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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVE
This study was undertaken in response to a recognized need to
clarify and improve manpower program procedures at the OSD level. It has

involved a systematic review of present manpower programming, allocation,

feedback and control practices. The study objective has been to develop
recommendations for procedural changes which provide greater visibility

and more positive control of manpower program activities within OSD.

II. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Manpower is a critical and costly Defense resource. An effective
system that supports determination and presentation of manpower require-
ments is essential. In the course of this study, areas in which the Defense
manpower program process requires strengthening have been identified and
appropriate procedural modifications have been developed. These findings
and recommendations may be summarized as follows:

e Finding: Component implementation of manpower
changes is inconsistent and inaccurate.

- Recommendations:

- Require explanations for changes of more than
300 within any DPPC.

- Make greater use of action document codes to
track transactions.

- Develop additional automated capabilities
within OASD(MRA&L).

- Conduct regular reviews of FYDP updates.

- Insure directed manpower changes include
specific reporting instructions.

- Publish a directive specifying DMRR input require-
ments.
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e Finding: The historical FYDP is poorly maintained.
- Recommendations:

- Eliminate requirements for other than direct
transfers and code/title changes prior to FY1972.

- Increase emphasis on historical adjustments
for FY1972 and all subsequent years.

e Finding: Actual strength by DPPC is generally at variance
with program.

- Recommendations:

- Require explanations for all variances which
exceed *1% within DPPC grouping.

~ Develop additional automated capabilities for
review and evaluation of strength reports.

e Finding: The multiplicity of manpower control vehicles
dilutes the effectiveness of overall manpower program
control.

- Recommendation:
- Replace the MAM with a manpower series of PCDs.

e Finding: No office has overall authority and responsi-
bility for the DPPC.

- Recommendations:
- Assign responsibility to a single office.
- Prescribe specific procedures.
- Publish prescriptive definitions.

e Finding: Overlap between Defense agencies and the services
creates military manpower programming problems.

- Recommendation:

- Assign clearcut responsibility to Defense
agencies for their military manpower programs.

e Finding: DoD issuances on manpower are outdated.
- Recommendation:

- Update directives.

iv




III. IMPLEMENTATION

Included in this report are draft documents which provide the
OSD staff with vehicles for evaluation and implementation of the recom-—
mendations set forth above. Combined with greater attention to detail in
preparation and execution of manpower programs, the implementation of these
recommendations can result in enhanced Defense capability for developing a

balanced and consistent manpower program.
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1 INTRODUCTION

ek BACKGROUND

A project to improve the Defense planning and programming cate-~
gories (DPPC) was initiated in April 1975 and continued through March
19772, It involved review of the program elements (PE) and DPPC
structure on a phased, incrementa: basis. Out of this review, pro-
posals were developed to resolve inconsistencies and to modify the DPPC
structure used for portraying and explaining the DoD manpower program.
The research necessary to prepare these modifications provided consider-
able insight into the strengths and weaknesses of manpower accounting
and programming procedures and pointed up a distinct need to clarify
and improve procedures for OSD direction of manpower program imple-
mentation. This study of manpower progfam procedures has, therefore,
been a logical continuation of prior actions to improve the manpower
program process.

Throughout the planning, programming and budgeting (PPB) cycle,
decisions are made and controls established which impact the levels,
mix and distribution of manpower. These are usually documented by
program decision memoranda (PDM), program change decisions (PCD),
program/budget decisions (P/BD), or manpower authorization memoranda
(MAM) . At times, these controls take other forms, such as implied or
explicit guidance in staff correspondence or indirect controls (such as
dollar or force-level ceilings).

Feedback on the implementation of manpower decisions is pro-
vided in part through Five Year Defense Program (FYDP) updates and in
part through budget exhibits and various other reports. While this
variety of control and feedback vehicles complicates the manpower
program process, the principal difficulty from an OSD perspecfive is

a lack of consistency and discipline in the implementation of program
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decisions. This lack becomes especially troublesome during the devel~
opment of manpower audit trails and explanations for changes in con-

nection with justification of requirements to the Congress.

1é OBJECTIVE

The objective of this study has been to develop recommendations
for procedural changes which will provide for greater visibility and
more positive control of manpower program activities within OSD. To
accomplish this objective, the study has encompassed examination,
evaluation, and documentation of current practices followed by 0SD and
the Defense components in the programming, allocation and control of
manpower within the Defense PPB process. Emphasis has been placed on
making available to OASD(MRASL) more positive means and systematic
methods for directing and tracking Defense manpower programs, both to
improve internal management and to enhance the validity of justifications

required by the Congress.

1.3 DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of this dicussion, it is useful to have a
common understanding of manpower process terminology. To this end,
an earlier study reportl included some operational definitions for
terms which have specialized applications for study purposes. Because
certain of these terms are used extensively throughout this report, the
key definitions are repeated here.

Manpower Programming - The process of compiling and projecting
future manpower requirements, documenting these requirements, integrat-
ing them into the overall PPB process, and translating them into a
form which provides a basis for personnel procurement, training and

assignment actions.

IDocumentation of the Defense Manpower Programming, Allocation and
Control Process, General Research Corporation, June 1977. (Appendix A.)
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or changes in programmed manpower, to subordinate echelons, such as OSD
to military departments, military departments to major commands/claimants,
ete.

Manpower Control = The establishment of restrictions or l{mita-
tions on varfous aspects of programmed manpower, The principal control
vehfcles are the PDM, P/BDs and the MAM.

Manpower Feodback - The contfirmation by subordinate echelons
of the planned distribution or utllizutinn of programmed manpower and/
or the actual distrvibution or utflization of assigned personnel. The
feedback vehicles of primary fnterest for manpower programming purposes at

the 0SD level are the FYDP and quarterly report of actual strength by DPPC.

1.4 TASKS
The followling (s a discussion of the specific tasks undertaken

{n accompt fahment of this study. A summary tist {s provided {n Table 1.1,

Table 1.1
TASKS

e Collect Documentat fon/Conduct Interviews on DobD
Manpower Process.

e Track Selected Manpower Decfsfons

e Document Major Elements of Programming, Allocation
and Control Process

e Hriel Manpower lasues and Alternatives
¢ Draft Dectsfon Documents
e TProsent ltor Statt Review (Dratt Final Report)

e [P'rovide Final Report




1.4.1 Collect Documentation and Conduct Interviews on DoD Manpower
Process

Initial study activity involved the collection and review of
directives, handbooks, and other pertinent documentation relative to
current requirements, methods and procedures for manpower programming,
allocation of manpower by OSD to the Defense components, and reporting
of implementation by the components. Applicable Congressional, OMB,
0SD and service/agency documentation was considered in connection with
this task. A list of those documents that were found to be pertinent
is available, for reference, in the initial study report cited earlier.
The documentation review was suppiemented by discussions/interviews
with 6ver 50 0SD, Defense agency and military service personnel
involved in the programming, allocation and reporting of manpower.
Many of these personnel were contacted several times. Most discussions
were with individuals who actually do the "hands on" manpower program-

ming work.

1.4.2 Implementation of Manpower Decisions

The implementation of four manpower program decisions was
tracked and analyzed. These were PCD X-6-~018 (management headquarters),
PCD X-6-016 (individual training), PCD X-6-003 (Army Program 2), and an
interservice transfer of air traffic control positions reflected in the
May 1977 MAM. A review of the way these decisions were'implemented
provided considerable insight on the program process and the need for
improved system discipline.

1.4.3 Documentation in Narrative and Flow-Chart Form of the Major

Elements of the Defense Manpower Programming, Allocation and
Control Process from an OSD Perspective

This report (Appendix A) was the initial product of the Manpower
Program Procedures Study. In it, the major elements of the Defense man-
power programming, allocation, and control process are addressed from an

0SD perspective. The manner in which various echelons exercise control

1-4
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and provide or receive feedback is illustrated by means of flow charts
and accompanying narratives. It was an essential first step in the
systematic evaluation of the current process and provided a basis for
questioning present methods; identifying requirements, disconnects,
inconsistencies, visibility problems and related issues; and develop-
ing recommended procedural changes.

1.4.4 Develop and Present a Comprehensive Discussion of Major Man-

power Programming, Allocation and Control Issues and Related
Procedural Alternatives

Based on the preceding tasks, @ presentation, "Manpower Prograuming

Allocation and Control Issues and Alternatives,"

1977 to the DASD, Planning and Requirements (P&R). The briefing included

was given on 4 August

a discussion of major manpower programming, allocation and control issues
and related alternatives. These will be addressed in Section 2, Study
Results, of this report. As a result of recommendations made at that
time, the DASD(P&R) directed the preparation of draft implementing
documents, together with associated directives, systems descriptions

and procedural guidance.

1.4.5 Develop Decision Documents with Associated Draft Directives,
Systems Descriptions, Procedural Guidance and Related Docu-
mentation

The documents needed to provide alternative procedures for
implementing recommendations made to the DASD(P&R) were completed;

these will also be addressed in Section 2 of this report.

1.4.6 Draft Final Report and Final Report

This report includes a modified discussion of manpower
programming issues and alternatives that addresses actions taken,

current status, and recommendations for continuing action by O0SD.
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1.5 IMPLEMENTATION OF MANPOWER DECISIONS

In the course of gathering information, conducting interviews
and analyzing implementation of manpower decisions, the need for improved
manpower system discipline became particularly evident. The tracking
of manpower program change decisions received special emphasis since the
Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC) had requested information on the
three PCDs addressed during the study. A detailed audit of the 15
April 1977 FYDP update (in which these PCDs were implemented) showed
the error rate to be so high that the update could not be used to meet SASC
requirements. It became necessary to request the services to develop
information required by the SASC manually. To illustrate the impact
of the errors, a chart is provided (Table 1.2) comparing management
headquarters in the FY78 budget request with the figures derived from
the FYDP update of 15 April. Theoretically, the figures should be
identical, since no changes other than structural changes were authorized
in the update. In fact, substantial differences exist in the case of
the Army and Navy with small differences in the other services.
Obviously, a simple check of control totals prior to submitting the
update would have eliminated these types of errors. The analysis of
problems in implementing these changes and the subsequent discussions
with service representatives were helpful to the study effort and

supported the development of recommended courses of action.

Table 1.2
MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS - FY 1978

FY'78 BUDGET 15 APRIL FYDP UPDATE

MIL  cIV MIL  CIV
Army 8918 14159 13429 14159
Navy 9539 13445 10109 9787
Marine Corps 2288 632 2279 615
Air Force 18683 9533 18388 9336




1.6 PROBLEMS, ISSUES AND ALTERNATIVES

1.6.1 Categorization of Problems

Manpower programming problems can be generally categorized as
those impacting on the capability by DoD to support Congressional
presentations and those more directly involved in internal DoD manage-
ment, system discipline and the maintenance of a balanced manpower
program. Individual issues do not fall totally into either of these
areas but, rather, they may be classified as predominately in one area

or the other.

1.6.2 Problem Areas
Table 1.3 depicts the specific problem areas that were addressed.
Each will be discussed separately in the next section on study results,

along with associated issues and procedural alternatives.

Table 1.3 t
PROBLEM AREAS
1. Inconsistent & Inaccurate Implementation of Changes
(Feedback)

2. Maintenance of Historical FYDP Inaccurate & Difficult
for Services

3. Actual Strength Reporting by DPPC at Variance with
Program

4. Multiplicity of Manpower Control Vehicles
5. No Office Designated to Manage DPPC

6. Program Overlap Between Defense Agencies/Services i1

7. Outdated OSD Issuances on Manpower Programming

In addressing these areas, consideration was given to such
factors as perceived goals and objectives; existing system constraints;
0SD, OMB, and Congressional information requirements; required level
of detail; potential changes and their time~phasing; impact on financial

management; cost effectiveness;and ease of implementation. The study

1«7




took into account the impending headquarters manpower reductions,

reorganizations and the need to reduce rather than increase workloads.

Therefore, the benefits to be gained from any procedural change being
considered were judged relative to costs in time and people involved.

Some potential problems and issues surfaced in the course of
the initial research which were not developed, either because they
appeared to be beyond the scope of the study, or because it could be
concluded, without detailed evaluation, that solutions would probably
not be cost effective. These included: Definition of strength
subject to ceiling, level of MRA&L participation during budget review
and the P/BD cycle, relationship of programming to requirements

determination, and documentation of wartime manpower requirements.
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2 STUDY RESULTS

2.1 MANPOWER PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND CONTROL

Although not identified as one of the seven major problem areas
developed during the study (Table 1.3), the organizational placement of
responsibility for manpower program development and control was a signifi-
cant consideration throughout the project. Figure 2.1 portrays functional
responsibilities for manpower program development within OSD as they were
at the time the study was initiated. It identifies ASD(PA&E), ASD(MRA&L),
and the ASD (C) as the principal resource (i.e., forces, manpower and
materiel, dollars) managers within 0SD, Other offices shown become involved
as functional managers for specified portions of the manpower program.
Also portrayed in Figure 2.1 are the principal manpower control vehicles
issued by these resource managers. It can be seen that manpower program-
ming and control is a shared responsibility and that the establishment
of approved manpower levels requires extensive interaction between MRA&L
and other resource, as well as functional, managers.

During the programming phase of the PPB cycle, ASD(PA&E) takes
a predominant role in direction of Program Objective Memoranda (POM)
preparation by the Defense components, subsequent resource analysis
and POM issue development, and issuance of tentative and amended program
decision memoranda (APDM). ASD(MRASL) offices interact with PA&E dur-
ing this phase, to include development of manpower issues and determina-
tion of incremental changes to component manpower programs associated
with PDMs; however, overall conirol of the manpower program effectively
rests with PA&E. The Manpower Authorization Memorandum (MAM) issued
by MRA&L at this point in the PPB cycle addresses only the budget year

(next current year) and the first program year (next budget year)

while the APDM covers a five year program projection (next budget year

l
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and four program years). The MAM merely confirms APDM strength levels

on an after-the-fact basis.l 13

During the budget phase of the cycle, responsibility shifts
to ASD(C). That office directs component budget preparation and budget
review, and issues program/budget decisions (P/BDs)2 which establish
Defense manpower levels for the current, budget and four program years.

Again, MRASL plays only a collateral role in the process by participating
in some budget reviews and coordinating or preparing alternatives for
P/BDs. The MAM issued at this point confirms budget decisions and Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) decisions on civilian strength levels.

This fragmentation of responsibility for manpower programming
and control underscores the need for a central manpower focal point to
act as an arbiter and be the final authority on controls and ceilings.

Manpower programs should be dealt with uniformly throughout the PPB
cycle. Manpower levels are of significant interest to the public, the
President and OMB, and the Congress. The ASD(MRA&L) has the responsi-
bility to "review and evaluate recommendations covering manpower" with
the related functions for "development of manpower programs to meet re-
quirements" and "administration of controls on military and civilian
manpower strengths."3 It seems quite evident, therefore, that there is
both a need and a charter for ASD(MRA&L) to be this focal point and to
take a strong lead in manpower requirements determination, programming
and control.

Because of the complexities of manpower programming we see a .
continuing requirement for a supporting staff in MRA&L to manage the
manpower requirements program, even in the face of staff reduction and
reorganization. When this study was initiated, all aspects of quantita-

tive manpower requirements were the responsibility of DASD(MRA&L)

1The same MAM does address Congressional actions on budget year |4
authorization. :
3Terminology changed to "Decision Package Set' for the FY1979 budget review.
DODI 5124.1, "Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs
and Logistics),'" 20 April 1977.
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(Planning and Requirements). Within that Deputate, the Directorate for
Resources and Requirements focused on POM analysis and the PDMs (program
phase), while the Directorate for Programs, within its limited capabili-
ties, concentrated on the budget phase, manpower program structure, con-
gressional authorizations, and manpower program information (as well as
issuing the MAM). The reorganized MRA&L has divided the functional
responsibility for manpower programming to two distinct time-related
entities, one for the "outyears" (program cycle) and one for the budget
and current years. The DASD (Requirements, Resources and Analysis) has
the former responsibility, and the DASD (Program Management) the latter.
The continuing need for a single manpower program and control focal point
becomes even more critical with this further division of responsibility
for manpower requirements. It is strongly recommended that the Manpower
Management Directorate of the DASD (Program Management) be given responsi-
bility, authority and commensurate resources to meet this need. Specific
functions of this office should include:

e Coordination of all actions impacting authorized
component manpower levels (current year, budget
year, program year).

e Operation of a program information center which would
be the single, final authoritative source for information
on Defense manpower programs and ceilings (an extremely
critical function).

e Exercise of control over component manpower levels
for all years.

e Issuance, as required, of some form of manpower control
vehicle to establish and revise component manpower
levels.

® Review and evaluation of actual and programmed strengths
for the purpose of addressing overall trends, problems
and requirements.

2-4
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These responsibilities would, of course, be in addition to (and com-

plementary to) those currently assigned to that office, which

include publication of the Defense Manpower Requirements Report,
participation in budget development and P/BD preparation, and support
of congressional budget review and related actions impacting the man-
power program.

In the discussion of issues which follows, we have developed
alternatives and recommendations on the assumption that there would
continue to exist, within MRA&L, an office with essentially those man-
power programming and control responsibilities enumerated above.

We consider that such an office isas key to overall Defense resource
management as are the counterpart manpower program cffices which
currently exist in all the major components. We also see a need for
strengthening the capabilities of that office, and MRA&L as a whole,

in the area of manpower programming, allocation and control. It is to

that end that the ensuing discussion is directed.

2.2 SYSTEM UPDATE DISCIPLINE

The basic problem addressed here, and perhaps the most funda-
mental problem considered during the study, is that of inconsistent and
inaccurate implementation of major manpower changes by the Defense
components. It manifests itself, primarily, through feedback in FYDP
updates and inputs to the Defense Manpower Requirements Report (DMRR).
Paragraph 1.5 provided one example of a FYDP update error impacting on
the Defense manpower program (program element/DPPC detail which does not
balance to established control totals). Others identified in the course
of the project included improper assignment of resources to PE/DPPC,
failure to maintain action document (basis-of-change) code integrity,
failure to conform to established effective dates, and quantitative
errors in program estimates.

Difficulties of this type not only complicate internal manage-
ment but also can be highly visible externally, particularly in the DMRR.
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Many factors contribute to the problem but the focus in this study has
been on those most amenable to influence at the OSD level. In order
to develop procedural alternatives for improving the system update

discipline, this major issue has been divided into four subissues.

2.2.1 Change Explanations

The first involves the question: What size or level of change
should concern 0SD, and what form of explanation should accompany FYDP
updates? The current component practice is to group all FYDP change trans-
actions under very few and frequently only one action document code. Although
DODI 7045.7 requires the components to explain all internal changes of
more than 300 manpower authorizations within a program element, this
procedure is not being followed. POM documentation and budget exhibits
provide some supporting detail but determination of reasons for changes,
whether within a single year or from year to year, is fundamentally a
matter that requires probing by analysts on a case-~by-case basis.

A requirement for the components to differentiate between 0SD-
directed and internal changes, and to explain the latter, would tend to
reduce FYDP update errors (by focusing increased attention on updates).
With that basic premise in mind, we considered the following alternatives:

e Enforce existing procedures not currently being
followed, i.e., require explanation for all changes
greater than 300 spaces within a PE, when not
explicitly directed by OSD.

@ Modify existing procedures to require explanation
of internal service change in conjunction with only
the Budget submit and President's Budget FYDP updates
(exceeding 300 spaces only). This accounting would
not be required as a part of the POM update (May)
since the services have extensive license to make
changes in this update and OSD analysts have more
opportunity to review details and clarify reasons
for change.
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® Require explanation of changes over 300 at major
defense program or DPPC rather than PE level.

e Eliminate the requirement for explanation of man-
power changes in the FYDP,

Since the need for explanations is situational, it is difficult
to define aprecise set of rules on what level of change should or should
not be given visibility at OSD level. There appears, however, to be no
reason to enforce existing procedures to report changes greater than
300 within a PE. The POM review and the OSD budget review provide ade-
quate opportunity to evaluate significant changes to the FYDP, down to
the PE level if desired. Literal compliance with current instructions
would be very costly. The same general conclusion can be drawn with
respect to changes at the program level.

Changes at the DPPC level are another matter. These are of
major concern to the OSD manpower programmer since DPPC changes must
be explained to Congress as part of the authorization process. A
track of changes that cause DPPC to vary by more than 300 authorizations
would prove useful in explaining changes and in enforcing program
.consistency. It would permit review of manpower changes in the same
language used to justify requirements to the Congress and, by requiring
the components to assess the DPPC impact of manpower changes, should
increase the accuracy, consistency and defensibility of FYDP manpower
information. The revised threshold would require an explanation for
non-0SD-directed changes accomplished by the military services and
Defense agencies in the October and January FYDP updates which exceed
a net of plus or minus 300 military or 300 civilian spaces within any
DPPC. This procedure could best be implemented as a change to
DODI 7045.7 "The Planning, Programming and Budgeting System." A
recommended change to DODI 7045.7 that incorporates this provision is
enclosed (see Appendix B).
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2.2.2  Reprogramming Restrictions

The second subissue is that of current year reprogramming
restrictions and their potential impact on the need to realign prior
and current-year manpower for consistent presentation of structural
changes. There is a requirement to request congressional approval of
fund reprogramming between budget activities when dollar amounts exceed
specified thresholds (such as five million dollars in active force
operations and maintenance appropriationswhere budget activities are
defined as major defense programs). Dollar and manpower reprogramming
are closely related and must be watched carefully by the services.
This restriction can potentially create problems in applying structural
and program changes to the prior and current years. After thorough
exploration, it was concluded that, even though notification of the
appropriation committees might be required as a result of backdating the
effect of certain manpower changes, this should not be a reason for

failure to apply structural changes consistently (i.e., backdated to

current and prior years). The need to array manpower for all years
on a comparable basis when presenting Defense requirements to Congress

is sufficiently critical to warrant reprogramming action should it be
required.

As a related matter, the Senate Armed Services Committee staff
has suggested that unexplained, significant manpower reprogramming from
one DPPC to another is a cause for concern and, if not controlled, might
eventually cause the Committee to impose rules similar to those appli- -
cable to reprogramming of funds. This possibility adds increased weight

to the need for discipline and control in the manpower program process.

2:2.3 Procedural Changes

The third subissue deals with those procedural actions that
can be taken by OSD to encourage system discipline and the tools and

techniques required to support such actions. There is a need to
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mod{{y directives and to fnsure essential {nstructions are included in
manpower control vehicles such as P/BDs, PCDs and separate memoranda.
As a minimum, all OSD-directed changes should specify effective date of
change, which FYDP update will fncorporate the change, and the action
document code to be used for fdentification. This could apply to any
manpower change transactions which analyste or programmers consider

1

significant. The use of meparate action document codes should be
coupled with standardized rveporting tools designed to automatically
generate fnformatfon for the offices of primary {ntereat in 0SD, These
tools would fnvolve the use of wmatablished formats for display of such
fnformation as manpower changes from previous poaftions, and net
changes by action document code. This approach to fmproving consistency
has been fncorporated in a recommended change to DODI 7045.8, "Procedures
for Updating Program Data {n the Five Year Defense Program (FYDP)",
(Appendix ) which would expand rulea for use of action document codes
to factilitate manpower tracking.

Related to this change are recommendations for expanded use
of the Multiplexed Information and Computing Service (MULTICS) for man-
power program review and control. Development of these capabilities
fa particularly timely {n view of current SASC requests for manpower
data {n machine-readable form. Suggested report formats arve provided

at Appendix D,

2.2.4 FYDP Update Acceptance

The laat subissue {nvolvea procedures for assessing the
accuracy of manpower data contained in FYDP updates. There are a
number of offices {uvolved: ASD(C), ASD(MRASL) and other 0SD functional

llnutruvtinnn for the October 1977 FYDP update (PCD Z-7-003) specify a
single actfon document code (0AAMDPDM) for all PDM/APDM transactions.
FYDP and budget review could have been factilitated - and enforcement
of uystem dincipline enhanced - by specifying discrete codes for some
orall of the {ndividual POM/APDM changes.
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managers. All should participate more extensively than at present in
FYDP review; however, the key 1s in defining responsibilities. As at
present, ASD(C) should ensure compliance with obvious update instructions

and sée that established manpower control totals are met. The functional

managers should ensure that their areas are accurately addressed in the FYDP.
As discussed earlier, the manpower programs focal point in MRASL should
address the totality of manpower programs with special concentration on
trends by DPPC and their potential implications relative to congressional
Justification. FYDP data review and accuracy assessment by the OSD
resource and functional managers would be facilitated by use of established
reports to be extracted from the FYDP data base and evaluated before

final acceptance of component submission and/or publication. Recommended
provisions for establishment of this practice are included in the pro-

posed change to DODI 7045.8 at Appendix C.

2.2.5 DMRR Data Call
Although inputs to the DMRR are only indirectly related to

system update discipline, it appears that requirements for staff and
component inputs to this critical document should be formalized. This
will promote continuity from year to year and officially document
requirements for the components to address and justify manpower programs
by DPPC. Up to now, there has been a yearly data call for DMRR inputs.
Requirements are now well enough defined to regularige

the annual data call in a formal instruction which need only be
supplemented each year with specific directives covering special require-
ments for that particular year. A proposed DODI establishing responsi-
bilities for preparation of the DMRR and formats for submission of man-
power data is included at Appendix E.
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2.3 MAINTENANCE OF THE HISTORIC FYDP

The maintenance of the historical years in the FYDP (FY1962 -
prior year) is inaccurate and difficult for the services to accomplish.
Generally all FYDP structure changes are effective for all FYDP years,
i.e., back to FY62. Accomplishment of historical updates is not only
difficult for the components but also results are not closely monitored;
therefore, the historical data base has, over the years, lost consider-
able reliability. This is a matter of considerable concern to the
manpower programmer since historical trends by major Defense programs
and DPPC play an important role in internal and congressional evaluation
of manpower requirements. The primary cause of inaccuracy is the need
for factoring program element manpower data when an existing PE is
divided. Direct code and title changes, such as when all resources
in PE XXXXXO are transferred to PE YYYYYO and PE XXXXX0O is cancelled,
present little problem. When new PEs or redefined PEs must be formed
from subsets of one or more existing PEs, the requirement becomes more
complex. For example, when the new medical PE '"Care in Service
Facilities'" was defined to include dispensaries and clinics which had
previously been accounted for in base operations elements, it was
theoretically necessary to determine, back to FY1962 and for all subse-
quent years, the amount of manpower (and funds) in each base operations
element devoted to dispensaries/clinics. Clearly, this type of detail
cannot be known with accuracy and the normal practice is to '"factor

out"

resources in earlier years in rough projection to more recent,
known distributions. Distortions are also introduced by the need to
adjust program strength to reflect prior year actual strength. Actual
strength detail by program element has not, until recent years, been
available to the components. Even now, reliability of reported actual
strength by PE is questionable. Therefore, it has been a standard
practice to adjust prior year authorized or programmed strength to

audited actuals by pro-rating differences across programs or making
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direct adjuétﬁgnts to large elements (e.g., base operations). The fact
that these adjustments have been made to historical years in various ways
by each component further compounds the error introduced when estimating
the historical impact of structural changes.

In theory, historical updates are required both to provide an
accurate basis for trend analysis and to keep unneeded elements from
cluttering the FYDP data base. Unfortunately, as addressed above,
the bias introduced into prior year data by the use of estimates, where
direct transfers are not applicable, has made the use of historical data
for analyses of questionable value. The preparation of change data
going back to FY62 is also time consuming, especially where this factor-
ing 1s necessary. Thus, a viable alternative would be to require
resource changes, other than direct transfer or code and title changes,
to be estimated only as far back as FY72; while, at the same time,
tightening and enforcing procedures for changes from FY72 forward.
Clearly, the most accuracy is required for reflecting impacts in the
prior and current year columns of a budget. FY1972 is chosen for the
cutoff for manpower changes since the Senate Armed Services Committee

has expressed most interest in historical data back to that point.

A recommended change to DODI 7045.8, which provides rules for
.applying the impact of program structure changes to current and prior
years, with more relaxed requirements for pre-FY1972 estimation of resource
redistributions, is included at Appendix C. This proposal would allow
estimates of prior year changes involving factoring or splitting of PEs
to bte limited to FY1972 and after. Prior to 1972, only code and title
changes would be required. Concurrently, post-1971 historical changes
made by the components should be audited by OSD and rejected if
inaccurate. It is believed that if the time and effort previously
spent on pre-1972 adjustments were concentrated on recent years and if
it 1s known by the components that results of updates will be audited,
qQuality of historical data will improve.
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2.4 ACTUAL STRENGTH REPORTING
Component reporting of actual strength by DPPC (RCS DD-M(Q)

1356) is generally at variance with the program. The report is presently
submitted to ASD(MRA&L) on a quarterly basis. The as of 31 December
report is used by the SASC in conjunction with review of the manpower

authorization request, Variances between planned and actual strengths

cause continuing problems and have, in the past, been the basis for man-
power reductions by the Congress. Difficulties are potentially the
greatest when there are apparent shortages in mission categories and
overages in support categories. It is emphasized that these variances
are not necessarily wrong. The problem is in determining whether they
are legitimate or not and in explaining them. ° .

Differences between actual strength (for intermediate quarters
or end year) and programmed may be caused by a variety of conditions
such as:

e Authorizations at intermediate points which vary
from end year positions.

e Fluctuations in gains, losses and PCS move patterns.

® Program element (PE) changes reflected in the FYDP
which have not yet been incorporated in unit authorization
documents and/or personnel accounting systems.

e Factoring of actual strength as a basis for estimating
PE distributions when actual PEs are unknown.

e Authorization changes reflected in the FYDP but not
reflected in unit authorization documents and vice versa.

e Short-lead-time authorization changes to which personnel
training and assignment systems have been unable to
respond.

e Over and under assignment of manpower against authorizations.

e Reporting errors in manpower authorization systems,
personnel accounting systems, or both.
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Table 2.1 is an example of variances between authorized and
actual strengths for the Air Force by major DPPC groupings. The
period-to-period differences portray trends and make obvious the fact
that actual and authorized strengths vary significantly. Unless
explained, and perhaps corrected, these could create difficulties in
future Congressional presentation. Similar tables are provided for
all services at Appendix F. To illustrate, Table 2.1 shows that at
the end of the transition quarter, mission support forces were 5,000
over the last programmed estimate, where total strength was 900 under
the estimate. From the actual position at the end of the transition
quarter, the Air Force had drawn down only 1,300 by the end of March;
this leaves them with the same overage relative to end FY77 strength
as existed at the end of TQ. While many explanations are possible,
the implication to an outside analyst is that support personnel are
being assigned in excess of justified requirements.

An attempt to improve the consistency and accuracy of

reporting would be of benefit to the department. It would appear

that the best method for correcting a tendency to vary from the approved

programs is to require the services to explain variances which exceed
a tolerance level acceptable to OSD and Congress. This level will be
difficult to define but, initially, we recommend *1% within major DPPC
grouping (Strategic Forces, General Purpose Forces, Auxiliary Forces,
etc.) as a threshold. This explanation could be furnished after the
report is submitted in order to avoid delay. Initially the services
may have difficulty in determining reasons for variances; however, if
they are required to monitor and explain trends, supporting procedures
and accuracy should improve. Despite the additional burden that this
will impose, especially for the first few submissions, the potential
consequences of real or apparent manning imbalances between combat and
support units are sufficient to warrant this extra effort. A draft

memorandum which would implement this change is at Appendix G.
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It is also recommended that the report continue on a quarterly

basis, even though SASC only plans to call for the end-December report.

This will permit intermediate positions and trends to be monitored and
will allow time for detection and correction of errors or adverse
trends before submission of the report to SASC. For monitoring within
ASD(MRAG&L), it is suggested that current use of the MULTICS system be
extended to provide trend reports of the type included at Appendix F.
Sample reports and a discussion of how they may be used are provided at

Appendix H.

2.9 MANPOWER CONTROL VEHICLES

There is currently a multiplicity of manpower control vehicles.
As discussed earlier (paragraph 2.1), MRA&L, PA&GE and the Comptroller all
publish manpower control vehicles in conjunction with their programming
and budgeting responsibilities. The vehicle used by MRA&L has been
the Manpower Authorizations Memorandum (MAM). Actually, because of
production and coodination problems, only two MAMs have been published
since the procedure was started in November 1976. Quarterly issuance
has been contemplated.

Some of the information contained in the present MAM is
redundant. The MAM currently provides overall active and reserve
military authorizations for the current and budget year. These con-

trols are obtained from the APDM, omnibus P/BDs, and the Congressional

Appropriation Authorization Act. Although the APDM may not specifically
state the control, it does identify strength-associated alternatives.
The Congressional Act, when signed into public law, is not an OSD
document but the services are quite aware that it is a control and act
upon it unless OSD must apportion an overall DoD ceiling.

The MAM also provides a geographic distribution of manpower
which is a feedback of service information. Other than the NATO guide-
lines area (NGA) data, this part of the MAM is strictly informational.
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The NGA authorization is used as a *2% management objective by the Army
and Air Force for personnel assignment. Finally, the MAM provides
overall civilian manpower ceilings by component for direct hire (DH),
indirect hire (IDH), and full time permanent (FTP) for the current and
budget years. The civilian manpower control incorporates an audit trail
of interservice transfers, the OMB allocation of DH and FTP in January,
and an apportionment of Congressional actions in September. Prior to
the MAM, the OMB allocation and Congressional authorization was relayed
to the services by separate memorandum.

There are other vehicles, such as public law, PBD, PCD, APDM,
and separate memoranda that establish selective controls on such elements
as grades and officer/enlisted ratios. These controls could conceivably be
incorporated into the MAM so as to provide a consolidated source of
manpower control information for ease of reference. This step might
assist in regularizing procedures for strength changes and controls,
although it would be costly in terms of the MRA&L time required to
implement.

The Manpower Authorization Memorandum (MAM), which was
intended for issuance as a quarterly manpower voucher, has quickly
evolved into a "bank statement" that is not fully accepted as a
controlling PPB document. While there is a clear need for formal
manpower control vehicles (other than "wrap-up" PBDs) to be issued at
intermediate points during the year, the MAM as presently conceived, is
not fulfilling this need.

An alternative method of producing the manpower controls that
are provided solely by means of the MAM is to accommodate them into
other vehicles. The civilian manpower omnibus PBD could be revised or
a PCD issued tbv implement the OMB allowance letter. Apportionment of
Congressional authorizations could be provided by separate memorandum
or PCD. Interservice transfers of civilians (of less than 100 spaces)

could be incorporated into PBDs or separate memoranda, but with difficulty;
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however, if they were identified by separate basis of change codes in
FYDP updates, they could be monitored on an exception basis without
additional OSD input.

In summary, the alternatives considered were: to continue
the MAM as it currently exists, institutionalizing it through a DODI
and improving it when needed revisions become apparent; institutionalize the
MAM and revise it to incorporate selective controls such as military and
civilian grades; or eliminate the MAM and use other control vehicles
to replace it. As previously suggested, overall accountability and
control should still be exercised by the MRA&L programs function;
the open question is one of vehicles and procedures.

After extensive deliberation, it is our recommendation that,
to fully integrate manpower strength control into the PPB cycle, man-
power PCDs replace the MAM and be the vehicle for MRA&L control of
Defense components strengths. PCDs may also be used to summarize
decisions on manpower at critical points during the year, such as, just
after the Congress acts upon authorizations and after the President's

Budget is prepared and the OMB (civilian) Allowance Letter has been

received. The advantage of using MRA&L-prepared PCDs is that PCDs are
fully established as decision documents, are widely distributed through-
out DoD, and are already institutionalized within the PPBS. Manpower
PCDs could convey information similar to the current MAM; if agreeable
to ASD(C) they could be under the control of MRA&L(P&R), but would have
the previously cited advantage of being an integral part of the PPB

process. This change would integrate a needed "bank statement' on
manpower authorization into the PPB process. Associated with this
change would be the use of PCRs/PCDs for all intercomponent functional
transfers of manpower in excess of 100 authorizations. The draft DODI
7045.7 which was staffed last year dropped this threshold; it should

be retained since it is not cost effective for OSD to attempt to control
small transfers. These recommendations have been incorporated in the

proposed revision to DODI 7045.7 at Appendix B.
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2.6 DPPC MANAGEMENT

Management of the Defense Planning and Programming Categories
(DPPC) has been a shared responsibility of ASD(PASE), ASD(MRA&L), and
ASD(C). Until recently, ASD(PASE) has prescribed the DPPC as a basis
for organizing resource information in the POM. ASD(MRA&L) uses the
DPPC for the annual congressional manpower authorization request presented
in the Defense Manpower Requirements Report. As manager for the FYDP
structure, ASD(C) issues PCDs documenting DPPC changes and may record
DPPC assignment on the individual program element (PE) definitions
published in DoD Handbook 7045.7-H. Although ASD(PA&E) has, until this
year, assumed responsibility for publishing the official list of PE

assignments to DPPC,1

there is no office in OSD with responsibility for
management of the DPPC structure in a manner comparable to ASD(C)'s
management of the basic FYDP structure.

The DPPC structure is used for various purposes by 0SD offices,
the military departments, congressional committees, and the Congressional
Budget Office (CBO). The Senate Armed Services Committee, in particular,
relies heavily on the DPPC for evaluating Defense manpower requirements
and has placed great emphasis on the need for stability in the structure.
The CBO uses the DPPC as the basis for its Defense Resource Model and for
estimates of real growth and decline in Defense operating costs.2 The
Senate Appropriations Committee has required publication of operations
appropriation requests by DPPC in budget justification books. Because
of this widespread use and interest, there is a clear need for overall
DPPC management and control by a single OSD office.

It is envisioned that this central control office would be

responsible for continuing maintenance of prescriptive DPPC definitions

1The current list was issued by DASD(MRA&L) (Planning and Requirements)
on 1 September 1977.

2"Real Growth and Decline in Defense Operating Costs: Fiscal Year 1978,"
Congressional Budget Office, June 1977,
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and of PE assignments by DPPC. This office would also hold final approval
authority for structure changes and insure these were properly documented
in both PCDs and the FYDP Handbook.

While a case can be made for assignment of this responsibility
to any of the three offices cited above, it would appear most logical
to assign it to ASD(C). The DPPC are basically an alternative array of
the FYDP structure, which is currently the responsibility of ASD(C).
ASD(C) is also focal point for program change decisions (PCDs) which
are now being used to prescribe DPPC, as well as FYDP structure changes.
Many offices have vested interests in portions of the DPPC and, as in
the case of the ten major Defense programs, ASD(C) appears to be in the
best position to arbitrate and adjudicate potentially conflicting
functional interests.

A counterargument can be made that the DPPC are of prime
concern to ASD(MRA&L) and that ASD(C) should manage only the basic
FYDP structure and not various specialized arrays by which FYDP program
elements may be aggregated. In the final analysis, this is a judgment
call for Defense management. It would appear that use of the DPPC for
applications other than manpower is sufficiently widespread to warrant
their recognition as the second major Defense resource array. On this
basis, management by ASD(C) as part of the overall Defegnse program
structure would seem appropriate.

A proposed DODI which would formalize respomnsibility for
DPPC management and provide for the incorporation of the DPPC definitions
and PE assignments in an official handbook 1is' incorporated at Appendix I.
More critical than assignment of this responsibility to any particular
office, however, is the need for a single controlling office and formal
procedures for changing and documenting the structure. This is
essential to provide thestructural stability needed for meaningful trend
analyses (and requested by the SASC); to insure all components and OSD

offices array resources by DPPC in a precisely consistent mannerj and to
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promote effective communication among all internal and external users
of the DPPC.

2.7 PROGRAM OVERLAP BETWEEN DEFENSE COMPONENTS
Current practice is for 0SD, 0JCS, and Defense agencies to
program their total military and civilian manpower requirements in the ]

POM and justify the total requirement in budget hearings before Congress.

At the same time, the military departments must also carry their military
support for agencies in the POMs, budgets and supporting FYDP updates.
This creates a measure of confusion in justifying requirements, keeping
track of changes and attempting to provide consistent information.

Two aspects of Defense agency manpower programming were examined.
The first involved procedures for incorporating agency military manpower
requirements in the POM, budget, FYDP and other PPB documents. The over-
lapping responsibilities of the services and agencies create difficulties
which could be resolved by firm policy guidance on responsibilities for
preparing strength estimates and resolving disagreements. This will
be discussed further momentarily.

The second aspect concerned treatment of agency military pay
in the appropriation structure. At present, pay and allowances for
agency military manpower are included in military department budgets.
An alternative whichwould shift responsibility for justification of
military pay requirements to the agencies would be an accounting change
such that each service's military personnel appropriation would be
reimbursed for military manpower used by an agency from that agency's
O&M appropriation. As the services play little or no part in deter-
mining agency military requirements, this would relieve them of including
and justifying dollars for these 11,000 military authorizations in their

total military personnel appropriation requests.
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The full shift of responsibility for programming agency man-

power that the appropriation accounting change would support has con-
siderable merit since it would shift justification burdens totally to
the agencies and eliminate any latent tendency by the agencies to

treat military personnel as a '"free" commodity. Nevertheless, it is
recognized that there would be considerable turbulence involved in
implementing such a change. It is, therefore, suggested that only the
strength accounting rules be considered at this time and that further
change be held in abeyance until the procedures suggested below have
been implemented and tested.

As mentioned above, Defense agency responsibilities for devel-
opment and support of resource requirements through the PPB process
parallel those of the military departments. These responsibilities
are generally recognized; however, we believe they should be documented
in order to avoid conflicts and questions of responsibility, particularly
with respect to military personnel contributed by the Services.
Currently, military authorizations for agency support are handled in
an imprecise and informal fashion that leads to error and confusion.

A proposed change to DODD 1100.4, "Guidance for Manpower

Programs,"

(Appendix J) incorporates a firm policy statement on service/
agency responsibilities for programming and justifying military

strength requirements. An associated procedural change has been included
in the suggested revision to DODD 7045.8 at Appendix C. This change
would fix responsibility on the agencies for notifying the military
departments, in writing, of their requirements for service military
personnel not later than three weeks prior to each FYDP update. It also
would provide that failure to coordinate military requirements be

grounds for rejection of the agency submission where agency strengths

are at variance with service strengths.




2.8 OQUTDATED MANPOWER CONTROL 1SSUANCES

There are a number of outdated 0SD directives concerning the
manpower programming process or related to {t. As an example, DODI
7045.7, "The Planning, Programming and Budgeting System,'" dated 29
October 1969 has not yet been updated, although a revision was staffed
last September; DODD 1100.4, "Guidance for Manpower Programs,' has not
been updated since publication in August 1954, In the course of this
project, changes to these directives and new fssuances have been drafted.
The necessary changes required to document current practice or to {mple-
ment fmproved procedures needed in the area of manpower programs and control
are incorporated in the proposed revisions and new directives enclosed
as appendixes. The publication of these procedures should atid in
standardizing the manpower programming, allocatfon and control process

and in tightening system discipline.




3 IMPLEMENTATION

3.1 GENERAL

Manpower is a critical and costly Defense resource. An
effective system that supports determination and preseantation of man-
power requirements is essential. The objective of this study has been
to develop rvecommendations for procedural changes which will provide
for greater visibility and more ;ositive control of the DoD manpower
program at OSD level. Problems having a substantial impact on man-
power programming and control have been addressed and alternatives
supportive of project objectives have been developed. Vehicles for
implementing recommendations have been provided in the. form of draft
0SD directives and recommended approaches for using existing systems
capabilities to greater advantage. To serve any purpose, however,
the proposals ir this report must be evaluated within 0SD, modified

if necessary to meet other requirements or changing conditions, and

implemented.

Jelel Summary of Findings and Recommendations

The major findings and recommendations resulting from this
project, as addressed in detail in Section 2, may be summarized as
follows:

e Finding: Implementation by components of man-
power program and structural changes is incon-
sistent and inaccurate.

- Recommendations:

= Require component explanations for non-
0SD-directed manpower changes of more than
300 within any DPPC to accompany October
and January FYDP updates.

- Make greater use of action document codes to
track and audit 0SD-directed manpower trans-
actions.
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- Develop additional capabilities within
OASD (MRA&L) to use MULTICS as a tool for
review and evaluation of the FYDP.

- Establish regular procedures for acceptance
reviews of FYDP updates by OASD(MRAS&L) and
0SD functional resource manager.

- Insure all 0SD-directed manpower changes
specify effective date, FYDP update and
action document code to be used for reporting.

- Publish a formal directive specifying require-
ments for inputs to the DMRR.

e Finding: Maintenance of the historical FYDP is both
inaccurate and difficult for the components to
accomplish.

- Recommendations:

- Eliminate requirements for other than direct
resource transfers and code and title changes
prior to FY1972.

- Increase emphasis on the need for consistent
and accurate historical adjustments for
FY1972 and all subsequent years.

e f[inding: The actual strength report by DPPC is generally
at variance with programmed strength.

- Recommendations:

- Require component explanations for all
variances which exceed 1% within DPPC
grouping.

- Develop additional capabilities to use MULTICS
as a tool for review and evaluation of quarterly
actual strength reports.
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Finding: The multiplicity of manpower control
vehicles issued by various ASDs dilutes the
effectiveness of overall manpower program control
by ASD(MRAGL).

~ Recommendation:

- Replace the MAM with a manpower series of
PCDs to be used as vehicles for formal
ASD(MRA&L) control of component strength
levels.

Finding: No office has overall authority and responsi-
bility for the DPPC structure.

~ Recommendations:

- Assign responsibility to a single office.

- Prescribe specific procedures for structural

maintenance and changes.

- Publish formal, prescriptive DPPC definitions.
Finding: Military manpower program overlap between
Defense agencies and the services creates conflicts
and dilutes responsibilities for program development
and justification.

- Recommendation:
- Assign clearcut responsibility to Defense
agencies for development and justification
of their military manpower programs and for

required coordination with the services.

Finding: DoD issuances on manpower management and
controls are outdated.

- Recommendation:

- Update directives in conjunction with imple-
mentation of other recommendations.
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J.1:2 Actions to Date

Actions taken to date in support of the recommendations
enumerated in the preceding paragraph are as follows:

e A draft change to DODI 7045.7, "The Planning,
Programming and Budgeting System," (Appendix B)
has been provided to OASD(MRA&L) and is being
prepared for circulation. This change is based on
a previously staffed draft of 9 August 1976, rather
than the existing DODI, since OASD(C) has stated an
intent to restaff that draft. One purpose of this
change is to establish manpower PCDs (in lieu of
the MAM) as vehicles for forwarding the latest man-
power decisions to tlie Defense components as well
as summarizing manpower decisions at critical points
during the year. The two remaining changes establish
requirements for components to explain FYDP update
changes that decrease or increase manpower authorization
by more than 300 within a DPPC and require inclusion of
standard implementation instructions in manpower decision
documents.

e A draft change to DODI 7045.8, 'Procedures for Updat-
ing Program Data in the Five Year Defense Program
(FYDP)," (Appendix C) has been provided to OASD(MRA&L)
and has been forwarded to OASD(C) for consideration.

This change would provide:

- Firm rules for applying the impact of program
structure changes to current and prior years,
with more relaxed requirements for pre-FY1972
estimation of resource redistributions among
elements.

- Rules for expanded use of basis of change codes
to facilitate tracking (and audit trailing) the
implementation of O0SD-directed manpower changes
and '"below threshold" interservice transfers.

- Procedures for assessing the accuracy of FYDP
updates prior to acceptance by furnishing
standard reports to OSD managers for review.

- Clarification of overlapping procedures for the
programming of military manpower in the FYDP by
the military services and the Defense agencies.




e Recommendations for manpower programs/management reports
to be produced from MULTICS (Appendix D) have been
provided to and discussed with OASD(MRA&L). MULTICS
is an interactive computer system supporting OSD which
may be programmed to display FYDP and other manpower
program data in a variety of ways. It has existing
capabilities for grouping and summarizing PEs by DPPC
and has significant potential for expansion as an
MRA&L manpower program management tool.

e A draft DODI formalizing the requirements for the
annual data call for the DoD Manpower Requirements '
Report (Appendix E) has been provided to OASD(MRA&L)
and has been circulated for comment. ,

e A draft memorandum to the services revising require-
ments for the quarterly manpower report by DPPC
(Appendix G) is being circulated for review within 1
OASD(MRA&L) prior to dispatch to Defense components. 1

e An approach for more extensive use of the MULTICS
system in support of review and analysis of actual
strength reports by DPPC (Appendix H) has been pro-
vided to and discussed with OASD(MRA&L).

® A draft DODI formalizing the responsibilities for
update and documentation of the DPPC structure has
been circulated to DASD(C) (Program/Budget) and
DASD (PA&E) (Resource Analysis). On the basis of
comments received, a final version has been prepared
for staffing (Appendix I).

e A draft change to DODD 1100.4, "Guidance for Manpower
Programs,' the basic OSD directive for prescribing
continuing manpower policy, has been circulated for
review within OASD(MRA&L) and was rewritten, based
on comments received (Appendix J). Final staffing
is in progress. This includes broad guidance on the
roles of the Defense agencies and military services
in the manpower process.
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3.1.3 Recommended Continuing Action by OSD

As!shggested above, the proposals in this report should be
evaluated, modified as necessary, and implemented. The documents
cited in the preceding paragraph provide the vehicles for the required
evaluation and action decisions. It is recommended that each action
be pursued to a logical conclusion by the OSD staff, since each can
make a contribution to improved Defense manpower programming, allocation
and control. In the case of an impasse, as with the management of the
DPPC structure, an alternative solution should be sought which will still
support the desired objective of more positive control of manpower
program activity.

In view of staff reductions, it is especially recommended that
the use of MULTICS to support manpower program management be expanded.
MULTICS represents a powerful tool that can support trend anlysis and
program decisions while freeing the manpower programs staff to

concentrate on substantive issues.

3.2 CONCLUSION

The foregoing discussion has emphasized the need within OSD
for a centralized focal point for the management of manpower program
development. The implementation of recommended changes to existing
procedures for manpower programming, allocation and control can improve
internal DoD management as well as justification of requirements to the
Congress. Considerable progress toward implementation has already
been made, although modifications will be required as new conditions
arise. Without these changes internal DoD management needs and
congressional requirements will not be supported as effectively.
The need for better manpower program management and congressional
presentations cannot be met without a higher degress of control and
system discipline than exists currently. Even though the Manpower

Program Procedures study is completed, actions on the procedural




changes initiated as a result should continue to completion in order to
satisfy the needs which provided a basis for initiation of the project.
Hopefully, better procedures and tools, combined with greater attention
to detail in the preparation and execution of manpower programs, will

result in a dramatic improvement in Defense capabilities to develop and

support a balanced manpower program.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 GENERAL
This volume is the initial product of an MRA&L study of

Defense Manpower Prcgram Procedures. The overall study objective is
to develop recommendations for procedural changes which will permit
greater visibility and more positive control within OSD of DoD man-
power program activity. In this report, the major elements of the
Defense manpower programming, allocation and control process are ad-
dressed from an OSD perspective. Specifically, it provides an over-

view of current OSD and related service/Defense agency practices in
various echelons exercise control and provide or receive feedback is

breviations are listed in Section 7.

1.2 BACKGROUND

0SD which impact the levels, mix and distribution of manpower. Nor-
mally, these decisions are documented as Program Decision Memoranda,

Program Change Decisions, or Program Budget Decisions; however, they

control vehicles for manpower programming and allocation lead to a
variety of feedback mechanisms.
Feedback on the implementation of manpower decisions is

regularly provided through Five Year Defense Program updates as well
often provide additional visibility but there is no single source or

decisions. Thusg it can be difficult to determine if, when, and how

manpower changes are implemented or to develop explanations or audit

documenting and projecting manpower requirements. The manner in which

illustrated by means of flow charts and accompanying narratives. Ab-

Throughout the Defense PPB cycle, decisions are made within

may take other forms, such as implied or explicit guidance in memoranda

from various OSD offices. The various direct and indirect controls and

as a number of other documents and reports. Reports or budget exhibits

method available to OSD for tracking the implementation of all manpower
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trails of changes to support justification of requirements to Congress. 1
Of particular concern is the need for consistency in program presenta-
tion from one year to the next and the requirement to relate actual to

programmed strength.

L USE OF DOCUMENTATION

This documentation is an essential first step toward prepa-

ration of recommendations which will strengthen OSD manpower program
procedures. The orderly examination and recording of current processes
facilitates a more complete understanding of manpower control and
feedback requirements. It provides a basis for questioning present
practices; for identifying information requirements, disconnects,
inconsistencies, visibility problems and related issues; and for

developing systems and procedural changes.

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

This report is divided into four major parts following the
Introduction. The first, Section 2, deals with an overview of the
Defense manpower program process with definitions and explanations of
terminology, and a description of the overall system. The second,
Section 3, is a detailed view of the Defense manpower program process
that includes a step-by-step discussion of each principal activity from
beginning to end of the manpower program cycle. Section 3 also includes
a discussion of off-~cycle manpower program change actions. Next, in
Section 4, is a description of functional responsibilities for manpower
program development within OSD. The last major part, Section 5, con-
sists of separate overviews of the manpower program control and feed-
back systems of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps and Air Force. Defense
agency systems are not char<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>