nation medical professionals from 
Antigua and Barbuda, Brazil, Canada, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, 
France, Haiti, the Netherlands, Nicaragua, and Panama. Figure 9 lists the 
locations visited by USNS Comfort during Continuing Promise 2009, while 
figure 10 displays USNS Comfort activities during the mission. 
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Figure 9: Locations Visited by USNS Comfort during Continuing Promise 2009 


Source: SOUTHCOM, Map Resouces (map).
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Figure 10: USNS Comfort Activities during Continuing Promise 2009 


Source: SOUTHCOM.


Canadian military personnel are involved in the Continuing 
Promise mission.


Source: SOUTHCOM.


Dentists work on a patient 
during the Continuing 
Promise mission.


Source: SOUTHCOM.


Surgeries are performed onboard the Continuing 
Promise during the 2009 mission.
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In October 2009, we observed the initial planning conference for the 2010 
Continuing Promise mission. Table 3 lists the nongovernmental 
organizations involved in the 2009 Continuing Promise mission.  


Table 3: Nongovernmental Organizations Involved in the 2009 Continuing Promise 
Mission 


2009 Continuing Promise Mission Nongovernmental Participants 


Agua Viva 


Alliance for Rabies Control 
FACE 


Food for the Poor 


Haiti Resource Development Foundation 
Hugs Across America 


International Aid 


Kazoobie Kazoos 
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints 


Lions Club 


Nour International Relief Aid Foundation 
Operation Smile 


Project Handclasp 


Project HOPE 
Rochester Medical Missions 


Rotary International 


The Wheelchair Foundation 
University of California, San Diego Pre-Dental Society 


Islamic Relief, USA 


Source: SOUTHCOM. 
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 Appendix III: Scope and Methodology 


To conduct our work, we obtained and reviewed a wide range of 
Department of Defense (DOD), U.S. Southern Command (SOUTHCOM) 
and interagency partner documents, to include strategies, plans, polices, 
directives, after-action assessments and other documentation detailing 
interagency collaboration at the geographic combatant command level. In 
addition, we interviewed officials at many agencies including DOD, the 
Department of State, the U.S. Agency for International Development, the 
Department of Homeland Security, and the Department of Justice to gain 
their perspectives on SOUTHCOM’s collaborative efforts (see table 4). We 
selected these agencies to interview because they were identified by either 
SOUTHCOM documents or officials as playing key collaborative roles in 
SOUTHCOM’s area of responsibility. To complement our broader view of 
collaboration effort at the command level, we identified two areas of 
collaboration to observe in further detail: illicit trafficking interdiction 
efforts and humanitarian assistance efforts. We chose these two areas 
based on our review of SOUTHCOM strategic objectives and based on the 
large involvement of U.S. government agencies, international partners, and 
nongovernmental and private organizations in these efforts and the 
timeliness of some of these efforts to our review. We supplemented our 
review with additional information regarding collaboration highlighted by 
SOUTHCOM, SOUTHCOM’s components, DOD, Department of State, the 
U.S. Agency for International Development, Department of Homeland 
Security, and Department of Justice officials. 
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Table 4: Agencies Interviewed During our Review  


Name of agency Office visited during our review 


Department of Defense 
 
 
 


Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Partnership Strategy and 
Stability Operations 
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Counternarcotics and Global 
Threats 


Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Western Hemisphere Affairs 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency 


U.S. Navy 


Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
Center for Naval Analyses 


Joint Staff 


Directorate of Operational Plans and Joint Force Development 
Directorate of Strategic Plans and Policy  


U.S. Southern Command, Headquarters 


Joint Interagency Task Force South 


Department of State 
 


Bureau of Political-Military Affairs 
Bureau of Western Hemisphere Affairs 


Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs 


U.S. Agency for International Development Office of Military Affairs 
Office of Regional Sustainable Development, Bureau for Latin America and the 
Caribbean 
Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance 


Department of Homeland Security 


 


U.S. Coast Guard 


U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 


Federal Emergency Management Agency 


Department of Justice 
 


Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Drug Enforcement Administration 


Source: GAO. 


 


To assess SOUTHCOM’s efforts to enhance and sustain collaboration with 
interagency and other stakeholders, we identified best practices in prior 
GAO reports, and to determine the extent that SOUTHCOM demonstrated 
these practices, we interviewed DOD and interagency partner officials and 
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reviewed related documents.1 Specifically, we interviewed SOUTHCOM 
officials and embedded interagency staff from the Department of State and 
U.S. Agency for International Development at SOUTHCOM’s headquarters 
in Miami, Florida, in June 2009 to obtain their views on SOUTHCOM’s 
collaborative efforts. In addition, we interviewed and gathered 
documentation from a number of SOUTHCOM’s interagency partners in 
Washington, D.C., including officials from DOD, the Department of State, 
the U.S. Agency for International Development, the Department of 
Homeland Security, and the Department of Justice to gain their 
perspectives on SOUTHCOM’s collaborative efforts. We interviewed 
officials at Joint Interagency Task Force South in Key West, Florida in 
August 2009 and reviewed documentation including guidance, plans, and 
interdiction reports detailing the task forces’ efforts. We also observed a 
humanitarian and civic assistance mission-the 2009 Continuing Promise-in 
Nicaragua in July 2009, and attended mission planning sessions in 
Jacksonville, Florida, in October 2009 and Panama City, Panama, in 
December 2009, during which we interviewed U.S. government, 
international partner, and nongovernmental organization officials involved 
in planning and executing the mission. Nongovernmental organizations we 
spoke with included Rotary International, Project HOPE, University of 
California, San Diego Pre-Dental Society, The Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-Day Saints, and Inter Action. We also visited the U.S. embassies in 
Panama, Colombia, and the Dominican Republic in December of 2009, 
interviewing U.S. government and international partner nation officials to 
obtain their views on SOUTHCOM’s collaborative efforts. Each country we 
visited had been visited during the 2009 Continuing Promise mission, 
supported SOUTHCOM’s illicit trafficking interdiction efforts, and 
represented a different region within SOUTHCOM’s area of responsibility: 
Panama in Central America; Colombia in South America; and Dominican 
Republic in the Caribbean. 


To evaluate SOUTHCOM’s efforts to develop an organizational structure 
that facilitates interagency collaboration and positions the command to 
conduct a full range of military missions, we identified DOD’s guidance for 
the organization of a combatant command as outlined in DOD joint 
publications, instructions and other documents, and analyzed 


                                                                                                                                    
1GAO-09-904SP; GAO, Results Oriented Government: Practices That Can Help Enhance 


and Sustain Collaboration among Federal Agencies, GAO-06-15 (Washington, D.C.: 
October 21, 2005); and GAO, Results-Oriented Cultures: Implementation Steps to Assist 


Mergers and Organizational Transformations, GAO-03-669 (Washington, D.C. July 2, 
2003). 
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SOUTHCOM’s strategic documents, policies, guidance and directives 
outlining the command’s mission, organizational structure, and staff 
functions. We interviewed SOUTHCOM and interagency partner officials 
from each directorate within the organizational structure in Miami, 
Florida, in June 2009 and reviewed and analyzed documentation regarding 
SOUTHCOM’s 2008 organizational structure changes. We also conducted 
follow-up meetings with SOUTHCOM officials in Miami, Florida in April 
2010 to obtain information on the effectiveness of the command’s 
organizational structure in supporting international disaster relief efforts 
following the January 2010 earthquake in Haiti.  


We conducted our review from April 2009 through July 2010 in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those standards 
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate 
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objectives. 
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The fastest and easiest way to obtain copies of GAO documents at no cost 
is through GAO’s Web site (www.gao.gov). Each weekday afternoon, GAO 
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Recognizing the limits of military 
power in today’s security 
environment, the Department of 
Defense (DOD) is collaborating 
with other U.S. federal agencies to 
achieve its missions around the 
world. DOD’s combatant 
commands, such as U.S. Southern 
Command (SOUTHCOM) and U.S. 
Africa Command (AFRICOM), play 
key roles in this effort. Both aim to 
build partner nation capacity and 
perform humanitarian assistance, 
while standing ready to perform a 
variety of military operations. 
Among its missions, SOUTHCOM 
supports U.S. law enforcement and 
intelligence agencies in the 
Americas and Caribbean in 
disrupting illicit trafficking and 
narco-terrorism. As DOD’s newest 
command, AFRICOM works with 
U.S. diplomacy and development 
agencies on activities such as 
maritime security and pandemic 
response efforts. Today GAO 
issued reports that the 
subcommittee requested on 
SOUTHCOM (GAO-10-801) and 
AFRICOM (GAO-10-794), which in 
part evaluated how each 
collaborates with U.S. interagency 
partners. This testimony 
summarizes that work and provides 
observations from ongoing work on 
U.S. counterpiracy efforts by 
focusing on 3 key areas essential 
for interagency collaboration.  


What GAO Recommends  


GAO made recommendations to 
the commands aimed at improving 
their capabilities to perform their 
missions through the development 
of plans and training. DOD agreed 
with the recommendations.  


GAO’s work has shown that developing overarching strategies, creating 
collaborative organizations, and building a workforce that understands how to 
fully engage partners are key areas where agencies can enhance interagency 
collaboration on national security issues. GAO found that DOD’s SOUTHCOM 
and AFRICOM have demonstrated some practices that will help enhance and 
sustain collaboration, but areas for improvement remain. 
 


• Overarching strategies: SOUTHCOM and AFRICOM have sought 
input from several federal agencies in creating their theater campaign 
plans, which outline command priorities, and for other strategies and 
plans. However, AFRICOM has not completed plans that detail its 
activities by country and that align with embassy strategic plans to 
ensure U.S. government unity of effort in Africa. Also, GAO’s 
preliminary work indicates that a U.S. action plan provides a 
framework for interagency collaboration to counter piracy in the Horn 
of Africa region, but the plan does not assign agencies their roles or 
responsibilities for the majority of tasks in the plan. 


 
• Collaborative organizations: Both commands have organizational 


structures that encourage interagency involvement in their missions. 
Each has a military deputy commander to oversee military operations 
and a civilian deputy to the commander from the State Department to 
oversee civil-military activities. Both commands also embed 
interagency officials within their organizations, but limited resources 
at other federal agencies have prevented interagency personnel from 
participating at the numbers desired. However, AFRICOM has 
struggled to fully leverage the expertise of embedded officials. 
Moreover, while SOUTHCOM’s organizational structure was designed 
to facilitate interagency collaboration, the 2010 Haiti earthquake 
response revealed weaknesses in this structure that initially hindered 
its efforts to conduct a large-scale military operation. 


 
• Well-trained workforce: AFRICOM has emphasized the need to 


work closely with U.S. embassies to ensure that activities are 
consistent with U.S. foreign policy and to contribute to a unity of 
effort among interagency partners. In addition, the command has 
designated cultural awareness as a core competency for its staff. 
However, some AFRICOM staff have limited knowledge about 
working with U.S. embassies and about cultural issues in Africa, 
which has resulted in some cultural missteps. Further, limited training 
is available to enhance personnel expertise. While GAO’s work on 
SOUTHCOM did not focus on training, personnel from the command 
also expressed the need for more opportunities to improve their 
understanding of working in an interagency environment.  
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 


I am pleased to be here today to discuss some of the ways that the 
Department of Defense (DOD) is collaborating with other U.S. federal 
government agencies to carry out its missions around the world. Recent 
terrorist events and lessons learned from the ongoing wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan illustrate that today’s global security challenges have 
expanded beyond the traditional threats of the Cold War era. These new 
threats can be unconventional and ambiguous, requiring enhanced 
collaboration with interagency partners and other stakeholders. For its 
part, DOD recognizes the limits of traditional military power in today’s 
security environment, which consists of a wide-range of challenges (e.g., 
terrorism, illicit trafficking, organized crime, piracy) that are often 
exacerbated by conditions of poverty and profound cultural and 
demographic tensions. The military’s approach to these challenges 
requires increased collaboration with interagency partners such as the 
Department of State (State) and the U.S. Agency for International 
Development (USAID), with DOD often serving in a supporting role to 
other federal agencies. 


Two of DOD’s geographic combatant commands, U.S. Southern Command 
(SOUTHCOM) and U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM), play key roles in 
this effort outside of the United States. Both SOUTHCOM and AFRICOM 
aim to build partner nation capacity and conduct humanitarian assistance 
projects, while standing ready to perform a variety of military operations,  
as directed. Among its missions, SOUTHCOM supports U.S. law 
enforcement and intelligence agencies in the Americas and the Caribbean 
in disrupting illicit trafficking and narco-terrorism. Having reorganized in 
2008, in part to focus on interagency collaboration, SOUTHCOM has been 
viewed as having mature interagency processes and coordinating 
mechanisms. AFRICOM, as DOD’s newest combatant command, works 
with U.S. diplomacy and development agencies on activities ranging from 
maritime security to pandemic response efforts on the African continent.1 
The 2008 National Defense Strategy cites both SOUTHCOM and 
AFRICOM as pointing the way toward a whole-of-government approach to 
achieving common goals. 


Today we issued the reports you requested on SOUTHCOM and 
AFRICOM, which in part evaluated how each command collaborates with 


                                                                                                                                    
1DOD designated AFRICOM fully operational on September 30, 2008. 







 


 


 


 


interagency partners.2 In addition, last September we issued a report on 
key issues and actions needed to enhance interagency collaboration on 
national security for Congress and the administration to consider in their 
oversight and management agendas.3 My statement today discusses 
findings from our SOUTHCOM and AFRICOM reviews in three areas 
essential for interagency collaboration. In addition, the statement provides 
some preliminary information from our ongoing review of counterpiracy 
efforts in the Horn of Africa region that was also requested by the 
subcommittee and will be completed later this year. 


This statement is based largely on completed GAO work, which was 
performed in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. To conduct our work, we reviewed relevant documents, 
analyzed data, traveled to the regions, and interviewed officials from 
various agencies including the Departments of Defense, Homeland 
Security, Justice, State, Transportation, the Treasury, and the U.S. Agency 
for International Development. Additional information about our scope 
and methodology for our AFRICOM and SOUTHCOM work can be found 
within the full reports. 


 
Our body of work on interagency collaboration has identified several key 
areas that are essential for collaboration among U.S. federal agencies in 
addressing security challenges. Three are particularly important for 
SOUTHCOM and AFRICOM: (1) developing and implementing overarching 
strategies, (2) creating collaborative organizations, and (3) building a well-
trained workforce. Underlying the success of these key areas is committed 
and effective leadership. 


Key Areas for 
Interagency 
Collaboration 


• Developing and implementing overarching strategies: Our prior 
work, as well as that by national security experts, has found that 
strategic direction is required as a foundation for collaboration on 
national security goals. The means to operate across multiple agencies 


                                                                                                                                    
2GAO, Defense Management: U.S. Southern Command Demonstrates Interagency 


Collaboration, but Its Haiti Disaster Response Revealed Challenges Conducting a Large 


Military Operation, GAO-10-801 (Washington, D.C.: July 28, 2010), and Defense 


Management: Improved Planning, Training, and Interagency Collaboration Could 


Strengthen DOD’s Efforts in Africa, GAO-10-794 (Washington, D.C.: July 28, 2010).  


3GAO, Interagency Collaboration: Key Issues for Congressional Oversight of National 


Security Strategies, Organizations, Workforce, and Information Sharing, GAO-09-904SP 
(Washington, D.C.: Sept. 25, 2009).  
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and organizations—such as compatible policies and procedures that 
facilitate collaboration across agencies and mechanisms to share 
information frequently—enhances and sustains collaboration among 
federal agencies. Strategies can help agencies develop mutually 
reinforcing plans and determine activities, resources, processes, and 
performance measures for implementing those strategies. Moreover, a 
strategy defining organizational roles and responsibilities can help 
agencies clarify who will lead or participate in activities, help organize 
their joint and individual efforts, facilitate decision making, and 
address how conflicts would be resolved. 
 


• Creating collaborative organizations: Given the differences among 
U.S. government agencies—such as differences in structure, planning 
processes, and funding sources—developing adequate coordination 
mechanisms is critical to achieving integrated approaches. U.S. 
government agencies, such as DOD, State, and USAID, among others, 
spend billions of dollars annually on various defense, diplomatic, and 
development missions in support of national security. Without 
coordination mechanisms, the results can be a patchwork of activities 
that waste scarce funds and limit the overall effectiveness of federal 
efforts. 
 


• Developing a well-trained workforce: Collaborative approaches to 
national security require a well-trained workforce with the skills and 
experience to integrate the government’s diverse capabilities and 
resources. A lack of understanding of other agencies’ cultures, 
processes, and core capabilities can hamper U.S. national security 
partners’ ability to work together effectively. However, training can 
help personnel develop the skills and understanding of other agencies’ 
capabilities needed to facilitate interagency collaboration. 


 


Effective leadership is essential to achieving success in each of these 
areas. The 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review states that by integrating 
U.S. defense capabilities with other elements of national security—
including diplomacy, development, law enforcement, trade, and 
intelligence—the nation can ensure that the right mix of expertise is at 
hand to take advantage of emerging opportunities and to thwart potential 
threats. In addition, the 2010 National Security Strategy calls for a 
renewed emphasis on building a stronger leadership foundation for the 
long term to more effectively advance U.S. interests. 
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Our work on SOUTHCOM and AFRICOM found that both commands have 
demonstrated some practices that will help enhance and sustain 
interagency collaboration, but areas for improvement remain. Moreover, 
our preliminary work on counterpiracy efforts in the Horn of Africa region 
suggests that U.S. agencies have made progress in leading and supporting 
international efforts to counter piracy, but implementation challenges 
exist. 


 
 


Interagency Practices 
and Challenges at 
SOUTHCOM and 
AFRICOM, and with 
U.S. Counterpiracy 
Efforts 


Interagency Partners Have 
Helped Develop Strategies 
and Plans, but Some 
Remain Unfinished at 
AFRICOM and for 
Counterpiracy Efforts 


SOUTHCOM and AFRICOM have sought input from several federal 
agencies in developing overarching strategies and plans, but AFRICOM 
has not yet completed many specific plans to guide activities and ensure a 
U.S. government unity of effort in Africa. In addition, our preliminary work 
shows that a U.S. action plan has been developed which provides a 
framework for interagency collaboration, but the roles and responsibilities 
of the multiples agencies involved in countering piracy in the Horn of 
Africa region are not clearly assigned. 


In its Guidance for Employment of the Force,4 DOD required both 
SOUTHCOM and AFRICOM, as prototype test cases, to seek broader 
involvement from other departments in drafting their theater campaign 
and contingency plans. To meet this requirement, SOUTHCOM held a 
series of meetings with interagency officials that focused on involving and 
gathering input from interagency partners. In developing its 2009 theater 
campaign plan, which lays out command priorities and guides its resource 
allocations, SOUTHCOM coordinated with over 10 U.S. government 
departments and offices, including the Departments of State, Homeland 
Security, Justice, the Treasury, Commerce, and Transportation and the 
Office of the Director of National Intelligence (see fig. 1). According to 
both SOUTHCOM and interagency partners, this coordination helped 
SOUTHCOM understand the diverse missions of its interagency partners 
and better align activities and resources in the Americas and the 
Caribbean. As a result of this effort, SOUTHCOM’s 2009 theater campaign 
plan includes 30 theater objectives, of which 22 are led by interagency 
partners with SOUTHCOM serving in a supporting role. SOUTHCOM also 
provides input into State’s regional strategic plans. Both SOUTHCOM and 
interagency partners told us that this coordination has helped ensure that 
SOUTHCOM and interagency partner strategic goals were mutually 


Commands Have Engaged 
Interagency Partners in 
Developing Strategies and 
Plans 


                                                                                                                                    
4
Guidance for Employment of the Force, May 2008. 
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reinforcing and has helped align activities and resources in achieving 
broad U.S. objectives. 


Figure 1: Partners from which SOUTHCOM Received Input during Development of 
the 2009 Theater Campaign Plan 


Source: Joint Operational War Plans Division, Joint Staff.
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Similarly, AFRICOM met with representatives from many agencies to gain 
interagency input into its theater campaign plan. We spoke with officials 
from State, USAID, and the U.S. Coast Guard who stated that they 
provided input into several additional strategy documents, including 
DOD’s Guidance for Employment of the Force and AFRICOM’s posture 
statement, and participated in activity planning meetings. Federal agency 
officials also noted progress in AFRICOM’s interagency coordination since 
its establishment. State officials said that AFRICOM had made 
improvements in taking their feedback and creating an environment that is 
conducive to cooperation across agencies. Similarly, USAID officials said 
that AFRICOM had improved its coordination with their agency at the 
USAID headquarters level. Notwithstanding this collaboration, AFRICOM 
officials told us that aligning strategies among partners can be difficult 
because of different planning horizons among agencies. For example, 
AFRICOM’s theater campaign plan covers fiscal years 2010 through 2014, 
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whereas the State/USAID strategic plan spans fiscal years 2007 through 
2012. 


While AFRICOM has collaborated with partners on overarching strategies, 
it has not yet completed some plans, which hinders planning and 
implementation efforts with partners. AFRICOM currently lacks regional 
engagement and country work plans for Africa, which are called for in its 
theater campaign plan and would provide specific information on 
conducting activities. One key requirement for the country work plans, for 
example, is to align them with embassy strategic plans to ensure unity of 
effort. Figure 2 shows AFRICOM’s plans in the context of national 
strategies, guidance, and other federal agencies’ planning efforts. 


Some AFRICOM Plans Remain 
Unfinished, Which Hinders 
Unity of Effort 
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Figure 2: AFRICOM Strategic Guidance and Plans 
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AFRICOM’s Army component stated that perhaps the greatest challenge to 
creating positive conditions in Africa is ensuring that U.S. defense efforts 
remain synchronized; if plans are not coordinated, their efforts could have 
unintended consequences, such as the potential for Africans to perceive 
the U.S. military as trying to influence public opinion in a region sensitive 
to the military’s presence. At the time we completed our audit work, 
AFRICOM’s regional plans had not been approved by the command, and 
the country plans were still in the process of being developed. Therefore, 
we recommended that the Secretary of Defense direct AFRICOM to 
expedite the completion of its plans and to develop a process whereby 
plans are reviewed on a recurring basis to ensure that efforts across the 
command are complementary, comprehensive, and supportive of 
AFRICOM’s mission.5 DOD agreed with our recommendation, stating that 
some of the plans are in the final stages of review and approval by 
AFRICOM’s leadership. 


Our preliminary work on U.S. counterpiracy efforts off the Horn of Africa 
shows that the United States has an action plan that serves as an 
overarching strategy and provides a framework for interagency 
collaboration, but roles and responsibilities have not been clearly 
assigned. The action plan establishes three main lines of action for 
interagency stakeholders, in collaboration with industry and international 
partners, to take in countering piracy. These actions are (1) prevent pirate 


attacks by reducing the vulnerability of the maritime domain to piracy; (2) 
interrupt and terminate acts of piracy, consistent with international law 
and the rights and responsibilities of coastal and flag states; and (3) ensure 


that those who commit acts of piracy are held accountable for their 


actions by facilitating the prosecution of suspected pirates by flag, victim, 
and coastal states and, in appropriate cases, the United States. 


U.S. Government Has Action 
Plan to Counter Piracy, but 
Agencies’ Roles and 
Responsibilities Are Not 
Clearly Defined 


                                                                                                                                    
5GAO-10-794. 
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Figure 3: Search and Seizure Team Boarding a Suspicious Boat in the Indian Ocean 


Source: U.S. Navy.


 
While piracy in the Horn of Africa region emanates primarily from 
Somalia, a country located within AFRICOM’s area of responsibility, most 
attacks are carried out in waters within U.S. Central Command’s 
jurisdiction. Outside DOD, many other stakeholders are involved in 
counterpiracy efforts. Specifically, the action plan states that, subject to 
the availability of resources, the Departments of State, Defense, Homeland 
Security, Justice, Transportation, and the Treasury and the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence shall also contribute to, coordinate, and 
undertake initiatives. Our preliminary work indicates that the National 
Security Council, which authored the plan, has not assigned the majority 
of tasks outlined in the plan to specific agencies. As of July 2010, only one 
task, providing an interdiction-capable presence, had been assigned to the 
Navy and Coast Guard. Roles and responsibilities for other tasks—such as 
strategic communications, disrupting pirate revenue, and facilitating 
prosecution of suspected pirates—have not been clearly assigned. Without 
specific roles and responsibilities for essential tasks outlined in the action 
plan, the U.S. government cannot ensure that agencies’ approaches are 
comprehensive, complementary, and effectively coordinated. 
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Commands Have 
Developed Structures to 
Facilitate Interagency 
Collaboration, but 
Organizational Challenges 
Remain at Both 
Commands 


SOUTHCOM and AFRICOM have developed organizational structures to 
facilitate interagency collaboration, but challenges include fully leveraging 
interagency personnel and maintaining the ability to organize quickly for 
large-scale military operations when necessary. 


 
 
 


Both commands have established key leadership positions for interagency 
officials within their organizational structures. In addition to a deputy 
military commander who oversees military operations, each command has 
a civilian deputy to the commander from State who oversees civil-military 
activities. At SOUTHCOM, the civilian deputy to the commander—a senior 
foreign service officer with the rank of Minister Counselor at State—
advises SOUTHCOM’s commander on foreign policy issues and serves as 
the primary liaison with State and with U.S. embassies located in 
SOUTHCOM’s area of responsibility. At AFRICOM, the civilian deputy to 
the commander directs AFRICOM’s activities related to areas such as 
health, humanitarian assistance, disaster response, and peace support 
operations. 


Commands Have Established 
Organizational Structures That 
Facilitate Interagency 
Collaboration 


Both commands have also embedded interagency officials throughout 
their organizations. As of June 2010, AFRICOM reported that it had 
embedded 27 interagency partners into its headquarters staff from several 
federal agencies (see table 1), and according to officials at AFRICOM and 
State, it plans to integrate five foreign policy advisors from State later this 
year. Moreover, DOD has signed memorandums of understanding with 
nine federal agencies to outline conditions for sending interagency 
partners to AFRICOM. As of July 2010, SOUTHCOM reported that it had 20 
embedded interagency officials (see table 1), with several placed directly 
into key senior leadership positions. SOUTHCOM has also created a 
partnering directorate, which among its responsibilities, has the role of 
embedding interagency personnel into the command. Decisions to embed 
interagency officials at SOUTHCOM are made on a case-by-case basis, 
with most agencies sending a representative to SOUTHCOM on a short-
term basis to discuss needs, roles, and responsibilities and to assess 
whether a full-time embedded official would be mutually beneficial. 
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Table 1: Reported Number of Embedded Interagency Personnel at AFRICOM and SOUTHCOM Headquarters 


Agency AFRICOM SOUTHCOM


Department of State 5 5


U.S. Agency for International Development  2 3


Department of Homeland Security 6 5


Office of the Director of National Intelligence 4 3


Department of Justice 3 4


Department of the Treasury 2 -


Department of Energy 1 -


National Security Agency 4 -


Total 27 20


Percentage of command’s headquarters staffa 2 3


Source: GAO presentation of SOUTHCOM and AFRICOM data. 


Note: Data from AFRICOM are as of June 2010. Data from SOUTHCOM are as of July 2010. 
a SOUTHCOM's total number of headquarters' personnel provided to us was approximate; thus, the 3 
percent in this table is also approximate. Further, percentages in this table have been rounded 


 
Both AFRICOM and SOUTHCOM have indicated that they currently do not 
have a specific requirement for the number of embedded interagency 
personnel at their commands but would benefit from additional personnel. 
However, limited resources at other federal agencies have prevented 
interagency personnel from participating in the numbers desired. In 
February 2009, we reported that AFRICOM initially expected to fill 52 
positions with personnel from other government agencies.6 However, 
State officials told us that they would not likely be able to provide 
employees to fill the positions requested by AFRICOM because they were 
already facing a 25 percent shortfall in midlevel personnel. Similarly, 
SOUTHCOM has identified the need for around 40 interagency personnel, 
but had only filled 20 of those positions as of July 2010. According to 
SOUTHCOM officials, it has taken about 3 years to fill its interagency 
positions because of lack of funding at the command or the inability of 
partners to provide personnel. Because many agencies have lim
personnel and resources, SOUTHCOM and its interagency partners have
on occasion, developed other means to gain stakeholder input and 
perspectives. For example, in lieu of embedding a Department of the 


ited 
, 


                                                                                                                                    
6GAO, Defense Management: Actions Needed to Address Stakeholder Concerns, Improve 


Interagency Collaboration, and Determine Full Costs Associated with the U.S. Africa 


Command, GAO-09-181 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 20, 2009). 
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Treasury (Treasury) official at the command, SOUTHCOM and Treas
decided that providing a local Treasury representative with access to the
command and establishing a memorandum of understanding would serve
to improve communication and coordination


ury 
 
 


 among the organizations. 


                                                                                                                                   


While embedding interagency personnel into a DOD command can be an 
effective means of coordination, interagency personnel serving at 
AFRICOM may not be fully leveraged for their expertise within the 
organization. AFRICOM officials told us that it is a challenge to determine 
where in the command to include interagency personnel. For example, an 
embedded interagency staff member stated that AFRICOM initially placed 
him in a directorate unrelated to his skill set, and he initiated a transfer to 
another directorate that would better enable him to share his expertise. 
Moreover, several embedded interagency officials said that there is little 
incentive to take a position at AFRICOM because it will not enhance one’s 
career position upon return to the original agency after the rotation. 


AFRICOM May Not Fully 
Leverage Expertise of 
Interagency Partners 


Difficulties with leveraging interagency personnel are not unique to 
AFRICOM. We have previously reported that personnel systems often do 
not recognize or reward interagency collaboration, which could diminish 
interest in serving in interagency efforts.7 AFRICOM officials said that it 
would be helpful to have additional interagency personnel at the 
command, but they understand that staffing limitations, resource 
imbalances, and lack of career progression incentives for embedded staff 
from other federal agencies may limit the number of personnel who can be 
brought in from these agencies. Despite challenges, AFRICOM has made 
some efforts that could improve interagency collaboration within the 
command, such as expanding its interagency orientation process. Last fall, 
the command conducted an assessment of the embedded interagency 
process to analyze successes and identify lessons learned, including 
recommendations on how to integrate interagency personnel into 
command planning and operations. In July 2010, AFRICOM stated that it 
had established an interagency collaborative forum to assess, prioritize, 
and implement the recommendations from the assessment. 


SOUTHCOM’s recent experience in responding to the Haiti earthquake 
serves as a reminder that while interagency collaboration is important in 
addressing security challenges, DOD’s commands must also be prepared 
to respond to a wide range of contingencies, including large-scale disaster 


Haiti Response Revealed 
Weaknesses in SOUTHCOM’s 
Organizational Structure 


 
7GAO-09-904SP.  
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relief operations. While our work found that SOUTHCOM has taken 
significant steps in building partnerships to enhance and sustain 
collaboration, the command faces challenges preparing for the divergent 
needs of its potential missions. SOUTHCOM must have an organizational 
structure that is prepared for military contingencies and that is also 
effective in supporting interagency partners in meeting challenges such as 
corruption, crime, and poverty. 


In 2008, SOUTHCOM developed an organizational structure to improve 
collaboration with interagency stakeholders, which included a civilian 
deputy to the vommander, interagency partners embedded into key 
leadership positions, and a directorate focused on sustaining partnerships. 
While SOUTHCOM’s organizational structure was designed to facilitate 
interagency collaboration, the 2010 Haiti earthquake response revealed 
weaknesses in this structure that initially hindered its efforts to conduct a 
large-scale military operation. For example, the command’s structure 
lacked a division to address planning for military operations occurring 
over 30 days to 1 year in duration. In addition, SOUTHCOM had 
suboptimized some core functions that were necessary to respond to 
large-scale contingencies. For example, SOUTHCOM’s logistics function 
was suboptimized because it was placed under another directorate in the 
organizational structure rather than being its own core function. As a 
result, the command had difficulty planning for the required logistics 
support—including supply, maintenance, deployment distribution, health 
support, and engineering—during the large-scale Haiti relief effort, which 
SOUTHCOM reported peaked at more than 20,000 deployed military 
personnel, about 2 weeks after the earthquake occurred (see fig. 4). 
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Figure 4: Reported Buildup of Military Forces Supporting Relief Efforts in Haiti as Part of Operation Unified Response in 
January 2010 


Source: SOUTHCOM.
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According to command officials, SOUTHCOM was able to integrate 
additional interagency and international partners into its headquarters as 
Haiti relief operations grew in scale; however, the command had not 
identified the military personnel augmentation required for a large 
contingency nor had it developed a plan to integrate military personnel 
into its headquarters structure. Ultimately, SOUTHCOM received 500 
military augmentees to provide additional capabilities to its existing 
command staff of about 800, including an entire staff office from U.S. 
Northern Command, filling vital gaps in SOUTHCOM’s ability to support 
operations in Haiti. However, augmented military personnel were not 
familiar with SOUTHCOM’s organizational structure and did not initially 
understand where they could best contribute because many of the 
traditional joint staff functions were divided among SOUTHCOM’s 
directorates. To address these challenges, SOUTHCOM’s commander 
returned the command to a traditional joint staff structure while retaining 


Page 14 GAO-10-962T   







 


 


 


 


elements from its 2008 reorganization and plans to retain this structure for 
the foreseeable future. 8 


Our report made recommendations aimed at improving SOUTHCOM’s 
ability to conduct the full range of military missions that may be required 
in the region, while balancing its efforts to support interagency partners in 
enhancing regional security and cooperation.9 DOD acknowledged the 
challenges it had faced and agreed with our recommendations. In its 
response, the department noted that SOUTHCOM’s ability to respond to 
the Haiti crisis quickly was in part a by-product of close, collaborative 
relationships developed with a range of U.S. government interagency 
partners over many years. 


AFRICOM Staff Could 
Benefit from More 
Comprehensive Training or 
Guidance on Working with 
Interagency Officials in 
Africa 


AFRICOM, as a relatively new command engaged in capacity-building 
efforts, has emphasized the need to work closely with U.S. embassies to 
ensure that activities are consistent with U.S. foreign policy and to 
contribute to a unity of effort among interagency partners (see fig. 5). In 
addition, the command has designated cultural awareness as a core 
competency for its staff. However, we found that some AFRICOM staff 
have limited knowledge about working with U.S. embassies and about 
cultural issues in Africa, and the training or guidance available to augment 
personnel expertise in these areas is limited. While AFRICOM has efforts 
under way to strengthen staff expertise in these areas, the limited 
knowledge among some staff puts AFRICOM at risk of being unable to 
fully leverage resources with U.S. embassy personnel, build relationships 
with African nations, and effectively carry out activities. 


                                                                                                                                    
8The traditional joint staff headquarters organization generally includes directorates for 
manpower and personnel (J1), intelligence (J2), operations (J3), logistics (J4), plans (J5), 
communications system (J6), as well as additional directorates as deemed necessary.  


9GAO-10-801. 
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Figure 5: AFRICOM Staff Work with Interagency and International Partners at a 
Pandemic Response Exercise in Uganda in 2009 


Source: GAO.


 
AFRICOM emphasizes the importance of collaborating with its interagency 
partners, but some personnel’s limited knowledge of working with U.S. 
embassies can impose burdens on embassies’ staff who may be taken 
away from their assigned duties to help AFRICOM. For example, a U.S. 
embassy official in Uganda stated that AFRICOM personnel arrived in 
country with the expectations that the embassy would take care of basic 
cultural and logistical issues for them. Also, AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa 
task force personnel have, at times, approached the Djiboutian 
government ministries directly with concepts for activities rather than 
following the established procedure of having the U.S. embassy in Djibouti 
initiate the contact. Additionally, while cultural awareness is a core 
competency for AFRICOM, the limited knowledge of some personnel in 
the command and its military service components regarding Africa 
cultural issues has occasionally led to difficulties in building relationships 
with African nations—such as when AFRICOM’s task force distributed 
used clothing to local Djibouti villagers during Ramadan, which offended 
the Muslim population, or proposed drilling a well without considering 
how its placement could affect local clan relationships. 
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While AFRICOM personnel and forces deploying for activities receive 
some training on working with interagency partners and on African 
cultural awareness—and efforts are under way to increase training fo
some personnel—our review of training presentations indicated that they 
were insufficient to adequately build the skills of its staff. AFRICOM 
officials told us that training includes Web courses and seminars, and that
there are other training requirements for personnel deploying to Africa 
such as medical and cultural awareness training. Officials said, 
that while training is encouraged, it is not required, and that the comm
does not currently monitor the completion of training c


r 


 


however, 
and 


ourses. 
Furthermore, officials from several AFRICOM components voiced a 


 was 


ect 
hat 


 


g to 
r 


and 
personnel have expressed the need for more opportunities to improve 


eir understanding of working in an interagency environment. 


 concludes my prepared remarks. I would be pleased to 
respond to any questions you or other Members of the Subcommittee may 


                                                                                                                                   


preference for more cultural training and capabilities.  


In our prior work on AFRICOM’s Horn of Africa task force, we similarly 
reported that the task force’s training on working with U.S. embassies
not shared with all staff, and cultural awareness training was limited.10 We 
recommended, and DOD agreed, that the Secretary of Defense dir
AFRICOM to develop comprehensive training guidance or a program t
augments assigned personnel’s understanding of African cultural 
awareness and working with interagency partners. In addition, in our 
report on AFRICOM released today, we recommended that the Secretary 
of Defense direct AFRICOM, in consultation with State and USAID, to 
develop a comprehensive training program for staff and forces involved in
AFRICOM activities that focuses on working with interagency partners 
and on cultural issues related to Africa.11 DOD agreed with the 
recommendation, describing some efforts that AFRICOM was taking and 
stating that the command will continue to develop and conduct trainin
improve its ability to work with embassies and other agencies. While ou
work on SOUTHCOM did not focus on workforce training, comm


th


 
Mr. Chairman, this


have at this time. 


 


 


10GAO, Defense Management: DOD Needs to Determine the Future of Its Horn of Africa 


Task Force, GAO-10-504 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 15, 2010).  


11GAO-10-794. 
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For future information regarding this statement, please contact John H. 
Pendleton at (202) 512-3489 or pendletonj@gao.gov. Contact points for our 
Offices of Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the 
last page of this statement. Key contributors to this statement are listed in 
appendix I. 
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