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Preface 

This report is an explanation of how the DoD Programming System 

operates and also is an evaluation of the effectiveness of this System. 

The research effort was conceived originally to be an evaluation 

of the DoD Programming System as a management control system and its 

impact on the Air Force Program Directors. To fairly evaluate this 

aspect of the System, personal interviews were conducted in six major 

System Program Offices were visited in the various Divisions of AF 

Systems Command. These programs were:  F-lll, C-l4l, MOL, Minuteman II, 

kl6h and U66L, Interviews were also made of personnel in Division, 

AF Systems Command and Hq. USAF as well as personnel in the Office of 

the Secretary of Defense, including Mr. Charles J. Hitch, founder of 

the System. During our investigations, it became apparent that there 

was a vast lack of knowledge of what the DoD Programming System was or 

what it was to do. 

Our major objective became one of explaining each aspect of the 

System; planning, programming, and budgeting. This was done chrono- 

logically by describing past procedures and the impact of this one 

overlaid on the previous procedures.  It should be noted that the pre- 

vious procedures were not replaced.  We have not intended to describe 

how the DoD Programming System should operate, but rather how it was 

intended to operate and how it actually operates. As the various facets 

of the System were brought into focus, several problem areas were found 

to exist. These areas were investigated, data collected, analyzed and 
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presented in Chapter V. As can be expected when new procedures are 

imposed on an organization as complex as the Department of Defense one 

could expect some difficulties to occur. Surprisingly, the System works 

better than any previous one, but we have concluded that in large measure 

it is the people at Air Staff that are resolving the inconsistencies and 

making it work in the Air Force. 

We realize that in em evaluation of such a complex procedure as the 

DoD Programming System, the analyses are never as complete as would be 

desired. However, the conclusions and recommendations are considered 

to be valid since they are based on data and information obtained 

directly from key officials at various levels who are daily involved 

in program system management. 

In conducting this research study, we have gained a deeper under- 

standing of problems and underlying issues that directly influence the 

effectiveness of an Air Force manager to perform his tasks. It is our 

hope that we have succeeded in conveying this insight to the reader. 

We would like to acknowledge our indebtedness to those many busy 

dedicated managers throughout the Air Force and the Office of the 

Secretary of Defense with whom we had the privilege of discussing the 

various aspects of the DoD Programming System and to commend them for 

their professional attitude and willingness to objectively discuss 

their problems. 

We wish to acknowledge the advice and support we received from our 

advisors Colonel Jack Coleman, formerly Professor and Head, Department 

of Systems Management, School of Engineering, and Lt. Colonel Troy H. 

Jones, Jr., Associate Professor of Logistics, Head, Department of Cost 

and Economic Analysis, Systems and Logistics.  We also wish to 
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acknowledge our appreciation for the support we received from our able 

typist, Mrs. Lou Ann Mulvaney and from our long-suffering wives whose 

encouragement and understanding enabled us to devote the attention to 

this subject that it deserves. 

Stewart D. Hawkins 

Paul Robert Miller 

Paul A. Cameron, Jr. 
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Abstract 

The DoD Programming System was introduced in 1961-62 by Secretary 

McNamara to integrate the planning-programming-budgeting phases of 

Defense decision-making.    This report is an explanation of how the 

System operates and an evaluation of it, using as a standard Msic 

management principles.    This System provides for planning and program- 

ming to be conducted on a mission oriented basis and for the overall 

review of the services programs.    It is k\ more effective methrd of 

Defense management than was previously used.    Current problems with the 

DoD Programming System however have caused OSD to be pre-occupied with 

detailed management of short- and mid-range goals to the detriment of 

long-range planning and general policy guidance. 

vm 
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DOD PROGRAMMING SYSTEM 

AN EXPLANATION AND EVALUATION 

I. Introduction 

The initial requirement for the DoD Progranming System was stated 

by Secretary of Defense Robert S. McMamara in his annual Department of 

Defense (DoD) report to the President in 1961. In this report Secretary 

McNamara stated: 

Unless defenso planning, programming, and budgeting are 

all in step, we risk the waste of our national resources and 

might even endanger our national security. The development 

of procedures to meet this requirement was made one of the 

major objectives of the 1961 management review, and respon- 

sibility for the task was assigned to the Assistant Secretary 

of Defense (Comptroller). 

The new procedures will be keyed to the manner in which 

decisions are made by program in accordance with military 

missions. They will relate costs to weapon systems and 

tasks, provide the data necessary to assess properly the 

cost and effectiveness of alternative programs, and project 

«he cost of both the approved and the proposed programs 5 

or 6 years into the future .... 

The new procedures, based on the substantial improve- 

ments made over recent years in the financial management of 

the Department of Defense, will supplement, not replace, 

the traditional structure (Ref 3^:23)• 

Based on this requirement, the Programming System was developed 

and implemented by CSD in 1962. 
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Purpose 

The objectives of this report are  to explain the DoD Programming 

System and to evaluate the effectiveness of the system as a management 

tool in the weapons acquisition process. 

A comprehensive knowledge of the system and how it functions is an 

essential prerequisite for an effective program manager.    The basic 

concepts and objectives are discussed in relation to each other to 

enable the program manager to gain this necessary unaerstanding. 

The effectiveness of the DoD Programming System is of vital con- 

cern to top managers at all levels within the Department of Defense and 

also to many government officials.    This concern is evidenced in their 

many statements of praise and criticism about  this System,     An analyses 

of the attributes and deficiencies of this management system are pre- 

sented :n this paper. 

Scope 

The DoD Programming System js a very broad and complicated manage- 

ment system.    This report highlights its interactions with the Budg- 

etary process as it relates to the Department of the Air Force.    Since 

studies of this nature are  time limited,   the following areas were 

specifically excluded as not significantly affecting the conclusions 

reached. 

1. Analyses of the DoD Programming System have been confined to 

the internal relationships of  the Government.    No effort has 

been made towards analyzing the impact  that this system has 

on American industry. 

2. The current organization of DoD,  the authority of Congress and 

OSD,  and  the concepts of systems management have not been 
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analyzed. 

3. This study has been limited to the weapons system acquisition 

process within AF Systems Command, USAF and OSD,  Time limita- 

tions precluded investigation of the US Army or Navy implemen- 

tation of the DoD Programming System, however, findings 

applicable to USAF will in general be equally applicable to 

the other services. 

k,    A representative sample of kej* personnel at each major level 

were selected for interview. The opinions of those interviewed 

have been used in the study only where common agreement or 

definite trends were evidenced. 

Approach 

To accomplish the purposes outlined,  the following approach wa^ 

taken: 

1. Research was conducted to determine the environment that lead 

to the development of the DoD Programming System.    This infor- 

mation also was helpful in describing and explaining its 

operation.    During this research,  it was  found that a definite 

gap existed between planning/programming and budgeting.    Since 

each have different histories, these topics are discussed 

separately.    This method of presentation will help to clarify 

some of the misunderstanding that exists regarding the DoD 

Programming System, 

2. A research was made in current management literature to esta- 

blish a frame of reference  from which to evaluate  the DoD 

Programming System as an effective management tool.    This also 

was used as a point of departure from which to form interview 

questions. 

3. Quantitative data was collected to assess the following: 

a. The degree of control exercised by OSD. 

b. The timeliness of decision-making in the Programming 

System. 
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c.    The Air Force implementation of the Prograsmiiag System. 

k»    Each of the problem areas or reported deficiencies were 

separately analyzed.    The results of these analyses were then 

evaluated using the previously established management criteria. 

Methodogy 

Research. The first phase of this study consisted of reviewing 

the books, periodicals and special reports available in the Wright- 

Patterson Air Force Base Libraries relating to both management and 

control. Defense Documentation Agency files were searched for reports 

applicable to the DoD Programming System and to Defense Budgeting.  AF 

Instructions sind OSD Directives were examined that prescribed the pro- 

cedures of this System. Since RAND personnel have been closely 

associated with this concept from its inception a visit was made to 

their offices to obtain their comments and latest reports. 

Since this Programming System is in the implementation phases the 

best and most authoritative sources proved to be special management 

reports and recent speeches made by key OSD personnel. Another valuable 

source of information were the Hearings before the Congressional 

Committees for Defense Appropriations and Armed Services. 

Interviews.  Field trips were made to talk first hand with Air 

Force and OSD managers who are working daily with the Programming 

System. Realizing that all Air Force programs could not be visited, 

one or two of the major programs in each of the four AF Systems 

Command's Divisions were selected and 26 system program office per- 

sonnel were interviewed. These people were either System Program 

Directors (SPD) or members of his staff directly involved in the 

Programming System data requirements.  From this management level. 
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interviews were made in progressive step3 at Division, Systems Command, 

USAF and OSD, culminating in an interview with Assistant Secretary of 

Defense Charles J. Hitch, founder of the Programming System. Hence, an 

assessment has been made of the viewpoints of the participants at all 

levels of the Department of Defense. Appendix H lists the offices 

visited and the types of questions that were asked during the interview. 

Quantitative Data. Data was selected that would also allow a 

quantitative evaluation of the Programming System. This information 

was in the form of number of Program Change Proposals (PCP's) submitted 

in Cys 1963 and 196^, the approval time and the time in OSD. Also 

dollar values of changes requested by the AF and the amounts approved 

by Secretary of Defense. The number of reprogrammings, their time 

cycle and dollar amounts, were also obtained for FY 1964 and I965. Most 

of this data was obtained in the Air Staff and the Office of the 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller). 

Organization of Report 

The management pressures and political influences leading up to 

the present DoD Programming System are presented in Chapter II. Since 

19^7, the need for an integrated DoD management approach became in- 

creasingly apparent to both the Executive Branch and Legislative 

leaders. The stage was set for chcnge. In 1961, the new Secretary of 

Defense, Robert S. McNamara, implemented the concepts developed during 

the late 1950's. 

In Chapter III, a description of the planning and programming of 

DoD resources is presented and the key link between them is discussed. 

The planning and programming phases are related to the annual budget 
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schedule. Particular attention has been given to explain those aspects 

of the system most frequently misunderstood. A knowledge of the current 

procedures which are presented in this chapter, is necessary for an 

adequate understanding of the DoD Programming System. 

Chapter IV contains a description and explanation of the DoD annual 

budget procedures. This chapter is intended to lay a foundation of 

understanding as to how the budget system is tied to the planning-pro- 

gramraing phases as well as the calendar. It highlights one of the major 

problems of the DoD Programming System, namely, the difficulty of trans- 

forming program elements into appropriation line items. 

An analysis and evaluation of the planning-programming-budgeting 

phases of defense resources is made in Chapter V. In the first section, 

general management criteria is defined to provide the framework on 

which the analyses are based. The significant accomplishments of the 

DoD Programming System are presented in the second section. In the 

third, specific problem areas are examined. Each problem is identified 

and brief comments on its background are presented. An hypothesis 

is developed and factual data are analyzed before a conclusion is 

reached. 

The conclusions and recommendations are presented in Chapter VI. 

Also included is a summary of the major accomplishments of the System 

and the problems remaining to be solved. Recommendations are offered 

as ways of improving the DoD Programming System. 

Appendix A contains a glossary of many terms that have taken on 

unique definitions as they apply to the planning-programming-budgeting 

process. 
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II.  Evolution of DoD Programming System 

The planning and budgeting of the defense resources for the United 

States has been performed by two distinct groups of people. The 

planning was developed by the military strategists and the budgeting 

established by the Administration and the Congress, The War and Navy 

Departments shared the burden of these functions ever since the estab- 

lishment of the Department of the Navy in 1798. Over the yeprs, the 

degree of cooperative planning between the Departments neve- resolved 

their differing concepts of defense. Within each, the planning and 

budgeting functions remained separated with little effort to relate 

them. 

Passage of the National Security Act of 19^7 did little to change 

the relationships of these functions. The Secretary of Defense now 

obtained three independent plans from the Array, Navy and Air Force that 

were completely unrelated to a politically acceptable budget. The 

difficulties arising from this method of management is described by 

Dr, A, Enthoven as follows: 

It (the pre-196l system) had several important defects, 

perhaps the most important of which was the almost complete 

separation between planning and decision-making on weapon 

systems and forces, on the one hand, and budgeting on the 

other , , , ,  In other words, the long-range plans for 

weapon systems, forces, and all of their supporting elements 

were made by the Services on the basis of their estimates of 

the forces required to assure our national security. 

Generally speaking, costs wer«i not introduced systematically. 
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either to test the feasibility of the whole program or for 

purposes of evaluating the efficiency of the allocation. 

Budgeting, on the other hand, had as its point of de- 

parture the guideline dollar totals laid down by the Admin- 

istration and based on estimates of the burden the economy 

could or should bear. Tlie result was a gap. The "required 

forces" always cost much more than the Administration and 

the Congress were willing to pay. The process by which the 

conflicting interests were resolved was unsystematic and 

wasteful because it led to unbalanced programs. 

Furthermore, the Secretary of Defense did not receive 

adequate cost data. The budgetary systen identified cost 

by objeat classes—Procurement, Military Personnel, Instal- 

lations, etc.—the inputs to the Defense Department, rather 

than by weapon systems and forces, such as B-52 wings and 

Army divisions, which are the tangible outputs of the Depart- 

ment .... Moreover, cost data were presented and financial 

management was conducted at the Defense Department level on 

a year-at-a-time basis. The full time-phased costs of the 

proposed forces were not presented to the Secretary of De- 

fense.  Because the costs of most programs are small in their 

first years, this led to the starting of many programs that 

could not be completed at anything like existing budget 

levels. Although a certain amount of this is a desirable 

hedge against uncertainty, it is clear that there were a 

great many wasteful stretch-outs and cancellations of pro- 

grams that would not have been started if the costs of all 

of the approved programs had been anticipated (Ref 36:3« 5)« 

The Secretary of Defense merely divided the total defense budget 

among the three services and allowed the expenditure to be the sole 

concern of each Department. There was no overview by the OSD to avoid 

undesirable duplication or to evaluate the array of weapons development 

for possible gaps in our defense posture. 
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This disjointed method of operation was able to function in an era 

wheie weapons development changed slowly. 1«, became apparent in the 

early 1930*8 that DoD should be integrating the strategic plans of all 

the Services. The joint task forces used in the South Pacific theater 

during World War II were again formed during the Korean police action. 

These joint operations proved their value and demonstrated the tradi- 

tional military service roles were no longer independent. Similar 

inter-service aspects of procurement and development were established. 

Weapons and supplies procured by one service were being furnished to 

the others. The benefits gained from these liaisons were effectively 

eroding the inter-service barriers. 

Another strong influence for improved integrated planning was ris- 

ing costs incurred during the acquisition of new weapons. The technical 

complexity of components and their integration into a sophisticated 

system could not long permit the independent selection of these programs 

for development by the services. 

While the budget was controlled by OSD, the military planning weis 

being performed by the services. Both the planning and budget were 

being prepared for submission on a yearly basis with some definition of 

the future operational units visualized. The DoD budget submitted to 

Congress was a combination of the three services requirements listed in 

order of priority. The assembled document presented the requirements 

by areas with all common items like Military Construction mixed to- 

gether. This prevented the Congressional Committees from being able to 

determine the adequacy of defense planning or the weapons balance 

between the services. 



GSM/SM/65-5 

In 1955-56♦ the first Joint Strategic Objective Plan (JSOP) was 

prepared with each service submitting their objectives to the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff (JCS). The JCS were to review and integrate the pro- 

posed plans and present to OSD the integrated requirements for major 

forces for the next five years. Since each Joint Chief resisted accept- 

ing compromises relating to his service's objectives, the JSOP, which 

was forwarded to the Secretary of Defense, was a compilation of each 

sprvices projected desires. As a planning document, the JSOP was of 

little value. Its total re luirements far exceeded budgetary expecta- 

tions. Therefore, the submittal of the JSOP was a yearly exercise but 

generally ignored. 

Failure to formulate unified strategic plans that could be trans- 

lated into rational budgets and the successful launching of Sputnik I, 

resulted in legislative action. The National Security Act was amended, 

in 1958, based on the premise that future military engagements would 

involve the concentrated efforts of all services. To accomplish this. 

Unified Corraands were created bu to counterbalance this centralization 

of military authority these commands were to be placed directly under a 

civilian leader, namely the Secretary of Defense. Further, the Secre- 

tary's responsibilities were extended to include the research and 

development area, A new OSD position. Director, Defense Research and 

engineering was established to "direct and control" activities needing 

centralized management (Ref ^1:18^). 

The intent of these 1958 amendments was emphasized by President 

Eisenhower: 

. . . complete unity in our strategic planning and basic 

operational direction /is a vital necessity/.  It is 

10 



1 
GSM/SM/65-5 « 

therefore mandatory that the initiative for this planning 

and direction rest not with the separate services but 

directly with the Secretary of Defense and his operational 

advisors, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, assisted by such staff 

organization as they deem necessary. 

No military task is of greater important than the 

development of strategic plans which relate our revolu- 

tionary new weapons and force deployments to national 

security objectives. Genuine unity is indispensable at 

this starting point. No amount of subsequent coordination 

can eliminate duplication or doctrinal conflicts which are 

intruded into the first shaping of military programs 

(Ref 26:22). 

The need for change was recognized by the Air Force in the early 

1950^ and the RAND Corporation was encouraged to investigate the 

federal planning and budgeting methods. At the same time, the Air 

Force concepts of developing weapon systems underwent a change. The 

acquisition effort was consolidated into a program which encompassed 

far more than the procurement of components of hardware. This approach 

was to ensure the placing in the field of a fully operational weapon 

system and to avoid having an aircraft grounded because of insufficient 

spares or proper ground equipment to maintain it (Ref 2:2-3). 

The RAND studies in this area were summarized by Hitch and McKean 

in The Economics of Defense in the Nuclear Age published in I960, This 

publication proposed an entirely new concept for establishing the 

requirements and cost for defense. It described orderly procedures 

for determining alternative means of attaining strategic objectives and 

establishing the corresponding budgetary requirements. Thus, the need 

for change was established. Secretary of Defense was granted the 

1 
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necessary authority and the tools for accomplishing and implementing 

the chrnge had been developed. 

Initial System 

In January 1961, President Kennedy instructed the newly appointed 

Secretary of Defense to: 

1. Develop the force structure necessary to our military 

requiren. rts  without regard to arbitrary budget ceilings. 

2. Procure and o^. 'ate this force at the lowest possible 

cost (Ref 50:^). 

In carrying out these instructions Defense Secretary McNamara 

defined his philosophy of management: 

"I see my position here as being that of a leader, not a judge," 

he told a reporter in 1961. Again, in a 1963 television appearance, he 

explained that "he thought the judicial concept of top management was 

too passive. I don't believe that. My own strong belief is a manager 

should be an aggressive leader, an active leader, asking questions, 

suggesting alternatives, proposing objectives . . ." (Ref k5:ll8~S), 

To actively manage DoD, the Secretary wanted the defense effort in 

terms of broad missions, all weapons applicable to a specific mission 

would be a program element of that program. Seven Programs were orig- 

inally identified; Strategic Retaliatory Forces, Central War Defensive 

Forces, Sealift-Airlift Forces, General Purpose Forces, Reserve and 

Guard Forces, Research and Development and General Support. 

Each of these Programs contains program elements for each of the 

three services. Program I, Strategic Retaliatory Forces, for example, 

includes as program elements the Air Force B-52 and the Navy POLARIS. 

In this manner, the program structure could now be examined in a 

12 
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mission-oriented rather than a service-oriented fashion. Kach program 

element was costed for not only the current year but also for an addi- 

tional five years and the force structure for eight years. It was with 

this approach that the new planning-progranming-budgeting structure was 

started. The programming portion was designed to bridge the gap between 

the planning and budgeting functions. There were five major aspects to 

this management system, which were: 

1. A program structure in terms of missions, forces, and 

weapon and support systems. 

2. The analytical comparisons of alternatives. 

3. A continually updated five-year force structure and 

financial program. 

k.    Related year-round decision-making on new programs and 

changes. 

5. Progress-reporting to test the validity and administration 

of the plan (Ref 36:10). 

It was envisioned that the annual budget preparation would be only 

an increment of a longer range plan. 

The approved Five Year Force otructure and Financial Program 

(FYFS&FP) was the unified DoD plan, one that integrated each service's 

contribution to defense rather than an aggregation of separate service 

plans.  It was anticipated that the FYFS&FP would be responsive to the 

political and technical changes uhat occurred. As these revisions or 

updatings were identified, the services would submit a document called 

the Program Change Proposal (PC?) through their Service Secretary to 

OSD for consideration. These PCHs were to be submitted at anytime 

to assure the FYFS&FP would always be current. The initial methods 

13 
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were titled the Program Change Proposal System. Its procedures were 

described by Secretary McNamara as follows: 

The program change procedure went into effect last July 

and, up until the time the budget estimates were submitted in 

early October, several hundred program change proposals were 

received« These program changes would have added about S^O 

billion to the previously approved 196^-6? program base. The 

sizeable sums requested were by no means unexpected, inasmuch 

as we had eliminated the arbitrary budget ceilings which had 

been used prior to 196l. 

The program change procedure has unquestionably increased 

the workload on the Office of the Secretary of Defense, but I 

was particularly anxious that nothing should be done to dis- 

courage the military departments from submitting any program 

change they felt was necensary for the defense of the Nation. 

This was consistent with President Kennedy's instructions to 

me to: l) Develop the force structure necessary to meet our 

military requirements without regard to arbitrary budget 

ceilings, and 2) procure and operate this force at the lowest 

possible cost. 

The total of the fiscal year I96V programs and budgets 

submitted by the services and defense agencies amounted to 

467 billion. All of the budgets were carefully reviewed 

jointly by the budget examiners of my office and the Bureau 

of the Budget, as has  been the custom in the past. The 

analyses resulting from this leview were forwarded to me for 

decision. In consultation with our principal advisors, Mr. 

Gilpatnc and I then thoroughly reviewed all of the outstand- 

ing issues. Our decisions were transmitted to th<-i  respective 

services and, in the final step of our review, outstanding 

differences were resolved. As a result of this review, we 

were able to reduce the approximately 367  billion requested 

by the services to the total of l»53»7 billion in new obliga- 

tional authority recommended in the President's budget 

(Ref 51:89). 
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A further discussion of the concepts and attributes of the Program 

Change Proposal System were stated by Mr. Novick: 

A major motivation in establishing the Program Change 

Proposal System was th^t the cost of approved programs be 

kept within the approved limits. Program decision-making 

would be limited in validity if, in fact, actual costs 

exceeded the levels upon which approvals had been based, 

as had happened frequently in the past. Advance authoriza- 

tion for any cost variances from the approved levels would 

now be required. This would make it clear that, in the 

Secretary's words, "a reliable cost estimate is an important 

factor and that those sponsoring the system are expected to 

personally assume responsibility for the accuracy of that 

cost estimate" (Pef 5u:38). 

The Program Change Proposal System represents the first 

effort by the Department of Defense to establish a general 

mechanism other than the annual budget for programming, 

decision-making, and control (Ref 1^:1, 2). Its adoption 

provided the Department of Defense with a more methodical 

and systematic procedure for making major program decisions, 

and has proven to b*4 a significant contribution in the man- 

agement of the Department of Defense. The system occupies 

a key position in program budgeting in the Department of 

Defense. Through it, additions, deletions, or modifications 

to the approved five-year program can be introduced and 

acted upon at any time. 

The PC? system contains a number of important features 

in addition to providinf a means for continuously revised 

prograrming and budgeting. It assists in maintaining at 

all times sin ap^rvved force and financial plan projected over 

a span of five years. Where previously the traditional 

budget cycle had the effect of holding up programming de- 

cisions until periodic budget reviews, it was now possible 

for a service's major program proposals to be prepared and 

submitted for Secretary of Defense approval without regard 



GSM/SM/65-5 

to the annual budget cycle. In practice, however, consider- 

able accumulation still persists in order to have programs 

approved and funded within the budget year. Nevertheless, 

through the Program Change Proposal System and the Five-Year 

Force and Financial Plan, a mechanism is provided for free- 

ing program decisions from the annual budget cycles 

(Ref 36:21, 22). 

Recent Changes 

During the first year of operation it became apparent that the 

voxume of PCP's was far greater than had been anticipated. The work 

involved in evaluating the PCP's was also underestimated. The OSD staff 

in performing theiL* evaluation examined the costs of the alternatives 

proposed and also conducted their own cost-effectiveness studies as welL 

In these early PCP's, the data often would be incomplete and the alter- 

natives presented poorly prepared. The need for additional data as well 

as the time to evaluate became a factor in the accumulation of a large 

number of PCP's in OSD waiting for the decision-making process to be 

completed. 

There was another important factor that also affected the respon- 

siveness of the process. The processing of individual PCP's as they 

were received could not be handled as isolated cases since a change in 

one. program element in say the Strategic Retaliatory Forces would have 

an impact on other program elements. For example, PCP's on P0LA3IS, 

Minuteman and B-52 fleet should be reviewed in context with each other. 

Since PCP's were submitted on most of the program elements sometime 

during the year, the assessment of individual changes would cause re- 

views of the entire Program several times each year. These forces 

impeded the decision-making process and caused the piling up of 

16 
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PCP's. However, budget preparation could not be delayed while these 

reviews were being completed. Rather the need for these decisions in 

order to construct a meaningful budget became apparent. So instead of 

making decisions independent of the budget cycle,, the PCP decisions 

were forced into phase with it. Even though some PCP's are approved 

during the year, an annual review of all major programs is necessary 

prior to the finalization of the next year's budget. 

It was believed that the annual budget could quickly be prepared 

from the data in the FYTS&FP. But this was not practicable for two 

reasons. Since many decisions were being delayed, the FYFS&FP was not 

up to date. Also, the FYFS&FP only  reflected those programs that were 

approved and there had to be an annual review of the entire force 

structure in light of the changing political and technical requirements 

to anticipate the introduction of new programs to keep the defense 

posture in proper balance. The first approach was to accept the 

annually submitted JSOP as the criteria for this review. But as pre- 

viously mentioned, this document did not reflect the depth of thinking 

that OSb  desired. After the Secretary's review of the JSOP he issued a 

Tentative Force Guidance (TFG) document. This document was to be used 

for costing out the next year's requirements. Each service and the JCS 

contributed to its preparation and had the right to reclama any 

guidance with which they disagree. These instructions were issued for 

the first tit e in 1962 • nd were published several weeks late. This 

late start and the process of costing and submitting of reclamas that 

In  turn required decisions before the final budget could be assembled, 

inevitably delayed the budget preparation and timely submittal to the 

17 
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President. Several improvements were then incorporated to reduce the 

hectic and frenetic effort required at the last minute. 

During the processing of the annual PCP's, some of them were only 

required for costing of decisions already reached and were primarily of 

a bookkeeping nature. Therefore, a Simplified PCP was designed to 

reduce the effort required for these bookkeeping changes. 

In addition, the quality of the JSOP was emphasized. The JCS was 

expected to carefully prepare a completely integrated objective plan 

that would reflect their best judgments of the requirements of the 

United States defense posture for the next five to eight years. Prior 

to the preparation of the JSOP, requirements studies have to be started 

in the fall of the previous year. The stress placed on these studies by 

the Secretary of Defense is reflected in his Memorandum dated 23 

December 1964, to the JCS and Secretaries of the Military Departments: 

My memorandum of June 6, 1964 indicated a need for better 

synchronization of requirements studies with the programming 

cycle for 1965» It is requested, therefore, that to the 

extent feasible either interim or final reports on studies 

now in process be completed in time to be of use in prepar- 

ing or reviewing JSOP-70; and that new studies be scheduled 

to provide timely inputs to future JSOP's and force reviews 

(Ref 34:1). 

With the improvement in the JSOP which includes an array of alter- 

natives, OSD can logically make decisions relative to the force 

structure and budget plan. Recently, several functional reviews were 

conducted which represented a new method of examining an area that is 

common to several Programs and to several services. An example is the 

Command, Control and Communications area. A comprehensive appraisal is 

made to evaluate each group or organizations occupied in one of these 
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related activities. Such an appraisal can assure that they are being 

managed in a consistant manner, identify unnecessary duplication, deter- 

mine the logistic burden and critically review the research and develop- 

ment effort being sponsored by each of the groups. This functional 

review is compiled in the form of a PGP for review and approval of the 

recommended changes. Such reviews require approximately a year to 

complete. During this review period, independently generated PCP's in 

this area must be considered in consonance with the total appraisal and 

hence could be unduly delayed. In 1964, the title was changed to DoD 

Programming System. However, the basic concepts have not been altered 

but have only adjusted the System to be more responsive to real life. 

Considerable credit must be given to those responsible for the success- 

ful implementation of this Programming System in such a short time. 

Some understanding of the broad impact that this System has had can be 

grasped by examining Figure 1. The overall accomplishments achieved 

were summed by Assistant Secretary of Defense Charles J. Hitch: 

Thus, we have provided for the Secretary of Defense and 

his principal military and civilian advisors a system which 

brings together at one place and at one time all of the 

relevant information which they nted to make sound decisions 

on the forward program and to control the execution of that 

program. And we have provided the necessary flexibility in 

the form of a program change control system. Now, for the 

first time the largest business in the world has a compre- 

hensive Defense Department-wide plan that extends more than 

one year into the future. And it is a realistic and 

responsive one--programming not only the forces, but also 

the men, equipment, supplies, installations, and budget 

dollars required to support them. Budgets are in balance 

with programs, programs with force requirements, force 
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requirements with military missions, and military missions 

with national security objectives. And the total budget 

dollars required by the plan for future years do not 

exceed the Secretary's responsible opinion of rfhat is 

necessary and feasible. 

With this management tool at his command, the Secretary 

of Defense is now in a position to carry out the responsi- 

bilities assigned to him by the National Security Act, namely, 

to exercise "direction, authority, and control over the 

Department of Defense"—and without another major reorgani- 

zation of the Defense establishment (Ref 26:53-^)• 

Summary 

Management pressures and political influences led to the formula- 

tion of a new management system in the Department of Defense,    In I96I- 

62, Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara introduced a system to 

integrate the planning-prograraming-budgeting phases of defense decision- 

making.    While the basic concepts have not changed,  some adjustments 

were necessary: 

1. Prior to the preparation of the budget an annual compre- 

hensive review of the FYFS&FP is now required aside from 

the review of program changes made on a continuous basis. 

2. The annual budget is based on the JSOP and TFG rather 

than compiled from the FYFS&FP. 

3. Simplified PCP's, which require less effort, have been 

implemented to handle minor changes and adjustments to 

the FYFS&FP. 

h.    Functional reviews are conducted to examine areas that 

may include several different Programs and Military 

Departments. 

20 
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III. Planning and Programming 

This chapter is divided into two main sections. The first section 

contains an explanation of the major planning efforts that take place 

within the Defense establishment. The role of planning in the Defense 

decision making process—planning, programming and budgeting—is dis- 

cussed. In the second section the planning and programming phases are 

linked together and the basic procedures and processes of the Program- 

ming System are summarized. 

Planning 

Planning and programming are closely related subjects of the 

decision-making process, that differ only in emphasis. Planning is the 

selection of a course of action through a careful consideration of 

alternatives. Programming is the specific determination of the man- 

power, materiel, and facilities required to accomplish a plan with 

particular interest in the dollar requirements for meeting the manpower, 

materiel, and facility needs. Planning and programming, today, are 

constrained by a limited budget, political infxuences, exploding tech- 

nology, and limited manpower (Ref J)3'3)• 

Even though they do not possess the glamour of space flights, 

planning and programming play a vital role in the defense effort. The 

success of the Armed Forces may well depend on whether or not the 

correct amount of forces and materiel have been planned, programmed, 

procured, and positioned. A successful engagement may in many cases 
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depend primarily on having the proper equipment, in *".he proper 

quantities, at the proper time. 

Planning requires a continual review of objectives and the means 

for their attainment. The preferred alternative remains preferred, only 

as long as additional knowledge of program prospects in relation to 

competitive systems continues to support that choice (Ref 35'« 12). In 

this age of advancing technology, the national strategies are contin- 

ually changing. Also the complex weapon systems of today may take years 

to develop. The uncertainties of the planning environment in weapons 

acquisition certainly require the application of concentrated effort and 

attention. 

The first phase of the decision-making process is military planning 

and requirement determination involving the participation of all appro- 

priate elements of the Defense Department in their respective areas of 

responsibility. This is tb- phase in which the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

organization and the planners in the military departments play a partic- 

ularly important role. 

All commands within the Air Force are required to do comprehensive 

planning. The AF Systems Command, for Instance, oust determine the 

areas of research and development they will explore. They must plan 

for the radical changes taking place in technology as they develop new 

weapons systems. Military personnel planners are concerned with the 

changing requirements for trained personnel to operate and maintain new 

weapons systems. 

How then does defense planning and programming process start and 

what steps are taken to reach its objectives? An estimate of the 

current enemy threat and the problems we may have to face is prepared 
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annually by the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA),    This estimate, the 

Joint Intelligence Estimate  for Planning (JlilP)  provides a basis for 

developing the Joint Long-Range Strategic Stud:' (JLRSC),  the Joint 

Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP), and the Joint Strategic Objectives 

Plan (JoOP),    These plans cover a I'* year span divided into three time 

periods;  long-range, mid-range, and short range  (Ref k:2L5), 

The JLRS^   provides a strategic appraisal that will assist in the 

development of long-range guidance.    This includes an appraisal of 

factors and trends likely to influence friendly, neutral, and enemy 

nations to undertake courses of action affecting the Un/ted States.    It 

also includes military objectives, concepts, and guidance to support the 

attainment of national objectives and considers the general military 

postures and capabilities required to implement the strategic concepts. 

It examines probable world sit  ations and their possible effect on the 

security of the United States.    It contains advice on research and 

development matters and considers scientific and technological factors 

that would affect future warfare. 

The JSCP is a short range plan and covers a period of one year.    It 

lists available military forces as of 1 July and reflects reasonably 

attainable forces available by expansion.    It translates national 

objectives into short range military objectives for a one year period 

and directs commanders of Unified and Specified Commands in the conduct 

of cold,  limited, and general war.    Strategic, logistic, and personnel 

guidance applicable under the different conditions of war is provided 

by this plan. 

The J30P is one of the more important documents in the planning 

ind programming phases and is prepared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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assisted by the Military Departments.    It is the principle vehicle for 

providing military advice on force levels and logistics to the Secretary 

of Defense.    It is prepared annually for submittal to the Secretary of 

Defense on 1 March.    The military plans and force requirements contained 

in this plan are developed on the basis of broadly stated national 

security policies and objectives and intelligence estimates of our 

opponents'  future capabilities.    The total military force requirementa 

are directly related to the major military missions of the Defense 

Department; that is, Strategic Retaliatory Forces, General Purpose 

Forces, etc.    These requirements are projected several years into the 

future.    Plans are continually being modified as old assumptions are 

tested, new data Integrated, alternatives examined and new choices made. 

These JCS dTjumeats are,  of course, not the only ones used for 

military planning but they are the most important.    Numerous planning 

instructions are Issued at other levels of command within the defense 

establishment.    For example, within the Air Force,  guidance is provided 

by the Air Force Objective Series papers  (AFOiS),  the USAF Wartime Basic 

Plan (WPB),  the Mid-range Wartime Requirements Plan (WPM), and the 

Short-Range Wartime Requirements Plan (WPS)   (Ref 4:26-29). 

This non-financial planning is related to the programming process 

in financial terms by the FYFS&FP.   This program projects not only the 

military  forces needed to meet  the requirements of the long-range 

military pla^c, but also the personnel, equipment,  supplies and installa- 

tions required to support them.    The programming process which is used 

to finalize the forces reflected in the FYFS&FP is a complicated problem 

and requires the integrated management of the department of Defense. 
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Programming 

The programming phase is designed to bridge the gap between mili- 

tary planning on one hand and the preparation of the annual budget on 

the other. The JSOP plays a key role in tieing the planning sind pro- 

gramming phases together. The objectives of the Programming System are 

as follows (Ref 7:3): 

1. Develop programs on the basis of broad military missions which 

cut across traditional organizational lines, rather than on the 

basis of unilateral plans and priorities of the Military 

Services. 

2. Kelate resource inputs, i.e., manpower, material and installa- 

tions—together with their costs, to military outputs—strate- 

gic retaliatory forces, general purpose forces, and others. 

3. Coordinate our long-range military planning with short range 

detailed budgeting by projecting our detailed programs at 

least five years in the future. 

k.    Appraise and re-evaluate all programs. 

5. Control selected and approved programs through progress 

reporting. 

6. Provide physical and financial data in forms suitable for mak- 

ing cost/effectiveness studies of alternative force structures. 

Structure of the System. The basic structure of the Programming 

System is the eight military programs shown in Figure 2. These 

programs are broad aggregations of parts that either complement each 

other or are close substitutes. Logically these parts should be con- 

sidered together in relation to their common mission or purpose. The 

basic building block and the decision-making level of the programming 

phase is the "program element." It is defined as: "an integrated 

force or activity—a combination of men, equipment and facilities 
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(together with their cost) whose effectiveness can be directly related 

to national security objectives." The Minuteman missiles together with 

all the supplies, equipment, manpower and bases needed to make them an 

effective military force, is an example of a program element. Aircraft 

carriers and Army divisions are also program elements. In the Research 

and Development program, a large project may be a program element or 

several related projects may be consolidated into a single program 

element. Each of the eight programs is then composed of program 

elements appropriate to its mission. 

A program often contains program elements common to all the mili- 

tary services. For example, included in Program III, General Purpose 

Forces, are most of the Army and Navy combat forces, all of the Marine 

Corps combat forces, and the tactical units of the Air Force. 

The AF General Purpose Forces are grouped in five categories: 

Tactical Aircraft Forces with each type listed as a separate program 

element; the Interceptor Aircraft Forces; the surface-to-surface 

missile Forces; the Counterinsurgency Forces; and the Command Control, 

Communications and Command units. A breakout of these groupings is 

shown in Figure 3* 

The General Purpose Forces are the largest single program and, in 

many respects, the most complex. These Forces are designed to perform 

a wide variety of missions and are equipped with many types of weapons. 

The structure of the Research and Development Program is somewhat 

unique.  It includes all of the research and development projects not 

directly associated with program elements in the mission-oriented 

programs. Development effort associated with a system approved for 

production and deployment is included as part of the program element in 
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the appropriate mission-oriented program. Thus the C-5A aircraft system 

which has not been approved for production and deployment remains in the 

R&D program while the cost of further development of the POLARIS missile 

is included in the program element "Fleet Ballistic Missile System" of 

the Strategic Retaliatory Forces program since that system is already 

being deployed. The criterion for moving a project from the Research 

and Development Program to a mission-oriented program is a decision to 

produce and deploy the weapon system. The structure of the Research and 

Development Program is shown in Figure k. 

Schedule. The JSOP, submitted to the Secretary of Defense on 

1 March, could be taken as the initial step in the programming cycle. 

Requirement studies, made by the military services, become inputs to the 

JSOP for proposed changes to the Force Structure. The JSOP will include 

proposed changes in forces supported by: 1) an explanation of the 

rationale for the changes; 2) the military objectives to be served; 

3) a quantitative analysis of how the proposed changes will affect the 

ability to achieve these objectives; fcmd k)  the resource implications of 

the proposed changes. If the Joint Chiefs of Staff have divergent views, 

the JSOP will reflect these views together with their supporting 

rationale. Each department costs its portion of the JSOP in terms of 

dollars and manpower using computer cost models and submits this data 

as the Logistics Guidance. 

A detailed knowledge of the steps taken in this cycle is essential 

for understanding other parts of this report. An outline of these 

steps are as follows (Ref 3^1-^): 

1. Logistics Guidance changes may be recommended by the services, 

the JOS, and the Assistant Secretaries of Jefense prior to 
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1 March.    These proposals shcjld include the rationale for the 

changes and analyses of their cost and manpower implications. 

2. Requirements studies should be accomplished in time to be of 

use in preparing the JSOP which is  to be submitted on 1 March. 

3. Functional reviews, which provide a comprehensive evaluation 

of groups of related activities are to be submitted to the 

Secretary of Defense no later than 30 June.    The functional 

areas identified for review to date are: 

a. Command, Control and Communications 

b. General Intelligence 

c. Medical Service 

d. Cryptologic Intelligence 

k»    Force structure changes and costs are reflected in the JSOP 

which is submitted no later than 1 March. 

5« After review of the JSOP and the recommendations of the JCS, 

the Secretary of Defense will issue his tentative decisions 

on forces in the form of the Tentative Force Guidance (TPG), 

This will be issued on 1 April. 

6. By 13 June the services and other DoD components will submit 

Program Change Proposals (PCP's) based on the TPG. Each 

service must submit PCP's outlining in detail the resource and 

cost implications regardless of their position on an OSD deci- 

sion. If a service is in disagreement, a reclama in the form 

of comments on the first drafts of the Secretary of Defense's 

budget to the President (Presidential Memoranda) can be made. 

These comments explain the service's position and objections. 

7. The first draft of the Presidential Memoranda will be based on 

the TFG and is transmitted to the JCS and the services for 

review and comment, on a phased basis from 1 June to 30 June. 

The JCS and military departments' comments and reclamas to the 

draft are due one month after the date of issue. Decisions on 

the comments and reclamas by the Secretary of Defense will be 

reflected in appropriate Formats B which are issued by 
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31 Aiigust. The final draft of the Presidential Memoranda 

will be completed by 30 September. 

8. Non-force related PGP's are submitted as early is  possible 

prior to 1 June. These may include such things as new 

exploratory projects and modernizations of equipment. 

9* The review of all PCP's are completed and decisions are issued 

by 31 August in order to allow each DoD component adequate 

time for preparation of the budget for the following year. 

10. The budget submissions by the services are made on 1 October 

to OSD with the Presidential budget being completed by 

10 December. 

A time phased schedule of these activities is shown in Figure 3* The 

timely submission of all documentation as established in the schedule 

is a basic requirement for the success of the Programming System. 

Program Control; Near Term versus Future. The separate controls 

which govern the force and financial structure of programs are often 

misunderstood and unrecognized. This lack of understanding was gener- 

ally evidenced in interviews made with 26 persons working in six SPO's 

at ASD, BSD, SSD and ESD. Most of the personnel interviewed occupy key 

jobs such as System Program Director (SPD\ Assistant SPD, or Deputy 

for Program Control. A summary of the types of questions used in the 

interviews is shown in Appendix H. The separate controls over the near- 

term period as opposed to the longer period beginning with the first 

program year are illustrated in Figure 6 opposite the next page. The 

first program year is the first year a program is defined in the 

FYFS&FP and is easily computed by adding two years to the current 

calendar year. The program forces are then reflected in the FYFS&FP 

for the next eight years and program costs, for the next five years. 
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There are three program cost categories in the FYFS&FP; Research 

and Development, Investment and Operations. Each of these has some 

particular significance in the decision-making process. 

The Research and Development category represents the cost of bring- 

ing a new weapon or capability to the point where jt is ready for opera- 

tional use. Since the cost of development alone may run into many 

millions of dollars, making a committment is, in itself, a major manage- 

ment decision. 

The Investment category represents the costs beyond the development 

phase required to introduce a new capability into operational use. 

These decisions may involve outlays of many billions of dollars. 

The Operations cost category contains the annual recurring costs 

required to operate the system. This cost may be greater than the total 

development and investment costs, a fact that makes estimates of oper- 

ating costs critical at the time a decision is made to produce the 

system. 

This separation of costs into R&D, investment and operations is 

mcst useful for mission analysis and force planning but does not satisfy 

budgetary requirements. For budget purposes, these cost categories are 

divided into familiar budget appropriations. This relationship of cost 

categories and appropriations is shown in Figure 7 opposite the next 

page. The R&D funds for tne F-lll, for example, may contain funds from 

Military Construction appropriation, as well as, from RDT&E appropria- 

tions. 

OSD prescribes that changes to the FYFS&FP, which will affect the 

first program year and/or subsequent years, will be submitted as PC? 

actions (Ref 15:"••■). Changes to the ITFS&FP which affect only the 
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years prior to the first program year are submitted as a reprograraraing 

action under DoD Directive 7250.5» For example, in calendar year 1965i 

the "financial reprograraming controls" are applicable to proposed 

changes which affect FT 65 and FT 66. For changes affecting PT 6? and 

beyond, the PCP is the instrument used to make the proposed change. 

Two exceptions to this are: 

1, Requests for approval of any force change (i.e., changing 

total number of aircraft) even though it affects only the 

near-term years requires a PCP action. 

2. Requests for approval of any program change which affects 

both the near-term years and the program years, exceeding 

certain DoD dollar thresholds in the latter, must also be 

covered by a PCP (Ref 28:1-2). 

Program Change Proposals (PCP). The FYFS&FP is the official pro- 

gram for the Department of Defense. The approved JTFG&FP is the base 

for submissions of proposed changes. The basic document used in re- 

questing a change to the approved FYFS&FP is the PCP.  It is submitted 

by the services or other DoD components when they feel a justifiable 

need for a change in the approved programs exists, or a new program is 

to be added. The PCP must convince the Secretary of Defense of the 

need to change the presently approved program. The basic format 

(DD Form 1355) for the PCP was devised by the OSD staff and is made up 

of seven pages and submitted to OSD in 50 copies. Appendix B shows the 

format used, DoD Directive 70^5.1 and DoD Instruction 70^5.2 establish 

the detailed procedures for preparing and submitting PCP's to OSD. 

There are two different types of changes that can be made: the 

research and development (R&D) changes and the changes in forces, 

investment and operations. The R&D changes provides the basic data to 
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assist the Secretary of Defense in deciding upon proposed changes or 

new programs in the R&D Program. They include a description of ulti- 

mate program objectives and cost impact. The forces, investment and 

operations changes cover all other proposals beyond the R&D stage. 

Beside containing the data on R&D costs, they also include procurement 

and delivery schedules, proposed source of funds, manpower requirements 

and effects on other programs. These proposed changes provide a basis 

for competition for forces between the services on a cost basis as well 

as on an effectiveness basis (Ref 15:10-13). 

The Programming System was designed to allow for the continuous 

submission of PGP's in accordance with program requirements. However, 

those proposals which have an impact on the next submission of the 

budget estimates will be processed in accordance with the program review 

schedule as shown in Figure 5» facing page 29 (Ref 16:2), The impact of 

this established review schedule on the actual submission and processing 

of PGP's will be analyzed in Ghapter V, 

The policies controlling the administration of the Programming 

System within the Air Staff is Hq, USAF HOI 27-1. This instruction 

establishes a uniform approach and guidance to the Air Staff on prepara- 

tion and processing of the PGP, AFR 27-9 gives general guidance to AF 

Systems Gommand in the preparation of back-up data required to support 

a PGP, Most of the back-up data for the PGP is furnished in the form 

of: Development PlRna (DP), Proposed Technical Development Plans 

(PTDP), Proposed System Package Plans (PSPP), and System Package Plans 

(SPP). 

Due to the lack of complete information sind guidance available at 

lower echelons, a complete PGP can only be prepared at Air Staff level 
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for signature by the Secretary of the Air Force. A request for change 

is formally subnitted in the following ways (Ref  16:2): 

1. A PCP changing a program element. 

For example, if the TFG directs an increase in the number of 

C-l'+i aircraft, the Air Force must outline in detail the 

acquisition plans to build-up the force and explain the 

changes by fiscal years. The PCP must include the manpower 

and support requirements needed to operate the additional 

aircraft as well as those previously approved, the costs and 

time needed for the construction and R&D programs needed to 

support this increase. Also the total effect of this change 

upon other program elements must be reflected. In this case, 

a change in the aircraft force would also change many of the 

Base Operating Support program elements. 

2. A PCP changing several program elements. 

The modernization of our mission support fleet by say the 

T-39 aircraft involves many program elements. Justification 

of this change would require the total effect and costs anu 

how they are spread among the various program elements. 

These PCP's are often referred to as Item PCP's. 

3. A package of related PCP's changing one program element. 

This type of PCP's has been encouraged by CSD to afford them 

a more comprehensive view of all the related items within a 

program element. 

PCP Processii. . Standard times for processing/review have been 

established and folx.wed carefully at some levels but not at others. 

The preparation time of documentation varies with the complexity of the 

program and obviously no standard time can be established for this 

phase which takes place mainly at the SPG level. AF Systems Command 

has established a processing/review time of PCP's within its Headquar- 

ters of 15 days (Ref 39^). Hq« USAF has established a processing 
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schedule for PCP's within the Air Staff. Examples of Air Staff 

schedules used in processing the different types of PCP's are shown in 

Appendix C. No standard times have formally been established within 

OSD. An analysis of the actual POP processing times is presented in 

Chapter V. 

Simplified PCP's. ^SD has reduced the workload required for pro- 

cessing/reviewing certain PCP's by establishing a simplified category. 

These include PCP's where no new decisions have been made by the 

Secretary of Defense but some bookkeeping adjustments are necessary in 

fTFS&FP, and where a decision by the Secretary is made outside the 

Programming System through Memoranda. Air Force PCP's of this type are 

normally prepared by the Air Staff without the ueaal detail and review. 

The simplified PCP has been useful in reducing unnecessary workload 

within DoD components and CSD. The Air Staff schedule for processing 

these changes are shown in Appendix C. 

PCP Thresholds. The "Thresholds" establishes the limitations 

beyond which OSD retains the decision authority. Approval by the 

Secretary of Defense is required for any chnnge in a fiscal year above 

these thresholds. The Military Departments retain approval authority 

when changes are below these limits. These controls are generally 

expressed in terras of dollar costs, however, other means of measure are 

used for some items, i.e., manpower. They apply to the first program 

year and tne years beyond with certain exceptions. They apply to force 

structure changes in any year, either the current and budget years or 

the years beyond. In addition, the thresholds apply to any charges in 

the current and budget years which would cause threshold breaks in the 

years beyond (Ref 15:6). A chart of the thresholds is shown in Figure fil 
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All of the below threshold changes, allowed a service by 0S0, must 

be made within the Total Obligational Authority (TOA) funds that have 

been approved for that service in the FYFS&FP. Any increases to the 

approved FYF3&FP, of course, requires the approval of the Secretary of 

Defense. Within the thresholds a service may, however, juggle some 

dollars and manpower between program elements. For instance, the Air 

Force operational and maintenance dollars as well as investment dollars 

can be shifted among program elements provided the thresholds are not 

exceeded. It is evident that any significant program changes require 

approval by the Secret-ary of Defense. 

The reprogramming or shifting of money, manpower, etc., is compli- 

cated by different thresholds established for the current or budget 

year. These controls restrict reprogramming by appropriation/budget 

activity rather than by programs and are a result of Congressional 

pressures. These controls are in addition to the thresholds established 

for PCP's and the resulting duplication has not been resolved. A more 

detailed discussion of the reprogramming in the current and budget years 

is presented in the next chapter. 

OSD Decisions and Their Implementations. The Format A is used by 

reviewing DoD components to present their evaluations and  recommenda- 

tions on PCF's forwarded to the Secretary of Defense. Each service is 

presented the opportunity of reviewing proposals made by other services 

or components within DoD and stating their position. A consolidated 

Format A will be prepared by an office of primary responsibility in OSD 

and will be forwarded to the Secretary of Defense along with the PCP. 

A copy of the Format A can be found in Appendix 0. 
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The Format B (see Appendix £) is used for transmitting decisions 

by the Secretary of Defense on PGP's.    It is the basis for implementing 

the Secretary's program decisions.    The decision may differ considerably 

from the original PGP.    To assure a clear understanding of the decision, 

the format B contains various tables to show the effects on forces, 

costs, manpower, and materiel quantities, as applicable.    It provides an 

evaluation of alternative solutions, if applicable.    It shows the 

effects if any, on other program elements in terms of manpower, costs 

and quantity.    Hence, it is a detailed set of instructions to be imple- 

mented by the submitting agency and not a yes or no statement 

(Ref 16:33). 

On receipt of a Format B,  the head of an implementing agency can 

submit a reclama within ten days if he disagrees with the decision of 

the Secretary of Defense.   These reclamas eure processed in the same 

manner as PGP's and decisions on them are accomplished by Formats B. 

Approval of a PGP does not constitute authority to commit or obligate 

funds.    Neither does it constitute authority to increase year-end 

military and civilian manpower authorizations unless specifically 

stated (Ref 15:11). 

In order to reflect the programs approved by the Secretary of 

Defense in the FYFS&FP, each implementing DoD component is required to 

prepare and submit a summary of their approved programs.    These approved 

programs will be reflected in the form of Program Element Summary Data 

Sheets (Format G), Descriptive Data Sheets (Format D), Materiel Annexes 

(Rrmat F),  and Materiel Item Acceptance Report (Format Q).    Data from 

these formats are entered in the FYFS&FP. 
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updating and Progress Reporting.    The FYFS&FP is updated on a 

scheduled basis by each agency such as the Air Force to reflect any 

changes to the program that have been made by them or by OSD.    In addi- 

tion to updating programs, progress reports including cost, schedule and 

performance data are required by OSD on selected program elements or 

projects within elements.    These reports assess the status and forecast 

the progress of the selected programs in quantitative and financial 

terms (Ref 15:10). 

To provide a rapid means of obtaining data from the FYFS&FP, OSD 

has established a requirement for the submission of data contained in 

Formats C through 0 in machine readable  form.    This data, which is pre- 

pared on magnetic tape, reflects all new changes in programs.    The 

current status of all programs is issued to the respective Military 

Departments after each updating is completed (Ref 17:3)*    The printout 

from a machine run is called the "ten pound book."    It provides a 

program summary and a program budget in one package for the entire DoD. 

The Air Force portion of the FYFS&FP is also reflected in the USAF Force 

and Financial Program (F&FP), which is only a more detailed version of 

their approved programs. 

Summary 

Planning is the first phase of the decision-making process in the 

Defense establish jnt and the key participants are the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff as the planners of the Military Departments.    The programming 

phase is designed to "bridge the gap" between military planning on the 

one hand and preparation of the annual budget on the other.    The JSOP 

plays a major role in tieing the planning and programming phases 
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together. Eight military prograns, each with a common mission or 

purpose form the basic structure of the DoD Programming System. The 

FYFS&FP is the official program of the Department of Defense and the 

PGP is the basic document used to change it. Certain "thresholds" have 

been established beyond which OSD retains decision authority on proposed 

changes to the FYFS&FP. 
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IV. Budgeting 

The function of the DoD Prograoming System is to integrate the 

phases of decision-making: planning, programming and budgeting. The 

planning and programming phases have already been discussed. The 

budgeting function will now be described and discussed with particular 

emphasis on those aspects pertaining to the acquisition of weaponry in 

the Air Force. The major topics covered will be its history, structure, 

budget cycle, and control of appropriated funds. 

History 

Budgeting Involves a projection of the activity of an enterprise in 

terms of expenses, revenues, assets and equities over a specified period 

of time in the future, usually one year (Ref 6:kk}),    Like most other 

human created activities, it has undergone the process of evolution.    As 

knowledge has been gained, necessary changes have been made in the 

process to keep pace with the changing times. 

Budgeting Function.    Prior to 1921, government budgets were pre- 

pared by various executive departments and compiled into a "book of 

estimates" by the Treasury.    The President was totally excluded from 

the budgeting process.    In fact, no central agency exercised management 

control or coordinated the total effort resulting in a weak budgeting 

system. 

Budgeting, as known today, was started by the Budgeting and 

Accounting Act of 1921.    To overcome its weaknesses many important 
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changes in the process were made: 

1. Placed budgeting responsibility with the President. 

2. Required the President to submit to Congress a plan for 

raising revenue. 

3* Established the Bureau of the Budget (BOB) in the Treasury 

as a central agency. 

k.    Prohibited Federal agencies from going direct to Congress 

except when called. 

3. Established the Comptroller General and the General Account- 

ing Office (GAO) as "Watchdog of the Treasury." 

6. Directed each Department to designate a budget officer. 

An important change occurred with the transfer of BOB from the 

Treasury to the Executive Office giving the President direct control 

over the budgeting process. This change was made under authority of 

the Reorganization Act of 1939» 

Further change in the budget process was recommended by the "Hoover 

Commission" of 19^7. These recommendations resulted in two lesislative 

acts. The National Security Act Amendments of 19^9 created Comptrollers 

in OSD and the military departments, and called for functional type 

budgets. The Budget and Accounting Act of 1950, revised the budget and 

accounting procedures (Sef 1:1-3). 

The history of the budgeting function alone does not furnish the 

complete story of budgeting. It is essential of review the historical 

background of the budget structure within the services to better under- 

stand how the entire process has evolved. 

Budgeting Structure. The War and Navy Departments, over the course 

of some 150 years, each developed in its own way its own pattern of 

organization, budgeting, and administration. In each of the departments 
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there was no particular logic to any basic budget structure and system 

of accounting. Although the major congressional appropriations, in 

general, paralleled the organization of each department, they did not 

follow any particular functional pattern. Furthermore, there were a 

great number of appropriation accounts for minor and often obscure pur- 

poses, the original justification for which had long since been lost in 

150 years of history. For example, the Navy Department, as late as 

fiscal year 19^8 was still managing its affairs through some 130 

separate appropriation accounts, and the Congress for that fiscal year 

had actually appropriated new funds for 8? of them. These appropriation 

accounts ranged in size from fifty dollars for the payment of certain 

claims to $1,29^ billions for pay and subsistence of Navy personnel. 

The situation in the other departments was no better. 

When it is realized that each of these appropriation accounts had 

to be separately administered and accounted for, and that no funds could 

be transferred from one account to another unless specifically author- 

ized by Congress, the problem which confronted the first Secretary of 

Defense in 19^7 is apparent. It would have been virtually impossible 

for him to manage the DoD as a single entity, especially if a different 

set of appropriations were created for the new Department of the Air 

Force. Accordingly, the first Secretary of Defense, James S. Forrestal, 

decided to develop an entirely new, and uniform budget structure for the 

services. From these early efforts it has taken about 10 years to 

evolve today's major appropriation accounts which will be described in 

the following section (Sef 26:90-91)* 
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Present Budget Structure. Currently, the DoD budget is submitted 

to Congress broken out into major appropriation titles as follows: 

Military Personnel 

Operations and Maintenance 

Procurement 

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation 

Military Construction 

Family Housing 

Civil Defense 

Military Assistance. 

These major appropriation titles ere further subdivided. For example, 

the appropriation titled, Procurement, is classified as: 

Procurement of Equipment and Missiles, Army 

Procurement of Aircraft and Missiles, Navy 

Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy 

Procurement, Marine Corps 

Aircraft Procurement, Air Force 

Missile Procurement, Air Force 

Other Procurement, Air Force 

Procurement, Defense agencies. 

For accounting purposes these appropriation subdivisions are 

assigned fund codes and lower division accounting codes. Further 

division is made intc budget program activities or budget projects. 

These budget program activities or budget projects are again shredded 

out into a work breakdown structure/material program, with the lowest 

or fifth level being a line item. A line item is "a complete descrip- 

tion entry regarding an item or number of like items on any form, 

record, or other document, including quantity, unit of issue, stock or 

part number, and description" (Ref 25:301). To be included in the 

budget the estimated value of a line item must exceed 1500,000 
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(Ref 21:2). A line item is distinctly different from the program 

element in the FYFS&FP, For example, a program element, such as the 

B-52 weapon system is made up of many line items, as shown in Figure 9» 

This breakdown of the budget portrays the budgeting structure in its 

conventional sense. As Mr. Charles J. Hitch has pointed in a lecture at 

the University of California in April 1965 (Ref 26:38-39): 

This type of structure lends itself Ideally to the manner 

in which the Defense Department actually manages its resources. 

While military planning and the formulation of programs should 

logically be done in terms of missions and forces, the Depart- 

ment must be managed not only in those terms but also in terms 

of resources. For example, we have to manage the acquisition, 

training and careers of military personnel; the operation of 

bases and facilities; the procurement of aircraft, missiles, 

ships, and tanks; the research and development program; and 

the construction of airfields, missile sites, quarters, and 

other additions to our existing physical plant. The present 

budget structure facilitates the estimation of resource costs 

as well as the execution of the resource programs. 

This division of the budget by broad input or resource 

categories also provides needed flexibility for the adjustment 

in the program that are inevitably required in the course of 

the budget year. Program priorities and requirements always 

change in unanticipated ways even in the course of a single 

year as a result of international developments, technological 

breakthroughs (or disappointments), and all sorts of other 

events. 

Mr. Hitch, in the same lecture, pointed out that this budget 

structure is familiar to the Congress and is preferred by them in their 

appraisal of the DoD budget. This structure is somewhat different from 

the structure of the Programming System which he introduced in 1961-62. 
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A budget composed of these functional resource categories is prepared 

annually and called the budget cycle. 

The Budget Cycle 

Preparation Process. Since 1921« submission of an annual budget by 

the President has been required by law (Sef k7:S),    Since the President 

must submit his budget to Congress in January, development of inputs to 

it are required well ahead of its submission. For example, Secretary 

McNamara'a Memorandum established 1 October 1963 as the deadline date 

for budget submission for FY 6?. Work is started before January 1965 

toward development of this estimate, which will be part of the Presi- 

dent's budget submission in January 1966 (Ref 5^:1-^). 

The first year increment of the FYFS&FP is the initial base for 

determining the next fiscal year budget. In addition all recent program 

decisions made prior to 31 August are also incorporated in budget. 

Those PCP's on which decisions have not been made and any addendum 

budget proposals pending are considered for inclusion in the final 

budget estimate prior to 1 October. 

Between 1 October and the January submission of the President's 

budget, BOB and OSD work in close coordination toward its final prepara- 

tion. Decisions made during this period by BOB/OSD are based on 

Presidential guidance and take the form of Subject Issues. The final 

budget may be materially changed by these decisions. For example, the 

initial 1964 budgets submitted by the Services and Agencies amounted to 

$6? billion. All of the budgets were carefully reviewed by OSD and BOB. 

The analysis resulting from this review were forwarded to the Secretary 

f of Defense for decision. In consultation with their principal advisors, 
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the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense thoroughly study and make 

decisions on all outstanding issues. These decisions are transmitted 

to the respective services and any outstanding differences resolved. 

As a result of this review, the 86? billion requested by the Services 

was reduced to the total of 553.7 billion in new obligational authority 

(Ref 51:89). 

The FY Sk  general statement of Secretary HcNamara provides an 

insight into the thinking behind these decisions (Ref 51:89-90). 

Admittedly, the President's budget does not include every 

program desired by the various elements of the Defense Estab- 

lishment. Many of the items deleted during budget review, 

although important perhaps from the viewpoint of one depart- 

ment, were redundant in terms of the defense program as a 

whole. This type of overlapping of proposed programs is 

inherent in the way the Defense Department is organized, and 

it is not necessarily undesirable. It does assist in pre- 

senting to the top management of the Department of Defense a 

wider range of alternatives from which to choose, but it also 

requires some hardheaded decisions in the program and budget 

reviews in order to prevent uneconomical duplication of effort. 

Then, there are a large number of desirable, though 

marginal or postponable, programs and activities which are 

always left to be screened out by the Secretary. Although 

this, too, increases the workload in my office, I believe we 

can adequately cope with it. We make this additional effort 

in order to insure that every project or activity deemed 

important to our national security by any element of the 

Defense Establishment is given consideration in the formula- 

tion of the overall defense program and budget. 

In adding to a Defense budget as large as the one we now 

have, we begin to encounter the law of diminishing returns, 

w}iere each additional increment of resources applied produces 

a smaller increment of overall defense capability. While the 
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benefits to be gained from each additional increment cannot 

be measured with precision, careful cost-effectiveness anal- 

ysis can greatly assist in eliminating those program proposals 

which contribute little military worth in relation to the re- 

source expenditures involred. We have applied this principle 

throughout our program and budget reviews. The budget formu- 

lation culminates in its submission by the President to 

Congress. 

Legislative Process. After submission of the President's budget, 

Congress begins a two-step legislative process. A House rule requires 

that before an appropriation is made, the expenditure first must be 

authorized by law. Authorisation is one enactment; funds to carry it 

out is another and separate enactment. First, hearings are held in the 

Spring before Armed Services Committees of the House and Senate for the 

purpose of authorising expenditures. Second, presentations are made 

before the Appropriation Committees of both the House and Senate to 

appropriate these expenditures. This two-step legislative process is 

one of the many cheeks and balance arrangements which the Congress 

favors. It makes a clear distinction between an authorization and an 

appropriation. This is not a constitutional distinction, but rather a 

parliamentary device giving the Congress an opportunity to take a 

"double look." 

For many years the Armed Services Committees had an active role in 

approving military programs and policies by yearly authorizations for 

base and facilities construction. There were also committee procedures 

for approval and disapproval of military real estate acquisitions or 

disposals. However, most arms and equipment were authorized for pro- 

curement in permanent legislation, so that the Armed Services Committees 

did not systematically review proposed weapon acquisitions. As basic 

^6 
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policy and strategy decisions came to be more dominated by large weapon 

systems, the permanent or blanket authorization excluded the Armed 

Services Committees from participation in decisions. These decisions 

were left largely to the Appropriation Committees. Dissatisfaction with 

this state of affairs was soon in evidence in the Senate (Ref ^2:^3). 

This eventually led to enactment of the Russell Amendment to the 

Military Construction Authorization Act of i960 (Section kl2  (b)). This 

act directed a continuing requirement that: 

No funds may be appropriated after December 31» I960, 

to or for use of any armed services of the United States 

for the procurement of aircraft, missiles, or naval vessels 

unless the appropriation of such funds has been authorized 

by legislation enacted after such date (Ref 56:1+). 

This requirement was expanded, effective January 1, 1964, to in- 

clude research and development as well as production of weapon systems. 

In this way, the Armed Services Committees have brought themselves back 

into the yearly review procedure on large weapon system procurements. 

During the Spring hearings, the Secretary of Defense or his deputy 

testify on the overall DoD budget, with the service secretaries and 

their Chiefs of Staff testifying on the details of their respective 

sections. As a result of these hearings, Congress usually enacts legis- 

lation to authorize and to appropriate funds sometime in the June-August 

time period. The flow of a typical budget request through Congress is 

shown in Figure 10 (Ref k3i2k). 

During the Spring, apportionment requests are submitted by the 

services to OSD and tentative apportionment is made by OSD/BOB during 

June. This allows DoD to continue its business relatively uninterrupted 
. 
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in the new fiscal y^ar pending Congresöional authorization and 

appropriation legislation. 

When the appropriation bill becomes law,  it establishes  the limit 

of obligations which the Executive Branch may incur in carrying out the 

programs covered by the appropriations.    The President,   through the BOB, 

may then release appropriated funds to  the departments,    A discussion of 

the control of these  funds is contained in the next section. 

Control of Appropriated Funds 

This discussion of the control of appropriated  funds will be 

separated into three areas:     1)   the release and  flow of funds,  2)  the 

Quarterly Program Reviews and 3)  the reprogramming of appropriated 

funds. 

Release and Flow of Funds.    The release and flow of funds is a 

sequential process and follows two parallel channels as shown in Figure 

11.    This division has been made to clarify and distinguish the 

administrative control from the legal control.    The program must first 

be approved by OSD and included in the FYFS&FP prior to the budget 

submission.    Congress authorizes the program, appropriates funds and 

the Treasury issues "Appropriation Warrants" to establish the  funding 

program.    This is followed by apportionment of funds to USAF by BOB. 

Through the legal channel,  USAF allocates funds to the major 

commands, which in turn allot these funds to a division or activity. 

This establishes the necessary fund ceiling prior to the release of 

funds.    Meanwhile,  in the administrative channel, OSD may release a part 

or all of the necessary funds to USAF for accomplishment of a yearly 

increment of a program element.    Based on this release of funds,  USAF 
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issues a procurement authorization (PA) and a budget authorization (BA) 

to a major command, which also issues a PA and a BA to the division or 

activity. After the division or activity has received an allotment, a 

PA and a BA, two courses of action are available. Funds may be further 

sub-allotted to an off-base activity or committed to a base activity. 

They may then be obligated to a contractor. After delivery of the 

equipment, supplies or services by a contractor, an expenditure is made. 

These channels show only the delegation of the authorizations made 

by Congress. They do not depict the responsible agencies or activities 

that account for funds. Accounting for funds is an area outside the 

scope of this report. However, it is important to understand the types 

of appropriations made by Congress and their time span. 

Types of Appropriations. There are many types of appropriations 

used by DoD, however, the most common are the one-year, multiple-year, 

and no-year appropriations. The one-year appropriations are available 

to buy goods and services (incur obligations) for only one fiscal year. 

The appropriations made for Military Personnel and Operations and 

Maintenance are of this type. Multiple-year appropriations are avail- 

able for a specified period of time in excess of one year and cure 

usually for RDT&E and Military Construction. The no-year appropriations- 

are available indefinitely until the purpose for which the appropriation 

was created is complete or the appropriation is exhausted. This type of 

appropriation is usually made for Procurement. 

In the AF Systems Command the need for shifting appropriated funds 

among programs is often recognized in the Quarterly Program Review. 

quarterly Program Reviews. The DoD Programming System was Intended 

to provide decisions on a continuous basis independent of the annual 
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budget cycle.  In consonance with the continuous programming aspects of 

the DoD Programming System, AF Systems Command conducts quarterly 

program reviews. These quarterly reviews bring together representatives 

of USAF, AF  Systems Command, Division, and the SPO, for the purpose of 

reviewing the program status, updating requirements and documentation, 

and providing guidance on reprogramming and PCP action. Since repre- 

sentatives at all echelons involved are present, many on-the-spot 

decisions on reprogramming actions, within USAF authority, are made. 

Changes beyond USAF authority, which are determined necessary during 

the reviews, will result in preparation of PCP, and/or reprogramming 

documentation.  These reviews provide a well informed representative at 

each level to expedite documentation (itef 9:15). 

These quarterly program reviews examine the financial and non- 

financial portions of a program. Emphasis on the non-financial portion 

of a program may vary at the discretion of the division and emphasis on 

the financial portion varies with the requirements of the program budget 

and procurement cycle. In the January review, special emphasis is on 

obtaining ÜSAF-AF Systems Command understanding of the program guidance 

for the annual call. The annual call requires the submission of docu- 

mentation to justify ill budget estimates. During the April review, 

special emphasis is placed on division budget submission, justification, 

and backup data to support the Air Force apportionment request. All 

PCP's that will have an impact on the apportionment request must be pre- 

pared prior to the April review.  In the August review, emphasis is on 

updating the April budget submitted by the divisions. This data is used 

to support the USAF October budget submission. The October review is 

conducted by the divisions alone and emphasis is on the updating of 
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financial and program documentation (Sef 38:3)«    Reprogramming will now 

be discussed because it is an important procedure in the control of 

funds. 

Reprogramming of Appropriated Funds.    Reprogramming represents the 

diversion of appropriated funds from the original Justified purpose« 

To understand why and how these adjustments in appropriated funds are 

madei it is essential to explain:    their purpose, time span, base for 

reprogramming actions, history of reprogramming thresholds, and current 

reprogramming thresholds. 

A.    Purpose,    Reprogrammings are necessary for a variety of reasons 

such as unforeseen requirements, changes in operating conditions, in- 

correct price estimates, wage rate adjustments, and legislation enacted 

subsequent to an appropriation action.    Some reprogrammings are rela- 

tively minor while others are substantial and far-reaching in scope and 

effect.    Each appropriation, as set forth in the usual DoD bills, tend 

to place primary emphasis on the broad program areas,  thus appearing on 

the surface to relegate to the status of secondary importance the 

several budgetary breakdowns which make up the total.    However,  the 

budget estimate for an appropriation depends for its accuracy on the 

underlying cost of activities or line items which make up the total 

estimate.    Congressional committees recognized that there will always be 

some unforeseen changes in operating conditions and circumstances due to 

the time interval between the making of the estimates and the actual 

obligation and expenditure of the funds.    In the past,  there was gener- 

ally a lapse of eighteen months between the time the budget was prepared 

and the end of the fiscal year in which it was spent.    With the advent 

of "no-year" funds and the rescheduling of the FI 6? budget estimate 
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cutoff dates (Ref 3^si-'*) this interval may be increased to a period of 

over four years. Consequently, during this period of time some repro- 

gramraings are inevitable. The time span during which reprogrammings are 

made should be reviewed. 
* 

B. Time Span.    The financial reprogramming controls imposed by DoD 

Instruction 7250.10 (Ref 20:1+)  are applicable to prior years and the 

current fiscal year.    During the last six months of each current  fiscal 

year,   these controls apply to the upcoming fiscal year or budget year. 

This time span of reprogramming is shown in Figure 6 facing page 30. 

DoD Instruction 7250.10 also establishes the base for reprogramming 

actions. 

C. Base for Reprogramming Actions.    The base for reprogramming 

actions is established immediately after final Congressional action on 

fund authorizations and budget requests.    It is expressed in terms of 

items or activities measured in quantities and amounts, and shows the 

purposes for which funds have been authorized and appropriated.    A 

report on the base for reprogramming actions, DD Form Iklk, is prepared 

by the services for submission to the Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(Comptroller), see Appendix F.    This information is promptly transmitted 

to the Armed Services and Appropriations Committees of the Senate and 

House.    Changes to this base or reprogrammings may require the approval 

of these Committees.    Certain thresholds have been established by them 

above which they retain approva      uthority. 

D. History of Reprogramming Thresholds. The history of reprogram- 

ming thresholds as established by Congress shows a definite trend in the 

tightening of Congressional budgetary control. 
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The early Secretaries of Defense were forced to prepare the budget 

without the benefits of good planning. This lead to many readjustments 

of funds through reprogramning actions. 

These readjustments did not go unnoticed by Congress.    House Report 

No, ^93 (R«f ^8:8) on the Department of Defense Appropriations Act of 

1936 expressed concern over the numerous reprogrammings of funds within 

DoD appropriations.    This report stated that the current practice of the 

services in advising the Committee of major reprogramming both by way of 

specific request  for clearance and notification for information purposes, 

depending on the nature of the change,  must be continued.    In addition, 

the Committee requested a semi-annual detailed tabulation and report of 

all reprogramning of funds. 

The intent of this House report was carried out by DoD Instruction 

7250.5,  "Report on Reprogramming of Appropriated Funds," dated 23 

December 1955»    Further, this DoD Instruction defined major reprogram- 

ming as any individual action or actions which fall within one or more 

of the following criteria: 

1. Individual actions or a total of actions during the fiscal 

year which represent increases or decreases of five per 

cent (5$) or more of a budget activity/program whose total 

annual program is less than S200,000,000; 

2. Individual actions or a total of actions during the fiscal 

year which represent Increases or decreases of 810,000,000 

or more of a budget activity/program whose total annual 

program is 8200,000,000 or more; 

3. Individual actions which Involve items in which the 

Committee has shown a specific Interest, without regard to 

the amount of funds involved, or for which the military 
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departments consider it desirable to advise the 

Committee (fief 18:2). 

Concern was again expressed on 26 August 1958« when Mr. Mahon, 

Chairman of the House Subcommittee on Defense Appropriations wrote to 

Secretary of Defense McElroy and suggested that a major program change 

be designated as one involving more than 85 million (fief 30:1). 

Further Congressional concern was expressed on 28 May 1959 in House 

report if08l Department of Defense Appropriation Bill, I960,  in which the 

House directed OSD to report periodically, but in no case less than 30 

days after approval,  the approved reprogramming actions involving ll 

million or more in the case of Operations and Maintenance (O&M) and 

HDT&E, and involving $5 million or more in the case of Procurement. 

Likewise, the Senate Report No. k7S (fief 49:2?),  formalized the Senate 

request for reprogramming reports from DoD on the same basis as those 

requested by the House Committee. 

The changes in thresholds directed by Congress were incorporated in 

DoD Instruction 7250.5 dated 23 October 1959.    The threshold for O&M 

appropriations remained at $1 million,  however,  the fiDT&E appropriation 

threshold was revised to tf<? million for changes in or the addition of a 

budget activity or development project.    The procurement appropriation 

threshold remained at 85 million for a change in an existing line item, 

with the added restriction of 82 million for the addition of any new 

line item (Ref 19:2). 

Again on 20 March 1961,  Mr. Mahon expressed congressional concern 

in a letter to Secretary of Defense McNamara, which resulted in the 

current thresholds which will now be outlined (Ref 31:1-2). 
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E, Current Reprogranming Thresholds. The next change to the re- 

programming thresholds occurred in March 1963 and established those 

currently in use (Ref 20:2-3). This change added a threshold of S5 

million for Military Personnel, increased the threshold for O&M from $1 

million to »3 million but left the thresholds for RDT&E and Procurement 

unchanged.  It also requires that Congressional notification be made 

within ^8 hours on those above threshold reprogrammings involving only 

re-pricing pricing adjustments. In addition, specific prior approval 

by the appropriate House or Senate Committees is now required in those 

cases involving the application of funds to: 1) procurement of items 

omitted, or deleted by the Congress, from programs as originally pre- 

sented, 2) programs for which specific reductions in the original 

amounts requested have been made by Congress, 3) programs which have not 

been presented to or considered by Congress, and k)  quantitative program 

increases proposed above the programs originally presented to Congress. 

All reprogrammings furnished to Congress must now indicate the relative 

urgency of the matter and the length of time it has been in process 

within DoD, The current thresholds for reprogramming actions is 

summarized in Appendix G. 

Summary 

Budgeting, like most other human created activities has undergone 

the process of evolution. Budgeting as known today was started by the 

Budgeting and Accounting Act of 1921. This act was revised in 1950. 

Secretary Forrestal developed an entirely new and uniform budget 

structure for the services which still exists today. The preparation 

of the budget is an annual process which requires the continual efforts 
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of the Department of Defense. The history of reprogrammlng thresholds 

as established by Congress shows a definite trend in the tightening of 

Congressional budgetary control. 
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V.    Evaluation and Analyses 

Introduction 

This chapter is divided into three sections.    The Management 

Criteria section contains broad management standards  for evaluating the 

DoD Programming System.    These standards will be summarized in the  form 

of accepted management principles.    Only those principles applicable to 

the analyses are enumerated although it is recognized that many other 

management  principles might apply to a lesser degree. 

The significant accomplishments made by the DoD Programming System 

are presented in the second section. 

In the Analyses of Problem Areas section,  a general hypothesis is 

established on the effectiveness of the DoD Programming System.    Ten 

findings are presented which support this hypothesis. 

Management Criteria 

As a frame of reference, applicable management principles will be 

developed  from the thinking of educators and practitioners of management. 

These basic management  principles will be used as criteria to support 

the analyses. 

Management Definitions.    The concept of management has been defined 

in various ways.    F, W.  Taylor defined management on a personal basis, 

"knowing exactly what you want men to do, and then seeing that they do 

it in the best and cheapest way."    This can be restated as the "process 

of achieving desired results by the use of human effort and facilitating 

resources"   (Ref 3359).    The following management authors and authorities 
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place different emphasis on this basic  theme: 

K,  C, Davis: 

Management is the  function of executive leadership.    It is the 

work of planning,  organizing and controlling the activities of 

the organization in the accomplishment of its objectives 

(Ref 12:20). 

Koontz and O'Donnell: 

Management is defined here as the accomplishment of desired 

objectives by establishing an environment favorable to per- 

formance by people operating in organized groups (Ref 29:1). 

W.  M.  Fox: 

In reality, managing is a continuous operation or process 

involving the interaction of the organic functions • . . 

planning, organizing, and controlling (Ref 23:5)» 

A. P. Sloan: 

. . . good management (of a large organization) rests on a 

reconciliation of centralization and decentralization, or 

"decentralization with co-ordinated control." 

Each of the conflicting elements brought together in this 

concept has its unique results in the operation of a business. 

From decentralization we get initiative, responsibility, 

development of personnel, decisions close to the facts, 

flexibility—in short, all the qualities necessary for an 

organization to adapt to new conditions. From co-ordination 

we get efficiencies and economies. It must be apparent the 

co-ordinated decentralization is not an easy concept to 

apply (Ref ke:k29). 

R. S. McNamara: 

On reflection, it became clear that either of two philosophies 

of management could be followed by a Secretary of Defense. He 

could play an essentially passive role—a judicial role.  In 

this role the Secretary would make the decisions required of 

him by law by approving recommendations made to him. On the 

other hand, the Secretary of Defense could play an active 
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role providing aggressive leadership—questioning, suggesting 

alternatives, proposing objectives, and stimulating progress. 

This active role represents my own philosophy of management 

(Ref 32:2). 

Secretary MeNamara's philosophy can only be applied by a manager 

that is as knowledgeable in all facets of the tasks being performed, as 

those carrying out the tasks. Since the emphasis on the management 

functions varies for each level of management, the lower levels being 

more involved in the operational aspects, this direct involvement forces 

more of these operational decisions to higher and higher levels. 

Management Emphasis. The emphasis on the management functions 

varies with the levels of management in an organization. These levels 

have been referred to as the management pyramid: 

The base of the pyramid is first line supervision—for 

example, the foremen. The procession up the pyramid of 

management levels proceeds through the general foremen, 

superintendents, branch managers, division managers, middle- 

management group executives, and finally top management 

(including the Board of Directors). The bulk of the oper- 

ating decisions are made in the lower regions of the manage- 

ment pyramid. As we proceed up the pyramid, the role of the 

decisions change from operational to those more directly 

concerned with the planning and control phases (Ref 40:86). 

The difference in emphasis is directly related to the objectives 

each level of management is concerned in achieving. The first line 

foremen are primarily interested in accomplishing the work orders 

assigned them. The second level supervision is concerned with the flow 

and accomplishment of the work orders in a timely fashion. The degree 

of management at these levels are relatively low but as one progresses 

up the management pyramid the application of the management functions 
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must change. The degree uf planning and policy-making varies from 

almost none at the lowest level to being the major effort of top 

management. The major concern of top management is described as 

follows: 

General management functions are executive in character and 

continuous in performance; they have to do with the overall 

management of the company. They include the initiation and 

formulation of changes in objectives, overall operating 

policies, and plans (Ref 23:2^5). 

This change in management emphasis from the operational or direct 

management of individualr to one of an indirect management of group 

efforts is the direct result of the limitations of managers to super- 

vise a multitude of tasks and people, the well known span of control 

principle. In addition, the communications problem of applying 

direction becomes more difficult as the levels of management increase. 

In practice, managers tend to do those functions with which they 

are familiar. 

Obviously, a great deal of management work is being per- 

formed. The blunt truth of the matter is that, in most 

companies, a great deal of this work is overlap, dupli- 

cation, and unnecessary effort.  In many instances, man- 

agers at upper levels reserve to their positions parts 

of the operating work they want to perform themselves 

....  As a result, in most organizations, we find a 

great deal of unnecessary operating work being done at 

all levels.  This means that managers at lower levels 

are deprived of the opportunity to do the more difficult 

and demanding management tasks and to learn to master 

this work (Ref 5:80). 
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The present management emphasis in OSD has been succinctly stated 

by Mr. Gilpatrlc in a speech to the National Association of Manufac- 

turers in Washington during January, 1963. The Secretary of Defense 

has two choices in undertaking his task: 

. . . one is to conceive of his functions as primarily policy 

making with his determinations backed up by budget feelings. 

Under this concept, most of the decisions in such important 

areas as military planning and programs would be handled by 

the JCS and principal commands. The other significant areas 

such as research and development and procurement would be 

delegated to the Service Secretaries and their staffs. Under 

the other concept of the role of the Secretary of Defense, he 

retains in his own hands, assisted by civilian and military 

advisors, the basic decision-making power in all the areas 

Just mentioned, leaving to the Services and commands the 

responsioility of executing his decisions. Secretary 

McNamara choose the second method. 

The relative size of an organization also has a pronounced effect 

on the emphasis placed on the management functions. For companies that 

are small and have all their facilities in one geographical location, 

the establishment of a centralized management organization is practi- 

cable. As an organization grows and its operation and facilities 

become dispersed, some degree of decentralization is inevitable. The 

degree of decentralization increases as the organization grows larger. 

This is apparent when such companies as General Motors, General 

Electric and DuPont are examined. 

The concept of decentralization has been presented as ten princi- 

ples by Ralph J. Cordiner, former President of the General Electric 

Company. The four of these principles are: 

1. Decentralization places authority to make decisions at 
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points as near as possible to where actions take place. 

2, Decentralization is likely to get best overall results 

by getting greatest and most directly applicable know- 

ledge and most timely understanding actually into play 

on the greatest number of decisions. 

3. Decentralization will work if real authority is delegated; 

and not if details then have to be reported, or worse 

yet, if they have to be "checked11 first. 

k.    Decentralization can be achieved only when higher execu- 

tives realize that authority genuinely delegated to lower 

echelons cannot, in fact, also be retained by them 

(Ref 11:50). 

With an annual budget nearly 450 billion, property worth over il50 

billion, and a world-wide sphere of operations, the Department of De- 

fense certainly qualifies as a large organization, which must have 

decentralized management. To assure the successful integration of all 

the many diverse tasks being performed, the top levels of management 

necessarily are involved in planning and policy-making. Even these 

functions will vary in relation to the time periods in which they are 

to apply. The higher the level of management the further into the 

future plans and policies should be. However, research studies indicate 

the "single most important problem in corporate planning derives from 

the belief of some chief operating executives that corporation planning 

is not a function with which they should be directly concerned" 

(Ref 22:538). 

Long-range Planning. Long-range planning will cover a period of 

years into the future beyond those plans that are now under development• 

This period will vary depending on the type of industry and the needs 

of an organization. Many companies are planning five, ten or even 20 
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years ahead, so that planning beyond five years is considered as being 

long-range, from two to five years is considered as mid-range planning 

and six months to two years is short-range or near-term planning 

(Ref 22:537). 

The larger organizations must extend their plans many years into 

the future since their indebtedness may commit them to a financial plan 

of 20 to ^0 years duration. Hence, plans should extend far enough into 

the future to equal the period for which the commitment is being made 

to assure the soundness of the decision (Ref 29:8?). 

The governments of countries are organizations that are committed 

to the future through plans for economic development, welfare and 

defense. With the interdependencies of nations, governments will commit 

thempelves to treaties and obligations for many years. The Department 

of Defense with its annual budget of nearly $30  billion exceeds the 

Gross National Product of over 9096 of the nations in the world 

(Ref 27:9^). Therefore, the need for long-range planning beyond the 

commitment to the development of the next generation of weapons systems 

is essential. 

Long-range plans are basically made in two distinct steps. First, 

objectives must be established and second, policies or guidelines 

formulated to assist in the preparation of plans that will achieve the 

desired objectives. In practice, the depth of this type of planning 

has been extremely shallow because it is most difficult for a manager 

to foresee the future. Nevertheless, it is certainly one of the most 

important functions of top management (Ref 22:537). 

Failure to establish long-range goals results in lack in direction 

to lower levels of management. If this void is not filled, lower 
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managers will create their own goals and the result is "a hodgepodge of 

unrelated« unintegrated, and expensive internal research and product 

development programs" (Ref 11:51)* In essence, individuals do planning 

and if objectives are not provided they will establish their own which 

may or may not be in the best long run interest of the organization. 

A comprehensive study of American industry indicates that the 

majority have plans extending to five years (Ref 10:130-1^1). The 

equivalent of this in DoD is the FYFS&FP. The JLRSS provides guidance 

for a period of Ik  years. However, these periods of planning for the 

DoD programs do not extend beyond the life expectancy of the weapon 

systems presently under development. A planning area of equal impor- 

tance to top management is long-range planning of controls. The appli- 

cation of proper controls is essential to assure the successful comple- 

tion of plans. 

Control Emphasis. The design of controls for management of an 

organization is an extremely difficult task. Few realize the serious 

ramifications that poorly conceived or ineptly installed controls can 

have on an organization. 

Organizational controls are those controls established at each 

level of management to report progress and any deviations for the pur- 

pose of attaining pre-determined objectives. Different levels of the 

organization will require varying degrees of control: The lowest level 

will require those controls that react immediately to any deviation from 

the daily schedule, such as, a machine breakdown. At mid-management 

levels, controls take the form of submittal of periodic reports that 

indicate current accomplishments against the established schedule. 

While at the top level of management, the reports covering longer 
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periods of effort are used to reflect current effort as trends extended 

from previous accomplishments. 

Controls must be designed to achieve varying objectives. These 

objectives range from immediate response to an annual response. Since 

controls are applied over a wide range, their design should assure that 

the efficiency of the control to detect deviations is not exceeded by 

the cost of its operation. Cost of a control system should be evaluated 

in not only its tangible dollar costs to install and operate, but also 

its intangible costs due to inhibiting the perogatives of a manager to 

perform his responsibilities. The higher the level of management, the 

broader the control system should be to allow the flexibility needed 

for responsive decision-making. Therefore top management must devote 

their efforts to planning the design and the proper degree of control. 

Properly designed controls will establish the desired environment for a 

smooth functioning organization, through exercising and maintaining the 

desired degree of management discipline necessary to accomplish pre- 

determined plans (Ref 29:625). 

Traditionally, organizations have applied financial controls as a 

means of evaluating not only its overall efficiency, but also various 

functional areas. Financial control has two forms, "financial account- 

ing focuses on the whole of the business, while management accounting 

is more interested in the parts" (Hef 6:316). Financial accounting is 

required for preparing public statements on the health of a company. 

Management accounting reports provide costing information of internal 

value to assist in making management decisions. This latter accounting 

is therefore optional and as such must prove its worth to management 

before its installation. Since decisions that apply to future action 
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is decision-making under uncertainty, the degree of accuracy of the 

data must be weighed against the value of the decision itself. Most 

decisions can and are modified as the time of execution shortens, due 

not so much because of the inaccuracy of the original data but due to 

the updating of the basic plans themselves. 

Another aspect of control is the cost of delay in decision-making. 

Frequently, cost analysis can become so time consuming that timely 

decisions cannot be made. The impact of excessive delays can jeopardize 

the successful execution of subsequent plans. Therefore, controls 

should be designed so that decisions can be made in advance of any 

limiting factors (Ref 29:136-137). 

Management Principles. The management areas applicable to this 

study have been summarized in the following principles. 

1. Principle of Limiting Factor:  In choosing among alterna- 

tive solutions to a problem, primary attention must be 

given those factors which are limiting or strategic to 

the solution (Ref 29:201). 

2. Principle of Decentralized Decisions: A decision should 

be made at the lowest level in the organization that has 

the requisite competence, authority, and prestige (Ref 12: 

307). 

3. Principle of Decentralization: Decentralization should 

place authority to make decisions at points as near as 

possible to where actions take place (Ref 11:50^. 

't. Principle of Efficiency of Controls: Control must be 

efficient enough to detect deviations from plans with a 

minimum of unsought consequences (Ref 29:621), 

5. Principle of Control Responsibility: Control must be 

exercised only by the manager responsible for the execu- 

tion of plans (Hef 29:621). 
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6. Principle of Organizational Suitability:  Controls must 

reflect organization structure (Kef 29:622). 

?• Principle of Review: The control system should be reviewed 

periodically (Ref 29:624). 

8. The Exception irinciple: Adequate control requires atten- 

tion, primarily, to exceptions (Kef 29:624). 

9»  Principle of Absoluteness of Responsibility:  Responsibility 

cannot be delegated, no superior can escape, through dele- 

gation, responsibility for the activities of subordinates, 

for it is he who has delegated authority and assigned duties. 

Likewise, the responsibility of the subordinate to his supe- 

rior is absolute once he has accepted an assignment and the 

power to carry it out (Ref 29:65). 

10. Principle of Parity of Authority and Responsibility: 

Authority is the power to carry out assignments and 

responsibility is the obligation to accomplish them, it 

logically follows that the authority needed to do this 

should correspond to the responsibility (Ref 29:65). 

11. Principle of Delegation by Results Expected: Authority 

should be delegated to the extent and in the manner 

necessary to accomplish results expected (Ref 29:64). 

12. Principle of Timely Decisions:  As an organization grows 

in size and becomes more physically dispersed, time be- 

comes more crucial in the decision-making process (Ref 12: 

308). 

13. Principle of Procedure Control: Procedures must be con- 

trolled by being clear as to their purpose, how much they 

cost, when they are duplicated, how to overhaul them and 

how to control them (Ref 29:567). 

14. Principle of Policy Framework: Policies establish the 

framework upon which planning procedures and programs 

are constructed (Ref 29:201). 
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15. The Commitment irinciple:  Planning should cover a period 

of time in the future necessary to foresee, through a 

series of actions, the fulfillment of commitments involved 

in a decision (Hef 29:202). 

16. Irinciple of Strategic Manning:  Under competitive 

conditions (that is, where others are striving for the 

same goals), plans should be chosen in the light of what 

a comnetitor will or will not do.  It is not enough to 

build plans logically from goals, unless Ihe plans take 

into account a rival's plans (fief 29:202). 

17. Span of Management Principle: There is a limit, to the 

number of persons an individual can effectively manage, 

. . . (Hef 29:386). 

Accomplishments of the DoD iTOf;ramming System 

The merits of the DoD Programming System and its advantages over 

previous methods, were continually mentioned in personal interviews. 

The statements were in most cases substantially supported by further 

evidence found during the research effort.  In view of the supporting 

evidence and an evaluation in terms of the management criteria pre- 

viously shown, some of the significant accomplishments are: 

1. The program structure of the DoD Programming System has 

provided a basis for conducting DoD planning and program- 

ming on a mission oriented basis. For the first time, a 

weapon system was defined and evaluated as a separate entity. 

2. As a result of the DoD Programming System there has occurred 

an unification of effort of the military services toward 

reaching the common goals of the Defense Department. This 

is accomplished through an overall review of the services 

programs on an integrated basis. 

3. Through cost-effectiveness analysis, this System has 

enabled managers to introduce more logic into the process 
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of decision-making. This evaluation of alternatives has 

enhanced military decisions previously made only on the 

basis of Judgment and experience« 

U. The short-range annual budget is limited in value as a 

planning/decision tool for developing and producing a 

sophisticated weapon system requiring a long lead time. 

This need has been fulfilled by the Programming System 

with the compilation of an official Defense program 

extending five years into the future and serving as a 

baseline for planning and decision-making. 

5* The Programming System has integrated mid-range planning 

with current programming through the JSCP, This integra- 

tion incorporated military planning and thinking into the 

weapons acquisition process. 

It would be remiss to recognize only the accomplishments of the 

System itself and not those of individuals responsible for its concep- 

tion and implementation. Mr. Charles J. Hitch, ably assisted by other 

members of OSD and the RAND Corporation conceived and implemented the 

system rapidly and successfully. This is a real achievement when the 

complexity of the Department of Defense is considered. 

Analyses of Problem Areas 

This section presents the analyses of problem areas that support 

the following general hypothesis: 

Current problems with the DoD Programming System lias 

caused CSD to be pre-occupied with detailed management of 

short- and mid-range goals to the detriment of long-range 

planning and general policy guidance. 

This hypothesis was established, as a frame of reference, to 

evaluate the effectiveness of the DoD rrogramming System as a management 

tool in the acquisition of weapons system. 
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The analyses of problem areas are presented as specific findings. 

Management principles, established in the first section of this chapter, 

have been used as the basic standard for the conclusions reached in each 

finding. These findings have not been placed in order of importance but 

rather have been arranged as "building blocks" to support subsequent 

ones and ultimately support the general hypothesis. 

Finding 1.    Under the provisions of the DoD Programming System 

decisions on Kü-1s are not being made in a timely manner. 

Kany of the personnel interviewed within System Program Offices 

pointed out that their program's progress was hampered by slow deci- 

sions on PGP's. Others brought out the fact that requests for addi- 

tional information on PCP's were more of a rule than an exception.  It 

was also pointed out that much of the back-up data for a PCP was 

returned for revision. This statement is supported by an analysis of a 

sample of 12 programs under systems management, in which 1^ of 16 

PTDP's and 31 of kl  PSPP's submitted were returned for rewrite (Ref 3- 

28l). The investigation was made based on this background. 

The key to peace and to world power very often lies in the 

strength of superior weapons. The superiority of any weapon is directly 

related to the speed of its development. Therefore, the careful con- 

sideration of time factors is vital in developing a weapon system. 

The development and acquisition of weapons is occurring in a 

rapidly changing environment (Ref 36:^7). Decisions made in one period 

based on available information may be invalid at some later date if the 

situation has changed. The timeliness of these decisions is of utmost 

importance if a system is to oe acquired before it is obsolete. Koontz 
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and O'Dormell state in their principle of limiting factors:  "decision- 

makers must give primary attention to those factors that are limiting 

or strategic" (Ref 29:201). 

Based on the previously established principle of timely decisions, 

and in consonance with the desire of OSD to provide continuous decision- 

making under the DoD Programming System, the authors are of the opinion 

that a decision on a POP should be rendered within 30 days after receipt 

by OSD, 

Through an analysis of the 128 PGP's submitted by the Air Force in 

CY 6^ it was found that the average time required to obtain a decision 

was I'+O days. A breakout of the processing time within each of the 

major programs is shown in Figure 12. Of this total time, an average of 

78 days was required for processing/review within OSD. 

The Programming System was originally designed to allow for deci- 

sions in PGP's on a continuous basis. OSD has recognized the impact of 

the annual budget on this decision-making process and has established a 

schedule for PGP submissions in an attempt to meet this requirement. 

OSD still describes the system, however, as one that allows for con- 

tinuous submittal of PCP's. This would indicate that decisions would 

be rendered on a continuous basis. An analysis of the decision dates 

on PCP's during GY 6^ is shown in Figure 13« opposite the next page. 

From this chart it is obvious that very few decisions are being made 

outside the budget cycle. It would be illogical to assume that the 

decision demands of Air Force programs actually follow this type of 

distribution during an average year.  It is apparent that program 

decisions are being made in order to finalize the budget and not based 

on the importance of the decision itself. 
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Although outside the scope of this specific  finding,   it was found 

that  the present schedule requirements  for PCP submittal does not allow 

for proper planning by Program Managers,    Based on what  they  think 

Congress will appropriate OSD/BOB make  tentative apportionments of 

funds during the month of June  for the coming fiscal year.    Prior to 

June  15th,  however, all PCP's which contain requirements  for  the  follow- 

ing fiscal year,  have to be submitted to OSD.    This means that Program 

Managers are having to formulate requests for future years based on 

what  they expect  to get  for the current year.    This type of operation 

may be compared to attempting to plan a course to reach a particular 

destination when your present  location is unknown.    As a result,  many 

adjustments have  to be made after receiving the tentative apportionment 

and again after Congress has approved the budget in late August, 

Therefore,  it is concluded that timely PCP decisions are not being 

made.    The degree of untimeliness and its associated cost  in dollars to 

Dol> is of course extremely difficult to measure and has not been 

assessed in this study. 

Finding II.    There has been a modest growth of OSD personnel to 

accommodate the detailed management of the DoD Programming System, 

This  finding was investigated in response to numerous accusations 

that  the staff of OSD hid been increased to the point that it had become 

a "make work" organization. 

Since I960,   the manning of OSD has undergone a growth from 29^+7 

personnel  to over ^3,000.    A careful analysis of OSD manpower will show 

that  the majority of these personnel are not employed in jobs relating 

directly to  functions of the DoD Programming System,     A breakout of 

72 



♦l 

asH/SH/65-5 

4000 ■■ 

§  3000 
« a. 

o 

2000 • 

1000 - 

^ ^J 

I 
I 

OSD      JCS 

ZL 

□ 

I960 

Other 
Activitiea 

^ 

\ 

\ 

27.596 

^VV 

r Av< 

I 
fc: j- 

IP^i 1962 

Fiscal Years 

39,6U5 

^ 

i 
1963 

Fi^r.   14 

OSD MANPOWER GROWTH 



-J. 

1 
GÜM/ ■•,/65-5 

where USD  personnel are assigned is shown in Figure lA. This indicates 

that the basic reason for the large increase in personnel was due to 

the addition to OoD of many super-agencies (Hef 55:370, 386). Since 

these agencies are not directly involved in the Department of Defense 

planning-programming efforts they should not be included in the growth 

figures. Thus, the actual growth of the OSD staff has been from 17/+5 

personnel to 22^7 or an increase of 29 per cent in the I96O-I963 time 

period. This is a modest growth when compared to a 65 per cent increase 

in personnel in the JCS during the same four year period. 

Therefore, it is concluded that the OSD staff has not had a 

phenomenal growth since the growth is mainly due to the addition of the 

super-agencies. 

Finding III, irogram Change Proposal thresholds are too low for 

the level of management at which they are being exercised. 

The services can make certain changes each year to programs which 

the Secretary of Defense has previously approved and which are listed in 

the FYFS&FP. Most changes are limited by a dollar threshold and this 

amount cannot be exceeded during the current year except by approval of 

the Secretary of Defense. The threshold amounts are shown in Figure 8, 

facing page 3^. Changes made within these thresholds are only changes 

in plans for already approved programs and no new obligations are being 

made. 

These thresholds were arbitrarily set when the DoD Programming 

Syster. was implemented in 1961, and have not been significantly revised 

nince their establishment.  Investigation revealed that no analysis was 

made to determine the proper tlireshold levels.  There were also no 
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formal attempts to examine the impact these controls would have at the 

operational level. 

The degree of centralization or decentralization in DoD Is vitally 

affected by these thresholds.    Henri Fayol stated that "the question of 

centralization or decentralization is simply one of degree—the problem 

is to find out what is the best degree of centralization for a given 

undertaking"  (Ref 12:30^). 

As organizations grow in size,  centralized control tends to become 

a disadvantage.    Some of these disadvantages and how they relate to 

situations  found in DoD are as  follows: 

1. Data,   experience and ability required by  top authorities 

for accurate decisions tends to increase  faster than the 

growth of the organization itself.    The experience and 

ability of employees cannot be quickly improved,  therefore 

the working force is usually increased to compensate for 

lack of capability.    The size of the OSD staff was in- 

creased by 29 per cent from i960 to 1963»  although DoD 

personnel strength remained relatively unchanged 

(see Finding II). 

2, Top managers usually have less personal knowledge of con- 

ditions at the operational level. To compensate for this, 

more detailed procedures and data are required which results 

in rapidly increasing overhead costs. A majority of SPO 

personnel interviewed pointed out the ever increasing demand 

for detailed information being requested by OSD. For 

instance, OSD staff personnel participated directly in 

securing cost estimates from a contractor to be used in 

the preparation of a F-lll PCP. The cost data obtained 

by OSD was in much more detail and depth than normally 

needed to support a PCP. The emphasis on detailed data 

is also evidenced in DoD Directive 70^1.1, "Cost and 

hconoraic Information System" (CEIS).  Requests for more 
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data on PGP's and  the implementation of the CEIo certainly 

are indicators of top managers'   efforts  to increase their 

knowledge of and involvement  in operational matters. 

5.    The time  that is required for the rrincipal executive and 

his immediate assistants to make specific decision increases 

rapidly with centralized control.    Finding I indicated the 

excessive  time  (70 days) required in obtaining decisions 

on PCPs. 

Mr. Charles J.  Hitch,   OSD Comptroller,  spoke out on the importance 

of decentralization: 

In large   firms a degree of decentralization greater  than 

that which  is  inevitable is usually believed  to be desirable 

so taat the  "man-on-the-spot" can decide about many matters— 

and be held responsible for tnem.    This not only takes advan- 

tage of the man-on-the-spot's familiarity with tne details of 

the problem,   but also constitutes a more desirable decision- 

making process,  getting more persons in tne habit of using 

ingenuity and  taking responsibility.     Indeed  this is of major 

importance  for the  functioning of the economy,  and probably 

of equal importance in the military services  (itef 27:162), 

Practical experience in large corporations has shown that organiza- 

tion growth requires increasing decentralization.     It helps  to curb  the 

inflexibility and  loss of action that afflicts large organizations. 

Decisions can be made by people who are closer to  the point  of opera- 

tional activity and are  familiar with  the situation.    As the Principle 

of Decentralized Decision states:    a decision should be made at the 

lowest level in the organization that has requisite competence,  author- 

ity,   and prestige   (Ref 12:506). 

Aith the Defense budget of about ^50 billion,   the present thresh- 

olds require a high number of CSD decisions on program changes.    An 

analysis was conducted  to determine the volume of PCP's being reviewed 

75 



o 

< 33 
*> O 
f O 

w a 
Q 

« 

"Jl 

a»  > 
a. d 

M H> 
X) J» 
ON r* 

O 
3 
CO 

O   (9 

O    1 
c  o 

ft 

-i  a 

a 
c 

3 

3 
3 

a* 
a 
a 

3 a 

o 
t» a o 

cr c* it 

(BOO 
3   3   < 
a. a  t» 

"»J atf H> rf 

»-• ^ a o 
O cfl CO 0 

-   Number    -, 

i i i ; i 

^9/ws/wso 



GSM/SM/65-5 

by OSD from all services as a result of the current thresholds.    During 

CY 196^ a total of 368 PCP's were reviewed and for CY 1965 257 PCP's 

had been received as of 16 July.    To determine the reduction in PCP's 

by raising the thresholds would require a careful examination of each 

of the above PCP's.    The reason  for submittal and the dollar impact on 

each program year would have to be established in order to make valid 

conclusions.    This investigation was  found to be beyond the scope of 

this report due to time and manpower constraints. 

Many of the PCP's were compiled in considerable detail, as an 

example a T-39 aircraft PCP consisted of approximately 800 pages.    To 

process and review a proposal of this size and to perform the type of 

analysis being made in OSD requires considerable effort.    A careful 

review of these documents would require a tremendous workload on key 

personnel and would limit their efforts in other areas.    Secretary of 

Defense McNamara himself admitted  the workload is heavy and that more 

decisions should be shifted to lower levels (Kef Mf:23). 

Although this finding has not been rigorously analyzed, the luthoid 

conclude,   from this discussion,   that the thresholc     ar*»    00 low. 

Finding IV.    There is no serious delay in obtaining formal 

Congressional approval of the above threshold reprogramming requests. 

The establishment of the reprogramming thresholds requiring 

Congressional approval has been described in Chapter IV.    As was indi- 

cated,   these  threshold values were established in a subjective manner. 

In examining  this procedure,  it appeared to be an area of unwarranted 

delay.    Therefore,  information was examined to establish the processing 

ime of reprogramming requests requiring Congressional approval.    It 

76 



GS.M/SM/65-5 

was found that  the appropriate Congressional Committees have recognized 

the need to avoid unnecessary delays in the iraplemention of reprogram- 

ming decisions.    Accordingly they instructed the Secretary of Defense 

that if disapproval has not been received by  the 15th day after sub- 

mi ttal,  then the DoD should proceed knowing that Congressional approval 

has been tacitly given.     An examiiation of the above threshold repro- 

graraming requests  for the USAF Procurement and RDT&E appropriations  for 

FT 196^ and 19^5 indicate that the average approval time by OSD was 12 

days.    The longest approval time was 51 days and shortest was the same 

day as submitted.    This information is contained in Figure 15»    Also 

Figure 16,  opposite the  next page,  shows the submittal distribution of 

these reprogramming requests by calendar months.    It is apparent  that 

the second quarter of the  fiscal year is the most active. 

It should be recognized that prior to submittal of any above 

threshold reprogramming requests,  much informal communication takes 

place between  the services and CSD,  as well as,  between OSD and the 

Congressional Committees concerned.     This informal communication usually 

determines the receptiveness of each higher echelon to the proposed 

request,  thereby relegating the formal reprogramming request to merely 

a confirmation action.    Should the present exceptional rapport between 

03D and the Congressional Committees be al?.owed to seriously deteriorate 

due to changes in OSD or a change in the political climate of Congress, 

this Congressional control could greatly jeopardize the  timely and 

vigorous management of weapons systems. 

An average OSD approval time of 12 days with another 15 days during 

which Congress could give their disapproval,  provides a total lapse of 

time which is consiaered as prudently short as could be expected. 
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Therefore, it is concluded that there is no serious delay in obtaining 

formal Congressional approval of the above threshold reprogramraing 

requests. 

Finding V, The reprogramming controls exercised by Congress are 

too detailed and inflexible. 

The above allegation was made by SPO and Air Staff representatives. 

This problem was pointed out in more detail by Secretary Zuckert in his 

30 October 196^ memorandum to the Secretary of Defense when forwarding 

the Air Force FY 1966 Budget, wherein he stated (Ref 57:1): 

As you know, project control has become increasingly central- 

ized at DoD(0S.T/) and Congressional level. Centralization at 

the Congressional level has proved to be particularly trouble- 

some in the Other Procurement appropriation. Control is 

exercised on approximately kOO  line items. For items such 

as munitions where changing technology, continuing studies of 

optimum loading, etc., result in changed requirement, each 

change must be approved as a reprogramming and reviewed by the 

Congress. The necessarily great number of changes is inevitably 

creating a poor management image for the Defense Establishment. 

Your programming system provides your office the administrative 

mechanism for effective, detailed control. This same degree 

of control, however, should not be extended to the Congress. 

The purposes of the Congress can be served by dealing in a 

higher level of aggregation—for instance, "Munitions," as 

contrasted to a great number of individual line items. 

This finding is evaluated against the management principles listed 

in the management criteria section. Several aspects of the problem 

support the allegation. 

First, as pointed out earlier, reprogramming thresholds are based 

on controlling line items to the fifth level of breakout of the DoD 
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-t 
budget. Although these line items must exceed $500,000 in value 

(Ref 21:2) to be shown in the DoD cudget breakout, the number of line 

items involved in a 3i?0 billion DoD budget will number in the thousands. 

For example, in the Air Force the number of line items subject to repro- 

gramming control in the Procurement and RDT&E appropriation exceed 800. 

Second, the degree of reprogramming detail is indicated by the 

volume of reprogrammings being forwarded to Congress. While receiving 

the testimony of Mr. Hitch during the DoD appropriations hearings for 

1964, Senator Russell expressed concern over the large number of such 

changes referred to Congress and its inability to review them except in 

"a rather sketchy fashion," if at all, particularly when Congress was 

not in session (Ref 53529^). Therefore, the number of Air Force repro- 

grammings going to Congress was asrertained, and is contained in 

Table I. In this table the number of reprogrammings, as  well as the 

number of line items involved, shows a decline from FY 6l to 65. How- 

ever, in FY 65, there were 2^7 line items reprograramed which represents 

approxirnately 31 per cent of the total line items in Procurement and 

RDT&E. Considering this percentage to be typical of all the Services, 

it indicates the magnitude of the reprogramrdngs being forwarded to 

Congress. 

Third, in the history of reprogramming thresholds, it was pointed 

out that Congress established these reprogramming controls prior to 

196l. With the implementation of the DoD Programming System the 

emphasis by CSD shifted from control through budgeting to control 

through planning and programming. This shift in emphasis by OSD could 

account for the decline in reprogramming actions in the Air Force. 
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Table  TT 

MAXIMÜM/MIMIVUM RITPROGPAMMINGS - IN DOLLARS 
Fr-iq64-65 

anrror'-iation                Py 1964 
"in Max 

196^ 
Min Max 

Aircraft 
(3010) 

136,400 -2*00 88,600 200 

Missiles 
(3020) 

1,513,900 -200 -171,000 100 

Other 
(3080) 

61,000 -654 20,000- 50 

pnT»-E 74,800 -42 -80,000 -100 

(Thousands of dollars ) 
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Fovirth, the dollar value of the largest and smallest reprogramming 

action being reported to Congress for FY 64 and 65 in the Air Force 

Procurement and RDT&E appropriation was determined as shown in Table II. 

In the Procurement Appropriation the largest amount was J1.5 billion and 

the smallest $42,000. Of these changes 50 per cent were below »500,000 

for FY 1964 indicating the depth of detail being reviewed by Congress. 

Fifth, for above threshold reprogrammings Congressional approval 

is required, while for below threshold approval authority rests with the 

Service Secretaries, Congressional Committees are exercising this 

authority in the Congress, however, in the Air Force authority has been 

delegated to lower levels within the Air Staff. The researchers believe 

this wide disparity in emphasis on approval authority is indicative of 

the excessive degree of control imposed by the low Congressional thresh- 

olds and the inadequate control by the Air Force as is pointed out in 

Finding VI. 

Sixth, the inflexibility of the reprogramming controls was clearly 

illustrated during the escalation of the Vietnam war. An urgent 

requirement existed for the addition of certain general purpose bombs 

to the inventory. Since these were new items requiring the investment 

of over »2 million, prior Congressional approval was necessary. This 

imposed an additional delay in obtaining these urgently needed weapons. 

The authors strongly oelieve that the military departments should have 

the authority necessary to meet immediate requirements of this nature 

without going to Congress for approval. As suggested by Mr. Zuckert, 

grouping line items such as bombs, cartridges, etc., into a larger line 

item category would reduce this inflexibility. 
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In view of the above discussion and the management postulates 

expressed by the principle of efficiency of controls, the principle of 

control responsibility, the principle of organizational suitability, 

the principle of review, and the principle of action, it is concluded 

that the reprogramning controls exercised by Congress too detailed and 

inflexible. 

Finding VI. The Air Force has not established organized management 

methods and procedures to completely implement the DoD Programming 

System. 

The major procedural implementation by USAF is reflected in 

HOI 27-1, dated February ?6, 1965; AFR 27-9, dated May 10, 1965, and 

changes to the Air Force 375 series of regulations. HOI 27-1 serves as 

guidance to the Air Staff in fulfilling procedural requirements within 

Hq, USAF. AFR 27-9 establishes broad policies and procedures for deter- 

mining, documenting, and controlling Air Force programs consistent with 

the Programming System. The 375 series regulations have incorporated a 

limited amount of specific direction pertaining to the System. Accord- 

ing to many personnel involved in actual program management, the guid- 

ance has not been sufficient or specific enough to align the SPO efforts 

completely with OSD requirements, resulting in delays for their 

programs. 

The DoD Programming System has certain basic methods and procedures 

that should be applied to all levels within the Department of Defense. 

Three of these are: 1) a cost effectiveness evaluation of all new 

programs and changes, 2) a documentation procedure for handling these 

81 



i 

G3K/SM/65-5 

new programs and changes and 3) a method of review by top management 

and a focal point for decision-making responsibility. 

The Air Force has not used these basic methods in exercising the 

below threshold approval authority granted by 03D. Very few cost 

effectiveness studies have been conducted to determine the justifica- 

tion for below threshold reprogramming of appropriated funds or the 

shifting of funds among programs contained in the FYFS&FP. Some of 

these changes are of an accounting nature and do not require any 

detailed analysis; however, there are many others that should be 

evaluated by systems analysis methods. These below-threshold changes 

may be considered insignificant in terms of dollars; however, dollars 

may not be an accurate measure of the real value of a program.  The 

shifting of funds which may seem trivial could in reality be a vital 

decision. 

AFR 27-9 states that below-threshold change ; require the approval 

of the Secretary of the Air Force, but this authority has been delegated 

to various staff agencies where it is now being exerciser1.. The Air 

Force has no organized method of documenting below-threshold changes. 

No specific format, such as DD Form 1355 (Appendix B), which is used by 

OGD for above-threshold changes, has been developed to permit an 

orderly accounting of changes made by the Air Forcj. The changes that 

are being made are not centrally filed, therefore, a summary review of 

the total operation is virtually impossible. 

Many of the reprogrammings actions are initiated at quarterly 

reviews. Different categories of reprogramming requests are reviewed 

and approved by separate Air Staff agencies. This working procedure 
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provides no focal point for review of the overall effect or interrela- 

tionship of these changes. 

The full implementation of a uniform method of operation would be 

the first step in getting more authority delegated to the Air Force and 

other Services in the form of higher "thresholds," This need for 

improved management methods was clearly stated by Secretary McNamara: 

. . . However, before we can effectively decentralize we must 

develop an organizational structure which will permit us to 

proceed to true decentralized decision-making rather than to 

management anarchy. 

Too often responsibility and authority have been so 

fragmented by overlapping and diffused organizational arrange- 

ments within the Department as to make it virtually impossible 

to pinpoint responsibility.  In such situations decentraliza- 

tion of decision-making authority is unwise if not impossible. 

As a matter of fact, in these circumstances decisions must be 

made at higher levels in the Department—often at the very top— 

because no one else has the clear authority to make them 

(Hef 32:5). 

The responsibility for the establishment of management methods 

rests not only with the Air Force but also on ÜGD. Very little effort, 

if any, has been exerted by OSD to correct tne situation pointed out in 

the preceeding statement by Secretary McNamara, To continue making 

centralized decisions for several years without any appreciable effort 

to correct the causes, poses certain questions as to the ultimate 

management goals of OSD, In their book, Koontz and O'Donnell were very 

specific about who is responsible for the delegation of authority when 

they said, ", . , the responsibility for weak delegation of authority 

lies with superiors and, primari .y, with top managers, who should 
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furnish an environment of decision for subordinates and select and 

train them . . ." (Ref 29:62). 

It is concluded that the Air Force has not established organized 

management methods and procedures to completely implement the DoD 

Programming System. 

Finding VII. An analysis of the full impact of obtaining detailed 

cost data has not been made by OSD. 

In a recent article, Mr, Baldwin (Ref 8:270) stated in a footnote 

that: 

Management experts and contractors have pointed out that 

exercise of centralized control by the Department of Defense 

over the services requires information and reports from the 

services. The self-generating and self-defeating nature of 

the work-load imposed becomes apparent. The tighter and more 

centralized the control, the more reports that are required. 

The more authority taken way from the working level, the more 

paper work that is required from those at the working level 

to back up their diminished authority. 

The central theme, that the more detail furnished to higher author- 

ity merely creates the desire for more detail, was borne out by an OSD 

representative during an interview when he stated, "CSD has an insa- 

tiable thirst for detail; the more received the more desired." This 

desire for detail by CSD is further expressed in DoD Directive 70^1.1, 

Cost and Economic Information System. 

Based on the current OSD emphasis on cost-effectiveness studies 

and the principle of efficiency of controls as outlined in the manage- 

ment criteria section, it was assumed that an analysis of the full 

impact of obtaining detailed cost data had been made by OSD. This 
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assumption was based en Mr. Anthony's statement, "... any piece of 

management information is justified only if its value exceeds the effort 

required to collect it" (8ef 6:316). 

On investigation, it was found that OSD had not made any formal 

analysis of the value of cost data versus the cost of obtaining it. 

Therefore, it must be concluded that an analysis of the full impact 

cf obtaining detailed cost data has not been made by OSD, 

Finding VIII. The DoD Programming System does not completely 

link planning/programning with budgeting. 

The LoD Programming System is primarily concerned with the planning 

of programs contained in the FYFS&FP and the fulfillment of these plans 

within the limitations of the budgeting processes. Planning and pro- 

gramming in DoD is accompxished on the basis of the programs in the 

FYFS&FP and may be thought of as managerial accounting. Budgeting is 

based on the appropriation structure of the budget and is essentially 

financial accounting. These two separate controls in DoD have been 

recognized in the business environment and the major differences between 

theru have been explained as follows: 

1. The objective of management accounting is to help insiders, 

while the objective of financial accounting is to furnish 

information to outsiders, 

2. Financial accounting encompasses the whole enterprise, 

while management accounting is more interested in its parts, 

3. Financial accounting must be done, while management 

accounting is optional. Financial accounting must be 

collected to report on stewardship, but management account- 

ing is justified only if its management value exceeds the 

cost of its collection. 
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k.    The emphasis on financial information is more on accuracy 

and less on timeliness while the emphasis on management 

information is more on timeliness and less on accuracy 

(Ref 6:315-316). 

With these important differences in mind it is appropriate to 

observe the differences in the planner's and comptroller's efforts in 

DoD. First, a difference is observed in the end product. The planners 

primarily establish the FYFS&FP through a compilation of program 

elements, whereas the comptrollers establish the budget through a 

financial plan for the current year. Second, a difference exists in the 

procedures used for making changes. The planners change the FYFSWP 

principally by PGP action: whereas, the comptrollers change current and 

past year funds by reprograraming actions. Third, a difference is 

observed in the basic unit with which each work. The planners work in 

terms of a program element, whereas, the comptrollers work with appro- 

priation line items. 

While the program element is built on appropriation line items as 

may be seen in Figure 17, this RDT&E flow chart shows the two channels 

of control, one for the planners and the other for the comptrollers. 

While it is recognized that the two separate channels come together at 

OSD for the purposes of planning and controlling, they are still widely 

separated at the SPO.  At the SPO, management involves monitoring the 

execution of plans and the management of resources. Since the SPO is 

engaged in active management, the SPD must have a financial base from 

which to manage his program. A compilation of appropriations provides 

the financial base for the near-term years and the FYFS&FP provides the 

financial base for the first program year and beyond. As a result, the 

SPO is controlled to two different financial plans. Therefore, while 
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the gap between planning/programming and budgeting may not be evidenced 

at OSD, the lack of correlation of these phases has a major impact at 

the SPO level. 

Further evidence that the DoD Programming oystem does not com- 

pletely link planning/programming with budgeting is found in its time 

cycles. Under the current procedures, the DoD Programming System re- 

quires an annual preparation and submittal of PCP's by 15 June. This 

cut-off date for PCP submissions is during the tentative apportionment 

made by OSD/BOB and well before final apportionment in August or 

September. This time sequencing is shown in Figure 5i see page facing 

29. Therefore, the planners are forced to plan the next budget year 

without complete knowledge of what their current year budget will be. 

This dilemma for the planners is cause for much consternation between 

planners and comptrollers, which further widens the gap between 

planning/programming and budgeting. 

As a result of this discussion, it is concluded that the DoD Pro- 

gramming System does not completely link planning/programming with 

budgeting. 

Finding IX. The DoD Programming System is not responsive to 

urgent changes in weaponry requirements. 

It has been charged in periodicals that, in essence, nothing new 

in the way of a major weapon system has been developed since Mr. 

McNamara has come into office (Hef 8:262-263)» While this charge will 

not be examined, it was considered appropriate to determine if the DoD 

I rogramming System has been responsive to urgent changes in weaponry 

requirements, such as the escalation of the Vietnam War. Therefore, 
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during an interview with Mr, Hitch, who originated and implemented the 

DoD Programming System, the question of responsiveness was raised. Mr, 

Hitch advised that the current DoD Programming oystem could not fully 

respond to the weaponry requirements for Southeast Asia mainly because 

the System was too closely tied to the planning of the budget year, and 

was too dependent on the budget cycle. Rather, he anticipated that most 

of the necesiary decisions would be reflected in memoranda issued by 

the Secretary of Defense. These decisions would later be confirmed as a 

bookkeeping action either by reprogramraings or simplified PCP's, 

The lack of responsiveness of the DoD Irogramming System was also 

expressed in House Report 528, wherein the Committee on Appropriations 

called on "the DoD to institute procedures designed to maximize the 

deployment of new and better weapons and equipment with the operating 

forces" (Ref 52:^5). 

To determine OSD's response to proposed changes, an analysis was 

conducted of all Air Force PCP's submitted in CY 1963 and CY 1964. A 

comparison between dollars requested and dollars approved revealed that 

in CY 1963, OSD approved $2,51 billion of $4,62 billion requested or 

54 per cent. In CY 1964, OSD approved $0,502 billion of $1.04 billion 

requested or 48 per cent. The difficulty in obtaining additional money 

above that approved in the FYFS&FP is evident in these statistics, A 

more detailed breakout of the dollar value of PCP's is shown in Figure 

18. 

Froir the above discussion and the conclusion reached in Finding I, 

it is concluded that the DoD i rogramming System is not responsive to 

urgent changes in weaponry requirements. 
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Finding X. Long-range planning by OSD has been limited by their 

management of near-term operations. 

Long range planning for an organization like OSD must extend beyond 

the expected life of current weapons systems in the inventory or acqui- 

sition phase. The period of time a weapon is under development and in 

the inventory will vary. For example, the estimated life of the follow- 

ing systems is: B~k7 over 15 years, B-52 over 20 years, F-102 over 10 

years, Atlas over 10 years, and C~k7  over 30 years. Realizing that the 

newer weapons systems may become obsolete more rapidly than those 

mentioned above, the interval of planning will still extend from 10 to 

25 years ahead based on the Commitment Principle which states:  "Plan- 

ning should cover a period of time in the future necessary to foresee, 

through a series of actions, the fulfillment of commitments involved in 

a decision" (Ref 29:202). 

Present R&D effort should be directed toward the development of the 

second generation of weapons. To plan only through the life of present 

and first generation weapons does not provide the proper R&D goals. 

Long-range planning must be concerned with formulating overall strategy 

and the necessary implementing weapons beyond the current generation. 

An example of this type of planning was the development of the atomic 

bomb. After this achievement, our rivals had to counter this type of 

warfare.  Since the early 1950^, we have been responding to our com- 

petitors' capability, as am example, the ICBM development. 

Beyond the Joint Long-Range Strategic Studies, which extends for 

ll years, only limited planning is being accomplished in OSD. Some 

detailed effort is being made in the mid-range planning area as 
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reflected in the FYTS&FP but even this only reflects  those acquisition 

phases of a program  that are approved.    That is,  if a program element is 

approved  for R&D only,  no production costs are forecasted and put  in the 

FYFSgcFP.    Therefore,   the FYFS&FP is merely a spendout plan and not a 

true mid-range planning document. 

Not only are 03D personnel expending minimum effort on long-range 

planning as presently defined but also this planning interval does not 

extend far enough into the  future to permit adequate definition of 

present R&D goals  (Ref 52:^+5).     Therefore,   it must be concluded that the 

majority of USD effort  is being applied to near-term planning through 

analyzing and rendering decisions on PCP's,  reprogramming actions and 

annual budget  formulation.    This effort is also substantiated by the 

conclusions reached in Findings  I,  III, V,  and DC.     Hence long-range 

planning is not being adequately accomplished by OSD. 

Conclusion.    In this section ten problem areas attributable  to the 

DoD Programming System were examined.    Two of these, OSD growth and 

Congressional reprogramming approval time were found not to be problems. 

The other eight findings, however,  do indicate difficiencies.    These 

were:     excessive decision time  for PCP's,  PCP and reprogramming thresh- 

olds  too low,  implementing procedures are  inadequate,   cost data is  too 

detailed,   a gap still exists between planning/programming and budgeting, 

lack of responsiveness and present planning does not extend far enough 

into  the  future.    These  problem areas emphasize the amount of detailed 

effort expended by OSD in controlling weapons acquisition.    This type of 

management control has necessitated the concentrated attention of the 

GSD staff leaving little  time  for other top management  functions such as 

■ 
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long-range planning. The authors strongly believe that the results of 

these findings support the general hypothesis: 

Current problems with the DoD Programming System has 

caused OSD to be preoccupied with detailed management of 

short- and mid-range goals to the detriment of long-range 

planning and general policy guidance. 

Summary 

An evaluation of the DoD Programming System can be made through the 

use of recognized and accepted management principles. Considering these 

principles, five major accomplishments are attributable to this System. 

There are also ten problem areas that are stated as findings which are 

used to support a general hypothesis that the DoD Programming System 

deficiencies are requiring an excessive amount of OSD time. 
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VI. Conclusions and Recommendations 

The crystallization of the thinking of the researchers is presented 

in the form of conclusions and recommendations for the improvement of 

the DoD Programming System. 

General 

This report contains explanation of the DoD Programming System and 

an evaluation of the effectiveness of the System as a management  tool in 

the weapons acquisition process. 

Management  pressures and political influences led to the  formula- 

tion of a new management system in the Department of Defense  (DoD),     In 

1961-62, Secretary of Defense Hobert S,  McNamara introduced a system to 

integrate the planning-programming-budgeting phases of defense decision- 

making.    While  the basic concepts have not changed,  some adjustments 

were necessary: 

1. Prior to the preparation of the budget an annual compre- 

hensive review of tne Five Year Force Structure and 

Financial Program (FYFS&FP)   is now required aside  from 

the review of program changes made on a continuous basis. 

2. The annual budget is based on the Joint Strategic Objectives 

Plan (JSOP) and Tentative Force Guidance (TFG) rather than 

compiled  from the FYFS&FP. 

3. Simplified POP's have been implemented to handle minor 

changes and adjustments to  the FYFS&FP. 

k.    Functional reviews are conducted to examine an area that 

may include several different Programs and Military 

Departments. 
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Planning is the first phase of the decision-making process in the 

Defense establishment and the key participants are the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff and the planners of the military departments. The programming 

phase is designed to "bridge the gap" between military planning on the 

one hand and preparation of the annual budget on the other. The JSOP 

plays a major role in tieing the planning and programming phases to- 

gether, tiight military programs, each with a common mission or purpose 

form the basic structure of the DoD Programming System. The FYFS&FP is 

the DoD official program and the Program Change Proposal (PCP) is the 

basic document used to change it. Certain "thresholds" have been 

established beyond which the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) 

retains decision authority on proposed changes to the PYFS&FP. 

Budgetingv like most other human created activities has undergone 

the process of evolution. Budgeting as known today was started by the 

Budgeting and Accounting Act of 1921. This Act was revised in 1950. 

The first Secretary of Defense, Mr". Forrestal, developed an entirely 

new and uniform budget structure for the services which still exists. 

The preparation of the budget is an annual process which requires the 

continual efforts of DoD. The history of reprogramming thresholds as 

established by Congress shows a definite trend in the tightening of 

Congressional budgetary control. 

An evaluation of the DoD Programming System can be made through 

the use of recognized and accepted management principles. Considering 

these principles, five major accomplishments are attributable to this 

System. There are also ten problem areas that are stated as findings 

which support the general hypothesis: 

Current problems with the DoD Programming System has 
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caused OSD to be preoccupied with detailed management of 

abort- and mid-range goals to the detriment of long-range 

planning and general policy guidance. 

Accomplishments 

Without exception, every manager interviewed believed that the OoD 

Programming System was a much better approach to managing weapon systems 

than any previous approach. The following significant improvements ' 

resulted from the implementation of the System. 

1. Integrated DoD planning by missions. 

2. Integrated DoD planning with programming. 

3* Established an approved mid-range financial management 

baseline for programs. 

k,    Established a decision-making procedure using cost- 

effectiveness studies to support decisions. 

3. Implemented a uniform method of reviewing the Services' 

programs on an integrated basis. 

Conclusions 

The conclusions presented in this report identify not just the 

symptoms that were frequently described but rather some of the basic 

causes of the problems troubling the managers actually working with this 

System. These basic causes have been examined. It is expected that any 

future studies on this system will substantiate the conclusions reached 

in this report. 

1. Under the provisions of the DoD Programming System, decisions 

on PCP's are not being made in a timely manner. 

2. The processing time of PCP's is not related to the rapid 

manpower growth in OSD. 
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3. The current POP thresholds demand an excessive amount of 

daily detailed control of program elements by OSD. 

k.    There is no serious delay in obtaining formal Congressional 

approval of the above threshold reprogramming requests. 

3»    The reprogramming controls exercised by Congress are too 

detailed and inflexible. 

6. The Air Force has not established organized management 

procedures to completely implement the DoO Programming 

System. 

7. An analysis of the full impact of obtaining detailed cost 

data has not been made by OSD. 

8. The DoD Programming System does not completely link 

planning/programming with budgeting. 

9. The DoD Programming System is not responsive to urgent 

changes in weaponry requirements. 

10. CSD has been controlling short- and mid-range plans to 

the detriment of its real management purposes which are 

to provide policy guidance to the Departments and Agencies 

through the establishment of long-range plans and near- 

term Research and Development objectives. 

Recommendations 

These recommendations are offered to further improve an already 

effective DoD Programming System. Areas requiring additional study are 

also identified. It is realized that these recommendations involve 

difficult problems—difficult of analysis, difficult of solution. 

Specific Recommendations. The specific recommendations are: 

1. The planning-programming-budgeting functions should 

be further integrated. 

This integration effort has been in process since the inception of 
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the DoD Programming System and each year improvements have been made. A 

study should be made, however, of all the factors bearing on the problem 

not only as they interrelate with each othor but also from the stand- 

point of relevancy of each factor. The time cycle could be improved if 

at the time the Tentative Force Guidance is issued on 1 April, there was 

also'issued a Tentative Apportionment Guidance. This would permit the 

PGP's to be based on budget information in advance, instead of receiving 

it after the POP's have already been prepared. Also consideration should 

be given to broadening the definition of line items from specific com- 

ponents to common categories of components. At the same time, the 

management area covered by a program element should be defined as a line 

item during its development and acquisition. These suggestions should 

be considered as only partial solutions to a more complex problem. 

2. The Services should develop a capability, at appropriate 

echelons, to uniformly evaluate, approve, and control 

below-threshold PGP's and reprogrammings. 

At the present time, the Services are making below-threshold 

changes using many diverse procedures, which allows these decisions to 

be made without determining the impact to tne overall Service program. 

Procedures should be established to make the approval of below-threshold 

changes in a more logical and integrated way. The Service Secretaries 

should have a procedure similar to OSD's to approve the below-threshold 

changes. The use of documentation similar to that used by CSD, i.e. 

PCP's and Formats B, would be helpful in developing a more precise and 

responsible decision-making process in the Air Force. Authority for 

making changes below certain thresholds set by the Service Secretaries, 
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should be delegated to each major comnand. This authority should be 

exercised by commanders and not delegated to staff levels. At the time 

of submittal of these requests a cost-effectiyeness study presenting 

alternative solutions should be included* The establishment of such 

uniform procedures are a prerequisite to raising current OSD thresholds 

and obtaining greater decision authority. 

3. An analysis should be made to determine the impact of increas- 

ing the OSD and Congressional thresholds for PCP's and 

reprogrammings. 

This recommendation logically follows the successful implementation 

of Recommendation 2. A detailed analysis has never been made to deter- 

mine the proper level of either the PCP or reprogranming thresholds. 

There are many interrelationships for which sensitivity analyses will 

have to be made. For example, changing the definition of line items 

could, jn effect, increase the reprogramming thresholds. This study 

was not oriented toward determining the correct level of these thresh- 

olds, however, personal interviews and supporting evidence indicate that 

they are too low. 

k,    OSD should delegate the management of short-range plans to the 

Services and devote its major effort to providing policy 

guidance through the establishment of long-range plans and 

near-term Research and Development objectives. 

The Department of Defense is too large an operation to be doing 

detailed planning for only five to eight years into the future. Even 

here the emphasis is on only the approved portion of the programs in the 

FyFS&FP, It is realized long-range planning is one of the most 
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difiicult tasks a manager has to do. He tends to occupy himself with 

those tasks he understands best—which, in essence, is today's problems. 

Before OSD can extricate itself from the daily management of short-range 

plans, however, the problems associated with the three previous 

recommendations must be resolved. 

Recommended Studies. It is further recommended that additional 

studies be made in the following areas: 

1. Investigate the impact of the DoD Programming System on 

Defense contractors. 

2. Conduct marginal analyses to determine the value of obtain- 

ing detailed and precise cost estimates. 

3. Determine the value of establishing Service thresholds at 

Command level for PCP's and reprograramings. 

k.    Examine the procedures which the Services have developed 

to implement the DoD Programming System with the purpose 

of identifying and synthesizing the best into a uniform 

procedure. 

- 
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Appendix A 

Glossary 

Addendum budget - This is a budget that is prepared after the first 
draft of the Presidential memoranda has been submitted on 30 
September. It contains those PCP's which either were not con- 
sidered before or have changed since the memoranda was finalized. 
The items in this Addendum Budget are considered during the period 
between 1 October and the final submittal of the defense budget in 
December. Changes are mad«» through Subject Issues. 

Air Force Objective Series Papers (AFOS Papers) - Information on a wide 
variety of subjects defining USAF concepts and positions are known 
collectively as the Air Force Objectives Series Papers. These 
papers are continuous documents which project 20 years into the 
future and are kept current by constant revision. The AFOS Papers 
provide data and USAF positions to the JLRSS, JSOP and to all USAF 
plans. 

Allocation - An authorization by a designated official of a department 
making funds available within a prescribed amount to an operating 
agency for the purpose of making allotments. 

Allotment - An authorization granted by an operating agency to another 
office to incur obligations within a specified amount pursuant to 
an appropriation or other statutory provision and subject to 
specific procedural, bookkeeping and reporting requirements. 

Apportionments - A determination as to amount of obligations which may 
be incurred during a specified period. Does not make funds 
available. 

Appropriation - An authorization by an act of Congress to make payments 
out of the Treasury for specified purposes. 

Authorization - That which has been authorized—the instrument or 
document that grants a right, power, or thing. 

Below Threshold Changes - Changes below OSD-prescribed thresholds 
approved by the heads of DoD components. These may be made only 
when the approved TOA for the DoD component is not exceeded for any 
year. When the aggregate of these changes for a program year 
together with an additional change proposed equals or exceeds a 
threshold, a PCP must be submitted. 

Budget Authorization - The approved financial program upon which the 
recipient can plan for the present as well as the future to enable 
him to accomplish his mission in an orderly and businesslike manner. 

103 



QSH/SM/65-5 

Appendix A 

Budget Call (Annual Call) PMI 1-12 - A request to subordinate commands 
for listing budgetary needs. 

Budgetary Process - The process of formulation, review and approval, and 
execution of a budget. 

Bureau of Budget (BOB) - An Executive Branch office that works directly 
with the President in the preparation of the annual budget. BOB 
reviews each Department's budget with the Department following the 
guidance issued by the President. In addition BOB issues the 
release of funds after working out the apportionment of the approved 
budget by Congress. 

Commitment - An amount administratively reserved for future obligations 
against available funds and recorded as such in the accounting 
records. 

Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) - This agency organizes, directs, 
manages and controls DoD intelligence resources assigned, and 
reviews and coordinates intelligence functions retained by the 
military departments (A-N-AF). DIA is responsible to the Secretary 
of Defense through the JCS and prepares the Intelligence Annex to 
Joint Plans. 

Department of Defense (DoD) - The entire military establishment of the 
United States. 

Development Plan (DP) - This plan is in the form of an outline of the 
objectives of a Definition Phase of a new weapon system. It 
establishes the framework for the eventual development of a 
specific detailed plan. 

DoD Components - Includes all Military Services and Agencies responsible 
to the Secretary of Defense. Agencies include such organizations 
as the Defense Supply Agency and NASA. 

DoD Programming System - The methods and procedures for establishing, 
maintaining, and revising the DoD Five-Year Force Structure and 
Financial Program (FYFS&FP). 

Expenditure - Payment for service and materials. 

First Program Year - During the first six months of the current fiscal 
year, the first program (fiscal) year is the budget year. During 
the last six months of the current fiscal year, the first program 
year is the budget year plus one.  (A simple method of determining 
the first program year is to add two to the current calendar year). 

Five-Year Force Structure and Financial Program (FYFS&FP) - A Top Secret 
summation prepared by CSD of the individual approved programs of . i 
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the military departments and other DoD components.    The departments 
and DoD components publish their program in detailed program 
element terms,   to include a Program Element Summary Data form and 
Descriptive Data Sheet for each element,  supported by the Materiel 
and Construction Annexes. 

Format A - After submission of a PCP, all participating review compo- 
nents, both the Services and OSD staff, will submit their evalua- 
tion and recommendations on a Format A.    A copy of this form is in 
Appendix D. 

Format B - All decisions on PCP's will be transmitted on u Format B 
signed by the Secretary of Defense or his Deputy.    The one excep- 
tion would be the use of Subject Issues  for rendering a decision 
on PCP's.    A copy of this form is in Appendix E. 

Government Accounting Office (GAO) - This Office is the Congressional 
"watchdog" over the expenditures of funds by the Agencies and 
Departments of the Executive Branch.    They certify that appro- 
priated monies are used properly. 

Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) - A body within the Department of Defense 
consisting of the Chief of Staff, United States Army;  the Chief 
of Naval Operations;  the Chief of Staff,  United States Air Force; 
and a chairman,  serving as the principal military advisers to the 
President;  the National Security Council; and the Secretary of 
Defense;  and authorized to conduct certain military operations 
direct, such as those of continental air defense. 

Joint Intelligence Estimate for Planning  (JIEP) - The DIA prepares 
JIEP's for JCS approval and publication.    These JIEP's are the 
principal intelligence basis for the development of strategic 
plans and poli ies.    These plans cover:     the short- and mid-range 
period, one to ten years into the future,  and is published on 
1 June annually;   the long-range period,  ten to 1^ years into the 
future, and is published on 15 January annually; and,  the treaty 
organizations,  of which the United States is a member,  is published 
on 1 August annually. 

Joint Long-Range Strategic Study (JLRSS)  - This study provides strategic 
appraisals which will assist in the development of militarj 
policies,   plans,  and programs. 

Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP)- This plan translates national 
objectives into military objectives attainable with actual,  on-hand 
or scheduled for near delivery, capabilities.    It also provides 
guidance  for:    short-range plans; military aid to allies; and 
development of NATO and allied plans.    It issues the directive to 
"Specified" and "unified Commanders"  for operation in cold, limited 
and general war. 
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Joint Strategic Objectives Play (JSOP) - A mid-range objectives plan 
which translates US national objectives and policies for the time 
frame 5 to 8 years in the  future into terms of military objectives 
and strategic concepts and defines basic undertakings for cold, 
limited,  and general war which may be accomplished with the 
objective force levels. 

Line item - A line item is a complete description entry regarding an 
item or number of like items on any form, record, or other document, 
including quantity, unit of issue, stock or part number, and 
description. 

Logistics Guidance - Logistics guidance is the costing of the Joint 
Strategic Objectives Plan by each respective Service, JCS,  or 
Assistant Secretaries of Defense which includes the rationale for 
the changes and analyses of their costs and manpower implications. 

Near-term years - This covers an interval starting with the current 
fiscal year,  the budget year and the first program year. 

Obligation - The amount of an order placed, contract awarded, service 
received, etc., which legally reserves funds. 

Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) - This is the immediate staff 
working directly for the Secretary of Defense,  and does not include 
all the sup^r-agencies assigned to the Secretary of Defense. 

Preliminary Technical Development Plan (PTDP) - An unapproved Technical 
Development Plan. 

Presidential Memoranda - Memoranda prepared by the Secretary of Defense 
which provide the explanation and rationale to the President on 
major force and other program decisions made in the defense area 
on which the defense program is based.    These memoranda are 
forwarded to the President early in October and, among other things 
provide the background for the defense budget to be submitted to 
the President in December. 

Procurement Authorization - A document issued to implement approved 
buying programs within fund availability. 

Procurement Cycle - The Procurement Cycle represents the total time for 
accomplishing the  following milestones:    commitment, obligation 
and expenditure for an item of equipment or system. 

Program - A combination of program elements designed  for the accomplish- 
ment of a definite objective or plan which is specific as to the 
time phasing of what is to be done and the means proposed for its 
accomplishment.    The major programs of the DoD Programming System 
are  the numbered programs in the DoD FYFS&FP. 
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Program Change Proposal (FCP)  - A formal document which proposes an 
adjustment to the KYFG&FP of a magnitude requiring Secretary of 
Defense approval.    Changes may be proposed either to program 
elements or to Materiel or Construction Annex items,  whichever is 
most appropriate under the circumstances. 

Program element - An integrated  force or activity—a combination of men, 
equipment and facilities  (together with their cost)  whose effec- 
tiveness can be directly related to national security objectives. 

Program year(s) - This is the interval of time starting with the  first 
program year through the five and eight years covered in the 
FYFS&FP. 

Proposed System Program Plan (PSPP)  - An unapproved System Program Plan, 

Reclama - An action in contest of a decision by the Secretary of Jefense, 

Reprogramraing - The shifting of appropriated funds among programs is 
referred to as reprogramming.    It can apply to current and previous 
years funds. 

Requirements Studies - These Studies are prepared by the JCS staff or 
the Services and are for the purpose of establishing the force 
structure sensitivity for a particular mission in a program.    This 
is used in the preparation of JSOP's and force reviews, 

HDT&E Appropriation - Costs primarily associated with research and 
development efforts including development of a new capability to 
the point where it is ready for introduction into operational use. 
These costs will include equipment prototype,  test vehicles,  etc, 
required in a development program to the extent that such equipment 
*s funded under the RDT&E appropriation.    Related Military 
Construction appropriation costs will be also included.    Costs 
which appear in the Military Personnel, Operation and Maintenance 
and Procurement appropriations will be excluded from this category. 

Research and Development (R&D) - An effort that involves basic research 
in some  form or other, especially directed at discovering new 
principles,  methods, or facts,  but one  that is also directed at 
applying newly discovered or already known principles,  facts,  or 
methods to the production of some object, plan,  or situation that 
will serve a practical purpose. 

Sub-allocation - The action of funding an intermediate command or other 
operating agency, by the operating agency to which it is finan- 
cially responsible for performance. 

Subject Issue - Subject issues are OSD decisions made in connection with 
the annual budget review.    They are normally received during the 

107 



GGM/SM/65-5 

Appendix A 

latter part of October and the month of November in each calendar 
year cycle. They reflect adjustments to the budget submission by 
item/subject and,   in some cases,  provide decisions on PGP's. 

systems Management -  (AF) The process of planning,  organizing,  coordi- 
nating,  controlling,  and directing the efforts of Air Force 
contractors and responsible Air Force organizations to accomplish 
system program objectives, 

System Program Director  (öPD)  - The Director of a System Program Office. 

System Program Office   (SPO)   -  (AF) The overall  field systems management 
organization during the acquisition pliase of a system program, 
established or identified by Air Force Systems Command for each 
system program to provide a focal point and action office  for 
planning guidance and  instructions and   for insuring that partici- 
pants in the system program conduct  their  tasks  in context with all 
other tasks on a timely basis. 

System Program Plan (SPP)  - This document  identifies responsibility, 
tasks,  resources,  and  time-phasing of major actions of partici- 
pating organizations.     It  contains 15 sections:    Program Summary, 
Kaster Schedule,   i rogram Management,   Intelligence Estimate, 
Operations,  Acquisition,  Civil Engineering,  Logistics, Manpower 
& Organization,  Personnel Training,  Financial,   Requirements, 
Authorizations,  General Information,   Security. 

Technical Development Plan  (TDP)  - This document describes several 
alternative approaches  to building a system,  general description 
and management concept,   types and numbers of contractors,  amount 
of  funding and phasing of  the system  to the operational stage in 
as  much detail as  possible.     It is used  to substantiate POP's 
forwarded for approval and allocation of resources. 

Tentative Force Guidance  (TFG)   - Memoranda issued in April of each year 
listing Secretary  of Defense tentative decisions on changes in 
forces in Major Programs I through V,  based on the recommendations 
of JCS in the  form of marked-up force schedules appearing in  the 
latest DoD KYFSV*FP.    These decisions are considered  tentative only 
to   the extent reclamaed by comment of the draft Presidential 
memoranda. 

Threshold - Limits imposed by the Secretary of Defense on program 
changes,   the basis  for which is the DoD FYFSrvFP,    These are 
expressed in  terms of dollars and physical resources. 

Total Obligational  Authority  (TOA)  -   The  total financial requirements 
for a given program or Materiel  -innex  item  for a  fiscal year's 
program,  regardless of the source of  funds. 
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USAF Force and Financial Play (F&FP) - The aggregation of all program 
elements pertaining to the USAF set forth in individual Program 
Element Summary Data forms, Descriptive Data Sheets, etc., as 
approved by the Secretary of Defense and as modified by approved 
program change proposals, financial reprogramming actions, subject 
issues, or other Secretary of Defense decisions, and below 
tlueshold changes. It projects force data eight years and costs 
five years beyond the current fiscal year. The F&FP does not, in 
itself, represent authority to implement any programs or obligate 
any funds. 

Wartime Basic Plan (WBP) - The USAF Wartime Basic Plan provides a broad 
statement of the Air Force wartime mission, as derived from the 
Joint Strategic Objectives Play (JSOP), the Joint Strategic 
Capabilities Plan (JSCP), and the organic command responsibilities. 

Wartime Requirements Plan—Mid-range (WPM) - The wartime requirements 
plan starts with a projected inventory position with respect to 
units, aircraft personnel, installations, and other assets. Then 
post D-day projections in the raid-range plans represent a forecast 
of operations during the periods indicated. 

Wartime Requirements Plan—Short-range (WPS) - The USAF Short-Range 
Wartime Requirements Plan is basically an emergency war plan which 
is developed at Headquarters USAF and oriented toward the use of 
available means in the event of immediate hostilities. 
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1 P.C. coot. 
COST DETAIL (TOÄ ,„ t Thousands) 

OATC   AI'PROVCO PRIOR 
FV» 

^RRENTlFy                 FY 
i 

1 
FY FY FY                      FV COST  TO 

COMPLETE 

APPROVED 1   1 1 
i HO T » E 

MIL   C ON !            i 1                 1 
-   "" "       1 

1 
I 
1 1 

TOTAL R*D 1      1 ■ 

PHOC 1          1         1 
PBOC j '      1 

INV 
PROC 1      1 1                          i 

MIL   CON 1 '         1 | 
1                                    i                                 1 1 1 

ror^L tuv i 1 

0*M ,:■-       .     ; 

fC/» f'rf) 
Mill.Ill    . 

MIL    PEPS 1             ! 1 : ;■:: 

OPER pnee 
1                           '"■■■■  
1                                   l-ri, 

PROC j !        U 
■■■■-■■-   t 

1 1 
TOTAL  OPI H 

1 

|          TOTAL APPROVED                                  ' 

!               •'ROPOSED 
"OT ^ c 

R6D 
MIL   C ON 

I                       TOTAL W*D 1 
\                    :M"OC                                                                                                                                                         | 

(                  JPROC 1 

1           [PROC                         ; 

"'" 1 MIL   CON i 1 
1 1 i 

TOTAL INV 1 
lotM                                                                      | ! 

i 
(Civ Per.) !                        | 1 

' MIL   PER» 1         i          i 
j,„„„  ,      „ 

OPER; PROC i :                1 1       1 i 
1  ::■ 

!PROC                                                                          1                                                                                                 1 
1 

!        1        I 1 ..':' 
|              i       TOTAL OPl.R                                                           1 i !::... 

TOTAL PROPOSED                                                         i 

i          NET CHANCES 1 

i       1 1 1 1            1 noT»r 

1 MIL   CCN                                                                        1                                                                                                                                             ' i 
i            !            i           1            1 

i TOTAL R\n I'll i 
|                  i Pi'OC                                                                         1                                                                                                                                                                | 1 

: I.MOC                                                                                                                                                                           1                                                                                                                                 ,                                   ; 

!  ....   :"'°<                         '                                      '                    '                   :                  '                   1                    1 
"" : MIL   TON 1 

|                         |              1              ■               :                             !              : 1 

1      ' TOTAL INV 1 i 1 
O»M                            ;                                                                                                                                                  1 

1 MJL IH:f»^                                          '                     '                      !                      I 1    Iji; 

OPI:R- 

i                L 

PrtOC 1 
PMOC :            1            i i            I 

rnTAI. (V'l K       | !                                                                              i 1                                       I                   | 
[      TOT .L NET CHANCES     i ll!                                      111 
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED COST CHANCES (TOA S ThouwU) 
i 

y 

\                                                              '■' \    PRIOR      CURRENT ] 
:    vEARi   ; FY            |FV            jrv             'ry \ry 

i 
| TOTAL NET CHANCE ■ ALL ELEMENTS i I 
{      COST   CAT APPROPRIATION 

i 

1            '                                     '            1 j 
!                            i            i             -                                        !             1 

ll                                                                           '                                 1                                   i                                                                                                         '1 
i                    i                   !                             i 

1             i                       i          i                     ;           .          1          1 i 

r 
i III                                        i 
|_                              TOTAL                                   '                                                                                                                              I j 
1 r niMAR V   KLLMCNT • 

1 

i 

! coot.                                                                                         | 

|        COST   CAT.    j            »PPROPRI ATION                                               1 
i 

I 

I             ■                      '         j          !                    :        j 1                  i 

i                    :                                   1               1                J 1                  1 
II                                   i               ' i               ! 
ii                i       ;       !       ■  1 

I                 i                             :             i              :             ^                            1              !              i 
!                                   TOTAL                                   | 

, 

J OT nc«  CLEMENT 

i i                                                                            "                    1 
\ 

CO»T  CAT.     [          «PPROPRIATION 1                       ! L        i 
i                            '■                             I 

i 

1                                                                                                         ! 

1                                       i                 ,                  :                  '                  ,                  1 
I                 ;                                     1       : ' -r       i 

i                    !         1         .         :         ;        j         ! 
TOTAL 

OTHCA  ELCMENT 

i      : COOC:                                                                                         j                              |                               | 

CO»T  CAT.     j .PPROPRIATiON 

1                              i                               i                              1                                                               !                               i i 
1                                                               '                               '                                i                               1 

;                    i         •         i         ■                   .ill 
i                                                   '                   !         | 
'                               :              '              1              i              '              ;              ' 

TOTAL                                                                                                                1                                                                            '                        I 

OTorn r^itMCsT                                                                | 

! 
1                   ; 

i 

1                             1 
1 

CODf;                                                                                                               1 

COJT   CAT.                  APPROPRIATION                                                  1 

!                            1            1             i             .             1            !             1 
1             i             j             i                           1             1 

i 

i                                        i 

i                                                                   i 
:                             '                              '                            i                             ! 

roTAt.                                                                                                                                                   \ 

OT«ii(   LLf-T NT                                                                                                                            , 

cere,                                                                 ,                                              ! 
COS'   CAT.                   «PPHOP«! ATIOK              | 

!                                      i                   i                                       1                   1 i 

1                   1 
1           i           1          i           ! I 

I i          i          i           i          | 1 
:                                   i                i                1                i                 i                1 

TOTAL                                   |                        j                        j i         1 1 T 
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IMPLICATION» FON OTMCR  PNOSRAM CLCMCNT1 O* I T CMt 

['ACILITIKt ncaumcMKNT« »NO *V*ILA»IL.ITV 

ICLATIONSMIP   AITH PPCVIOUILV   PROPOICO OR  CURRCNT  PROGRAM» 
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IMPACT ON ITNATKCIC MOBICITV NKQUIMKMCNT* ON CAPABIl ITlCS 

P.C. COOEi MANPOWER DETAIL 

DATK   APPMOVCO CURRENT 
FY 

FY FY FY FY rv rr 

' 

END 
STRENGTH 

OFFICE« 

CNLISTCO 

TOTAL MILITARY 

OIREC T MIPE    U.S. 

DIPECT MIRE.  POP 
CONTRACT.   FOR. 

TOTAL CIVILIAN 

MAN 
YEARS 

OFFICER 

ENLI1TCO 

TOTAL MILITARY 

DIRECT HIHC.   U.t. 

DIRECT HIRC.  FOR. 

CONTRACT.  FOR. 

TOTAL CIVILIAN 

Ü 
u 
o 
(1 
o 
or 
a 

END 
STRENGTH 

OFFICER 

ENLISTED 

TOTAL MILITARY 

DIRECT HIRE.  U.(. 

DIRECT HIRC.   FOR. 

CONTRACT.  FOR 

TOTAL CIVILIAN 

MAN 
YEARS 

OFFICCR 

ENLISTED 

TOTAL MILITARY 
DIRCC T  HIRC.  US 

OIRCC T  MIRE .   FOR • 
CONTRACT.   FOR 

TOTAL CIVILIAN 

a 
< 
i 
u 

P E   EN- 
STRENGTH 

TOTAL MILITARY 

TOTAL CIVILIAN 

P.E   MAN 
YEARS 

TOTAL MILITARY • 

TOTAL CIVILIAN 

CEILING 
ENO TOTAL MILITAHV 

2 

STRENGTH TOTAL CIVILIAN 

rOREION 
ENO 

STRENGTH 
TOTAL MILITARY 

TOTAL CIVILIAN ' 
OOCPieC  PPOCHAM OP  WOPKUOAO  FACTOR»  USED  IN MANPOWER  CALCULATIONS 
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! • 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED MANPOWER CHANCES i 

i 
CURRENT 
FV FY FY FY FY FY r*                | 

|  TOTAL MET CHANCE . 
i ALL ELEMENTS 
t 

| 

END 
STRENGTH 

OFFICER 

ENLISTCO 

TOTAL MILITARY I 
OIRLCT   HIRE •   U.». i 
DIHECT   HIRC-FOR. r 
CONTRAC T   FOR. 

ror^i. CIVILIAN | 
FOREIGN 

END STRENGTH 

TOTAL  MILITARY 

TOTAL   CIVILIAN 1 
PRIMARY ELEMENT 
CODE: 

OFFICER 

ENLI JTED __         .  _._ i 
TOTAL MILITARY 1            ! 

ENO 
STRENGTH ninccT HIRE . u.s. 

DIRECT  HIRE -   FOR. 

CONTRACT   FOR. 

TOTAL CIVILIAN i            ! 
FOREIGN 

ENO STRENGTH 
TOTAL MILITARY 

TOTAL   CIVILIAN 
1 

| OTHER ELEMENT 
I CODE: 

ENO 
STRENGTH 

OFFICER                                                                                  | 

ENLISTED 
i 

TOTAL MILITARY 

ORECT   HIRE .   U.S. 1                                1 1 

DIRECT  HIRE .   FOR. 1 
CONTRACT   FOR. 

TOTAL CIVILIAN 

FOREIGN 
ENO STRENGTH 

TOTAL  MILITARY 

TOT AL  CIVILI AN i 
i 

OTHER ELEMENT 
CODE; 1 

ENO 
STRENGTH 

OFFICER 

ENLISTED i 1 

TOTAL MILITARY 

DIRECT  HIRE •   U.S. I 
DIRECT  HIRE .   FOR. 1 
CONTRACT   FOR. i 

TOTAL CIVILIAN : 
FORCIGN 

CNO STRENGTH 
TOT AL   MILIT AH V i 
TOTAL   CIVILI AN i 

' OTHER ELEMENT                                                       I 
! CODE:                                                                      | 1                     1 5 

1 
1                                                                            1 

OF >- IC L T 1                                 1 J 

ENL.OTLO                                           ■                     :                     ;                      1                      , 
1 TOTAL MILITARY 

1 

1                                1                    __ 
ENO OmCCT  HIRC ■  U.S.          1 1 

1 

!  ..                  ..                              1 
DiUECT   HIRE  .   FOR.         1 

1 

1                                   1 CONTRAC T  FOR. 

1 TOTAL CIVILIAN                                       j 1 | 
FOHriGN TOTAL  MILIT AR V                  j                                                                            i 1              ! 

• 1 HO LTHCNOTHI TOT AL   CIVILI AN                                                           ! 1 1 

1 
... 
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appendix C 
TfC PSPs - TIMK PHASED SP'.EDJI.E 

Cor.sic 
Work 
Day 

led 

12 th 

Saa« a« 
•iallar 
item« above 

nth - 

Ulli. 

Consec 
Work 

2ax  
AFOW receives Secretary of Defense 

rorce Guidance Memoranda 

AFOA? releases Procnrsn Guidance letter 

(AFSPD    - Production schedule data 
"\AmP   - RDT&E 

(AFXPD/AFSSS - GAV2«VWRM data 

/AFGAPE - Aircraft Inventory and flying hours 
\AFOAPD - Bases and units data 

JAFCMD    - tanpowcr cj«ta 
^A/PDP    - Personnel dau and man-years 

fAFC^E    - (See unaer "Final Ccsti" below. 
Prograa and cost data for MC? are 
submitted slnultaneously) 

AFOCC    - Cooounleatlona data 

f GB{APDr) - ANG flying hous, 
air tecfJilclans and drill pay spaces 

NOTEi    AFOMD must rucolve AFOAPD Input 
before cooputlng oanpower data, 

fCostlng by Air Staff and consolidation 
[    by AFABF (see details on right) 

fpQi coopletes Droft No.  2 (first dr»ft 
in this instance),  uaelr-up and 
consolidates 

AFOAP prime division reviews Initially 

PEM obtains "green copy" and "to^-line" 
ccordinations 

^Tc AFCCS for approval 

/?o AFOAP for final Air Staff Review 

< 

13 th 

<^ 

To SAF-FM for coordination at Sec AF 
level and signature by SAf-OS 

To AFOAP for 0S0 Serial Number 

To Secretary of Defense and distribution 
^ within Alt Staff 

•Jth 

Preliginarv Coatfl 

'AFSSS-Inltlal spares 
War eonsucAbles 
Cosnon AGE 
Spares and repair parts 
Munitions & associated 

equipment 
Vehicular equipment 
Electronic £ telecom 

equipnont 
Other base aalnter« -.c« 4 

support eqtiipoeot 
AFSPD-Alreraft t nissile procures 

-Component,  ImprovcDenl 
-Industrial facilities 
-Crypto and other USAFSS 

equipment 
AFSMb-Aircrafl modifications 

-Equipment Bodiflcatioos 
AFPTR-Trainlng devices & spares 

I  NOTEi    All above must receive 
\ basic program data before 
V preliminary costs eac be 

computed 

/FiMi. &filB 

AFSPD-3O1Q/302O/30aO cost« 
AF0CE-33O0/383O 
AFABFF-3*00 
AFPDP-3500/3700 
AFABFA-4922 (Ind Fund) 
NGe/ABF-3730, 38^0, 3850 

Suii AFSPD gust receive prolinlnary 
costs from AFSSS, ATSME, and 
AFPTR before final 3010/303(^3080 
costs can be computed 

lAFABF-Cost consolidation and review 
and to PEX 

2. 

3. 

IK: 
The fcrercln; establlshoj the r-sxlr^' time which should be taken;  in actual cases, the various steps 
ihculi ie  coitpletea in  less tlBe jr.enever possible. 
::. t:.e  :isc cf cenperite PCPs,  AFDAPD Is allowed a total of i, working days for the uaaes and units 
Ir.pu'-, AFC>C  7 days for the uanpewer Input, and AFABF 10 days for costs;  thus,  composite PCPS will 

oe ccr.plerea 1.-. 35 wcrkl aays. r.crTa..;-- 

•"r.cre r-ajcr air ccicir.J particlpaticr. Is requirei,  the forejeing scr.edula will be modified for so much 
tire as tais er.Ulla.    Ir. such Instances,  the PEM will prepare a schedule taking into account CO—md 
particlpaticr, ar.i distrioute the mcslfled schedule to all   •or.cemed, 
«hlle ZnCl .'.'c.  1 will r.ct r.craally oe preparea ana aistriouteo. It say be required in exceptional 
:»ses.    See  rj»r 3-<.3 of text. 
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MOM-TFC ?CP. - TIKE mSiP SCHEDt^E 

COD««C 
Work 
Par 

lat 

Aroae where PCPa required «re generally 
identified by conllnuol review of 
prograa Ir.els of non-force elenent» 

kfOA? releaaea Prograa Guidance Letter 

Conaee 
Work 
Day 

2j ?cX dittribuUs Draft No.   1   Vo daU- 
producem 

am - 
7 th 

eth - 
nth 

T2th j 
nth 

Sana aa 
aiailar 
itana above 

f/lfSPD    - Production schedule data 
TAFRRP    - RDT&E   . 

(.WXPD/AfSSS-aAÄ/GA>V/UW4 daU 
{AFOAPE - Aircraft inventory and flying hours 

AFOAPD - Bases and units daU 

CKFOHD    ~ Manpower data 
{AiTDP    - Personnel data and mn-/ears 

GCE    - (See under «Final Costs"  below, 
onstruction pro^raa and coat data 
re subaltted alnultAceously) 
CC-Communlcatlons osta 

f'NGB(AFOT)-AJ<0 flying hours, air technicians 
S    and drill pay spaces 

NUTt.»    APDH) must receive ATOAPD input 
before eooputing nanpower data. 

/Cos tin^ by Air Suff and consolidation  by 
AFABP (see deUils on right^ < 

Prellclnarv Costs 

/AFSSS-Initial spares 
/ War consuaables 

Couaon AGE 
I Spares and repair parts 
l Munitions & associated 
I equipatsAt 
I Vehicular ek4ulpoent 

Electronic & telecom 
J equipment 

T^th r Other base nalntenance & 
\ support equipment 

AFSPI^-Aircraft and missile procurement 
-Component improvement 
-Industrial facilities 
-Crypto and other USAFSS 

eouipiaent 
AFSM£-Aircraft oodlfleatlons 

-Equipment modifications 
AFPTR-Trainlng devices & spares 

^PtX completes Draft No,  2,  back-up and 
consolidates 

PHI distributes Draft No.  2 to review 
agencies and prepares AöB/AFC 
presentation 

Uth -     ^AFOAP prime division reviews initially 
^»^ ] Panel, PRO or FSC rcvi,»^ 

Kir i>taff BoeT-i Pfvlcva 

Air Force Council review«  (when deemed 
necessary by Beard) 

Wo AFCCS for approval 

I  NOTE; All above oust receive 
basic program data before 
preliminary costs can be 
computed 

15 th 

/final  Costs 
AFSPD-301O/302O/3O8O costs 
AFCCE-3300/3830 
AFABFF-3^00 
AFPDP-3^0C/3700 
AreRPA-3600 

".^Br;.-i922 (Ir.a.  Fur.i) 
JÜt    | NGB/ABF-3''30,  3&i0, 3850 

VCTE»    AFSID suat receive 
preliminary costs from 
AFSSS, AFSKE, and AFPTR 
before final 3010/3020/3080 
costs can be computed 

25 th - 
2eth < 

lAFABF-Cost 
i and 

consolidation 
to PEX 

and review 
rTo AF0AP for final Air Staff Review 

To ÜAF-FM for coordination at Sec AF level 
ind elgi^ture by SAK-CS 

To A>X)AP for OSD St-rla: Nuaber 

To Socrtitary of Defense a/.d distribution 
v     within Air Staff 

MOT ES i 
1. The foregoing establishes the r-'ivi^a time which should be taic-;r. in actual cases,  the varlcua steps should 

bo  cocplotei  In  loos  time whenever possible. 
2. In the caae of cc=poaU»- PCPs,   C-CAPi ir  allowed a tctnl cf i wcrkir.r says for the bases ar.d ur.lts ir.put; 

AFOMJ 7 working uays fcr the car.power ir.put ar.a AFABF 10 wcnclr.* days for costs;   thus,  ccr.fcsile PC?« will 
ncraally bo ccaplcttf1. in 3fc wcrklng J&ys. 

3. Vheru najor «Ir coacar.a participation is required,  the fcregcin? schedule snould be nooifiea fcr so auch time 
aa thle entails.    In such instances,   the PEM shoulo prepare a schedule taking into account ccara.-.Q particiiation 
and dlatribute  the ocdifltd ochcoule to all e&r.ccrr.to. 
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SIMPUFIFD PCPa - TIHK PHAiEn SCHKDUI.E 

Con MO 
Work 

AFOAP reviews Secretary of Ocfetiiic 
decision outsido DcO Pro.Tamnlnc 
System; or "facUof-Ufe"  or 
•lmll«r chan,->! 

Ccnaec 
Work 
Dav 

2ttli 

7 th - 
IQrh 

im 
12th . 

Sum.- as 
similar 
Items above 

lilÜ 

mh if 
2Cth 

AFOAP release»  Pro.Tsn Guidance  Letter 

{AFSPD    - Production acncJulc data 
AHIRP    - RDTtE 
AFXPD/AFSSS-CAK/r,A>V/,'rKM data 

(AFOAPE - Aircraft Inventory ana flylni: hcurs 
UPÜAPD - Bases and units   Ala 

/Äi'VMD 
(4FPD? 

Hnnpoucr data 
Personnel data ind iwn-yoars 

(ATOCE   -  (See under "Final  Cor.tc"  below. 
J    Construction program and cost data 
)    are »ubmitteel simultaneously] 
i^roCC   - Communications data 

{NObUJVD-ANr, flylnc liours.  olr tcctu.leiano 
•nd drill  pay spaces 

N'UTKi    AKOMO muni receive ArUAPlJ input 
before  computin,' m«r.[)cuer iteUl. 

{Costin,» by Air Suff -inu in terra tlon by 
AFABF (see dcUlls on rU'htl 

22nd 

"PÖH complete» Draft Mo.  ! {rirc'- dnift 
in  this  Instance),  back-up nnd 
consolidates 

PEX obtiln» npiircval of ouii dlrectfrnte 
and coordinates with kKKP, AKABF 

/?o AM'AP for final  Air Staff Ruview 

11' SAr'-KM  for coorilnatio'. at Sec /.I- 
luvul and sliDnture 

To  AhLAP     for OSu Scrl'.l  Nuaoer 

To Secretary of l)rf«nsfc ntnj ul^tributlon 
V^  within Air Staff 

LL_ 

1 

Hi- 

r* 
Pr-!'.n:~iry  C03I1 

AfSSS-Inltlal  spares 
ti.xr ,'üiiiu.iiablt3 
Cor.T<3n  AOK 
Spun.n ii.d re^ir ,'>urtB 
Mu/iitlcnr- & associated 

et;ui pn.or.t 
/ehicuuir equipment 
Electronic & telecom 

L-.lUil'tr'.T.*. 
Other UIöL1 rr/ilntcnonct. i 

support equlpnor.t. 
•Alrcrafl & niisailc procuromeft 

-Component, inprovoment 
-Industrial  facilities 
-Crypto and other lEAKÜo 

equipment 
AKSfte-Alrcraft modification: 

-tqulpment moolflcatio.-.s 
AKPl'R-Tralnlii,; devices & spares 

''VTK:     All above must receive- 
basic  program dat#  before 
preliminary  costs  can  be 
computed 

1    AFSPU 

V 

■'■t't-j    The   for«-'i In,* > .-.'Jti-l S jn-r   Mir -/ixi--.-,  timi   whirl,  .1.1 ulj  1,.,   Ui<'.n; 
üi.Dul 1 te .■•cmplo'.i ci in Ic.-.s  tin«,  ,!.• !,• vcr 1. r.rlnl. . 

:'l.-.iil   Costs 

rArSPJ-3O-0/3O;'C/30f:O costs 
AR):K-33C0/3ri3u 

■AKAhKF-3i00 
ArPüP-3VOC/3700 
AhKHHA-jiCC 
ArAUKA-/.^.'?   Una  Furid) 
N.'ilt/iUJK-JVJO,  3t'40,  ^«"jO 

ArSPt r.urt  re^five 
preliminary costs from 
AKGSS,  AFSKt:,  and AKPTH 
before 3010/30;,ü/30«<0 
final   costs  ''»in Lie  romi'ute.i 

{ArAI>K-ix)s'. eonsolidatlon and review 
and  to  m< 

In actual easep,   M.c- various sic rs 
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GSM/SM/65-5 ^npen^ix D 

PROGRAM CHANGE PROPOSAL 
REVIEW COMMITS 

I  REVIEV» OOD COMPONENT       ["^ pHIMARv     ^^ p AHTIC.RATING 

]   PBOGRAM   ELEMENT     | ]    ITE» SUÜMITTING  OOO COMPONENT | CHANGE NUMBER 

EVACUATION AND RECOMMEND ATION 

FORMAT A 

'LATE                                                        |    AC TION OFK1C EH   ,Si,-nil(ufr 

'                                                 1 

• 

1  HuViE-v OTFICUR (Siinntuee) n EviEw OFnc ER (Signmlute) ! 
1 

*   DATE                                                        1  nCVIE»   OOD  COMPONENT   (Slfnalut») 1 
\ 
1 
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GSM/SM/65-5 
•\r>t)ondix   F 

PR'G^AM CHANGE - SECRETARY OF DEFENCE DECISION 

[  | PROCR AM CLEMENT      , ITEM      ' SUOMIT T1NC DOD COMPON ENT ^MPLEMENTINC DO O COMPONENT! C MANS E NUMB EN 

1 OKCIIK 

Ij ■i 

'   OATC 

1 
•i«NATunc 

! 

f IMPLCMcNTINC OOO COMPONENT  ACKNOWLEDGEMENT Ü 
;   OATC 

1 
• I6NATURE i 

FORMAT B 

121 



GSM/SM/65-5 
Arm end ix  E 

FORMAT B - SAMPLE 
Pae« l 

PROGRAM CHANGE - SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DECISION                                         j 
r  ' 

t 
\ 

BIOSWAM  CLCMCNT "    ITCM                    »UBMirTlNSOOO  COMMON CNT    IM» LC« £N T1KS   COOCOK.»OMCHr   CM*N4£m<M«£*J 

''                                 5                                                                        ^ ^ 

I 

! 

: csit-s •• 

?rc~c3al - T.-.e Pro^rc^: C".ir_-a Proposal requests approval tc phas« tae Gladiator 
mis'siie into the force structure beginning in FT 19=5 instead of lY 196? vith a 
corresponding reduction in the Gladiator I forces. The force linplications of 
this proposal are as follows: 

(Missiles on Launchers) 
FY 63        |5 

Prev. Appd Glad I 
Glad II 

Proposed  Glad I 
Glad H 

The financial implications of the proposal ore as follows: 
(TOA - $ Millions) 

i 

FY 65 FT 66 py 67 PY 68 FT 69 
120 L?0 100 50 0 

20 .       TO 120 
ICO 80 50 0 0 

20 ho 70 120 120 

Prev. Appd-( 15Kay61i) 
Proposed 
Uet Change 

$ bO 
70 

+"4 20 

$ k8 
70 

yT22 

$ 60 
75 

4 15 

$ 65 
65 

Manpower linplications are as follows:  (net change) 
Officer +20        +20 +30 
Enlisted +    hO             hO +    60 
Civilian 0               0 0 

w 
+ 50 
+ 100 

0 

$ 70 
65 

$-15 

Evaluation - The proposed change is in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Missile Board Study to upgrade the missile force with longer range missiles. 
However, two alternatives are fecsible: 

1. Introduce the Glad II as proposed In FY 65. 
2. Modify the Glad I and retain in the force until 

tests are completed on the new Glad III which is 
superior to the Glad II in range and accuracy. 

r>:cicion - Alternative 2 is approved. Conparicon of the Glad II with a modified 
Glad I indicates that it does not provide enough additional capability to warrant 
its early introduction into the forces since the Glad III has a much greater 
potential and can become operational by FY 68. The implications of this decision 
arc a. follows: 

IT 66 FY 67 FiT 68 FT 65 py 69 
Forces 
New appd Program Glad I      120 120 120 100 80 

Glad II — — — 
Glad III 20 ho 

1 

1 
OAT E 1   SISN AT JRE 

'                                      FORMAT B - SAMPLE 1 
IWLEML STISO  DOD COMPONENT   ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

h 

U »T 1. , 11 c N A T u n r. 

! 
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PROGRAM CHANCE • SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DECISION 

m □   IT«M 

Gladiator 

SU5MITTINC  OOD COMPONENT   IMPCEMCNTIN«  OOD COMPONENT 

Air Force Air Force 

CHANCENUMOER 

F-U-008 

FT 63 
$ 10 

5 
35 

$ ^0 

FY 66 
^10" 

5 
33 

ft5 

FT C\ 

15 

$  60. 

FY 68 
? 5 

20 
40 

FT 69 
«p 2 

28 
ho 

occiaioN 

2. TOA in Millions of $ 

Prev. Appd (l Jun63) 
R&D 
Inv. 
Oper. 

Total 

New Appd. Prog. 
R&D 
Inv. 
Oper. 

Total 

Net Appd Chg 
R&D(ROT&E) 
Inv. (Proc MSIB 

(Other Proc. 
Oper. (O&M) 

Total 

The source of funds for the increase in TOA in FY 1965 for this element will 
he Missile M, l.XXXXXXX, which will be decreased by $5 Million in Inv. (Proc.Msls. 
The increases for FI 66, 68 and 69 will be funded by increased TOA, 

3. Manpower - No change in manpower is involved. 

h.    The following elements including those for which changes were specifically 
requested are also affected by this decision as indicated: 
TOA in Millions of $ 
"~ — _     TY 65 FY 66    FY 67   FY 68   FY 69 

$ 10 $15 $ 15 $ 10 $   5 
10 10 10 20 25 
35 35 35 ho h5 

$' b5 $ 60 $ to $ 70 ^75 

0 $+5 $ 10 $   5 $ +3 
+3 +3 -5 m -3 

i +2 +2 - - - 
. +2 -5 m +5 

$" +5 ^12 J~Z $ +5 $ +5 

1. xxxmx 
6. XDOOOCQC 
7. xxxxxxx 

-5 — 

+2 -3 
-2 +2 

+2 +2 +2 

No change ;Ln manpower is involved in any of these elements. 

The above inforr ^tion is only hypothetical to illustrate the type of information 
that should appear in a Format 3. 

SICNATUN C 

IMPLEMENTING  000 COMPONCST   ACKNO*LEDOEMENT 

tIGN ATURK 

FORMAT 3 SAMPLE 
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APPROVAL AKD/OR I\G~:" 
REESOGRAI^ICKG AOTIO:::: 

ACCOUNTS CuVZ^D I. 

i.-S FOR 
-rivOPRIATIOW 
:•:.:: ACTS 

DoD Conrconent Ac OSD Action 

voD Instruction 7250.10 dc-ocd 5 l&rch  1963 
"Implencntation of Reprosreimlr.^; o- Appropriated 
Funds" recuirtc prior approve,! of Seo/Dcf or 
Dep Soc/Def for the foUovin^: 

'•Obtain Prior 
Approval of 

Notify Houc- 
and Senate 

Eouse Si Senate Coraaittees 
Committees on in ^ hourc 
Araed 
Serv. 

Appro-  Arced |Appro- 
oriat.  iServ. ipriar. 

I. Any reprograramins of funds under any 
appropriation, regardless of ■ ..IO^-.IC. to 
items or activities oraitted, deleted, or 
specifically reduced by th': Congress: 

1. For which funds are authorized under 
Sec ii 12(b) 

2. Not covered by such authorization Ace 

II. Any reprogramins. to ire re... zhi  •"rojurc.mcn' 
Quantity of an individual aireraf'.;, .sissile 
or naval vessel for which funds are author- 
ized under Sec ^^(b) 

III. In addition to the above the following 
criteria apply to the appropriations 
indicated: 

IV. 

:wLXJ-u.-.oii u. 

2.    OiDcratior 

0 

«Tc I''»i'l'c^ '■.".J ■ - an "'"crease in 
0 „lillion or .nore. Duaget activity 0 

Frocureim^^t  -  (Other than I « II above) 
si", or .'.'.ore in a ic-oc   O^    • )p     >*     W 

line item or the addition o: 
in she amount of $2 .uillion or n.ore. 

4. FOIc.:!! - an increase of .32 nillion or nore 
in any sub-activity disc iter. including 
the addition of a nev line ite.t, or the 
addition of a nef line iteia, the cost of 
vhich is estimated to be $10 .tillion or 
itore within a 3 year period. 

In addition to the foregoing, Representatives 
of t.'.e DoD will endeavor to discuss with the 
Cora.tlttees, prior to talcing action, any other 
cases involving natters, such as administrative 
aircraft, which are known to be of special 
interest to one or nore of the Coaaaittees. 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
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Offices Visited and Questionnaires 

List of Offices and Number of Personnel Interviewed 

System Program Offices: 

F-lll, C-lAl, MOL, Kinuteraan II, 4l6L, and 466L. 

3 Systerr, Program Directors, 

k  Assistant System Program Directors, 

14 Program Control, 

5 Financial Management. 

Divisions' Staff: 

8 Comptroller, 

5 Systems Management. 

Air Force Systems Command: 

2 Office of the Commander, 

5 Deputy Chief of Staff, Comptroller, 

5 Deputy Chief of Staff/Systems. 

Headquarters USAF: 

3 Deputy Chief of Staff, Programs and Requirements, 

1 Deputy Chief of Staff, Research and Development, 

13 Deputy Chief of Staff, Systems and Logistics, 

1 Deputy Chief of Staff, Plans and Operations, 

5 Comptroller of the Air Force. 

OSD Staff: 

1 Director of Defense Research and Engineering, 

8 Assistant Secretary (Comptroller). 
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Questionnaire 

-SPO- 

1. What decision-making authority does the DoD Programming System 

allow you regarding a) Money b) Time c) Performance? What are 

your thresholds for each? 

2. How many PCP's have you submitted since your program was initially 

approved? 

3. Why (reason) was each PCP submitted? Who decided a PCP was 

necessary? 

b.    How much time was spent in preparing each PCP? What costs were 

actually paid to a contractor to assist in preparing the PCP? 

5. What date did each PCP leave the SPO and what date was a decision 

returned? 

6. Was additional data required to support any of the PCP's? If so, 

how many times were requests made for additional data? 

7. What efi'oct has the informal day to day requests for data by higher 

headquarters had on your program relative to decisions and/or 

changes? 

8. Who is the Division received the PCP after it leaves the SPO? When 

did it leave the Division? 

9. How many briefings have you had to make in order to launch each 

PCP? Has the time required to make these presentations interfered 

with other important tasks? If so, what slipped? 

10, What problems occurred that delayed obtaining approval on your 

PCP's? At what level did they occur? Why did they occur? Could 

these problems be avoided? Were they avoided on later PCP's? 

11, What effect have time delays associated with the processing of PCPte 

had on your program? 
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12, What changes would you like to see made in the System to help you 

manage your program more effectively? 

13. Are the requirements of the System being duplicated by some other 

management system? 
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^estionnaire 

-AFSC- 

1. What approval authority do you have on PCP's or reprogramming 

actions in terms of dollars, time, performance? 

2, Will you accept PCP's at any time or do you recommend dates and/or 

times for PCP submittal? If you recommend, what are the underlying 

reasons? Is this because of the annual budget cycle? 

>. Is there a set time for a PCP to follow when being processed by 

your Headquarters? Do you have a log to verify the time in and 

out for each PCP and the action taken on it? Do you have a PCP 

file? 

k.    Should the thresholds be raised on PCP's to allow inclusion of AFSC 

in decision-making process? 

3* Since OSD has contended that they will eventually delegate decision- 

making authority to the Services, what efforts are you making to 

demonstrate your capability to make the type of analysis required 

by the System? 

6. What are the major problems that you have in working with the DoD 

Programming System? What recommendations do you have for correcting 

these deficiencies? 

7* Do you think AFSC is playing the role it should in the management of 

weapons systems? How could it be improved? What steps are you 

taking to make these improvements? 
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Questionnaire 

-USAF- 

1. What are your actions relative to: SPP, PTDP, PGP? Do you have 

any inputs into any of the above documents? 

2. What are  the thresholds, limitations, etc., relative to PCP approval 

or disapproval? Do you furnish a record of your actions to higher 

authority? 

3. What is the average time you keep a PCP, SPP, etc., for review? 

Is there any maximum time established that you may keep a PCP, etc., 

before it must be forwarded or acted on? 

'f. What control do you exercise over the SPO in terms of dollars, time 

and performance? Do you participate in Quarterly Reviews? 

5. What reports do you initiate that a SPO has to submit? 

6. Will you accept FCP's at any time or do you recommend dates or 

times of submittal? If you recoramerd submittals, what are the 

underlying reasons? 

7. What are the three major problems that you face in complying with 

the DoD Programming System? 
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Questionnaire 

-O^D- 

1. Do you require an annual TCP on each weapons system under develop- 

ment? Is this in addition to the annual budget call? 

2. How did you arrive at the thresholds you have established? Do you 

plan to raise or lower these thresholds? 

3. How is the budget cycle affecting the Programming System? Does it 

give you the flexibility that you originally intended? 

k.    Have you been able to make timely decisions on PCP's submitted 

outside the budget cycle. Where do you get the money for new 

programs to be implemented outside the budget cycle? 

5. Are you aware of PCP's prior to their submittal and do you 

recommend when they should be submitted? 

6. Do you have a standard time established for processing and review 

of PCP's? Do you meet this schedule? 

7. How much time do you have to spend in handling PCP's? Do you have 

ample time left to do long-range planning? 

8. Do you have an ample staff to analyze all the data you receive? 

9. what have been your manpower increases since 19b0? 

10, What effort is being made by 03D to decentralize the decision- 

making process as Mr. Hitch pointed out was an end objective of 

the Programming System? 

11, How much more accuracy have you been getting now with the more 

detailed cost data you are obtaining? What is the impact in cost, 

time, vs. effectiveness in implementing your new CEIS as outlined 

in DoD 7041,1? 

12, ./hat reprogramming authority do you have? What Congressional 

control is exercised on reprogramming funds? 
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Vita 

Stewart DeWitt Hawkins was born     After 

graduation from the University of Connecticut, Storrs, Connecticut,  with 

a B. S.  in Engineering degree, he entered the U. S.  Army Air Corps and 

served as a pilot from 19^2 to 19^6.    On his release from active duty 

he worked as a Structural Engineer with the Humble Oil and Refining 

Company, Houston, Texas,  for seven years.    He then entered Civil Service 

at Wright Field, Ohio, and has been employed continuously there in 

various aeronautical engineering capacities in the Aircraft and Flight 

Control Laboratories.    Prior to his coming to the Air Force Institute 

of Technology he was assigned as the Division Chief, Management 

Evaluation Division, Plans and Operations Office, Aeronautical Systems 

Division, in Air Force Systems Command, Wright-Patterson Air Force 

Base, Ohio. 

Permanent address:     
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Vita 

Paul Richard Miller was born   

the son of     After completing his 

  he enlisted 

in the U. S, Army where he served as an enlisted man from 19^5 to 19^7. 

Upon his discharge, he was appointed to the United States Military 

Academy, West Point, New York, and in June 1951 he was graduated with 

a degree of Bachelor of Science.    After receiving his commission as 

Lieutenant in the USAF,  he entered active duty in June 1951.    His 

military assignment prior to his coming to the Air Force Institute of 

Technology was as Air Force Contracting Officer, Procurement Division, 

Headquarters, Strategic Air Command, Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska. 

Permanent address:     
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Vita 

Paul Archibald Cameron, Jr., was born  

    Upon graduation from  

  in 19^9 he attended East Carolina College 

where he received the degree of Bachelor of Science in Education in 

June 195&»    He immediately entered the United States Air Force and 

received his pilot's wings one year later.    His last assignment prior 

to attending the Air Force Institute Technology was as a B-52 Aircraft 

Commander in the Strategic Air Command. 

Permanent address:     
  

This report was  typed by Mrs. Lou Ann Mulvaney. 
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