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Eesface

This research was an cutgrowth of wy experience with
the preparation of the ¢iscal year 1965-09% Program Objective
Memorandum (POM) submission by the Electronic Systess
Division (ESD) cf the Air FPorce Systems Command (AFSC).
During that exercise, there were a wide variety of aotéicial
and unofticial f¢actors that came together to influence the
develaopment of ESD's POM submission to MR AFSC. The
atéicers and Air Force civilians that were experienced in
the POM process all seemed to know and understand these
factors, but they were not mentioned in the written POM
taatructions and guidance we used. Thus, newcomers to the
programming process were at a disadvantage, bedause they did
not know which factors tended to drive the POM development.

T proposed this project to authoritatively describe
these POM influencing factors at HE AFSC, both to enlishten
the POM novice, and to identity any areas where improvements
could be made in the AFSC programming process.

Dr. Anthany P. D*Angelo served as my thesis advisor. I
am indebted to him for taking on anather project, in mspite
of an aslready full schedule. His expertise in ftederal
4inancial managenent was essential in helping me locate
relevant source material. Lt Col William F. Shaw provided

additional expertise as wmy thesisa reader. His experience in e

past PON development exercises helped to ensure the
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technical accuracy of the material presented here. This

theuis could nat have been completed without the cooperation

and assistance of Lt Col Gordon F. Hollobaugh at HE AFSC, as

‘;5 well as the other survey respondents. I also want to
. acknowledge the indirect contribution of Dr. Charles R.
N Fenno, who taught in class the meaning of professional
';: communication.

The time spent on this project was usually found at the

;-. expense of my tamily. 1 sincerely appreciate sy wife's dual
éi‘ contribution of her editorial assistance and substantial

N patience. OF those atfected, however, the largest sacrifice
, was made by my children, who are old enough to need my

é attention, but too young to understand why I wasn’t always
5:‘ there. Now their time has cowme.
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This inveatigation identifties the formal and informal
+actors that intluence the annual development of the Program
Objective Memorandum (POM) at H@ Air Force Systems Coumand
(AFEC). The PON is a key slenent of the Dobd Planning, T
Programming, and BDudgeting System (PPBS), and is designed to
bridge the 9ap between +iscally unconstrained military
planning activities, and the ¢tiscally constrained DaD budget
submnission. AFSC and other Air Force sajor commands
(MAJCOMa) prepare PONM submissions for HE USAF, where they
ot © are used in the development of the USAF POM.

The history of the Dad PPES is reviewed, ajlong with a
discussion o4 the concept of the POM and its role in the

PPES, and a description of the AFSC PFOM developwent cycle.

3
) A survey, in the form of structured interviews, was e
e .:7' .'.:
' conducted at H@ AFSC among a sample of POM decision makers. R
v‘«-mq

The results indicate a number of factors that influence the "-"j

N

PON development to varying degrees. Sowe of these factors 4

.::-.:i-‘

arise as a result of progras-related developments ocutside of {?‘

AFSC. The predominant factoru, in terms of their effects on \

':':2:1

the AFSC POM, are the program priorities of HE USAF and the :3-::,-:

R

MAJCOMs that will use the weapon systewms being developed by f-':‘;"

AFSC. :"—",_-,‘

_":_ j

e

;]




The report calls into question the practice of
prioritizing certain programs in the AFSC PFPON submission,

baned on an apparent duplication of effort at AFSC and MG
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™ FACTORS INFLUENCING THE DEVELOPMENT

Y

5 OF THE AIR FORCE SYSTENS COMMAND

" PROORAM OBIECTIVE MEMNORANDUMN

-

¥ I. Introduction

>

k]
Al

! fSeneral Issus
]
k.. Within the Air Force Systems Command (AFSC), managers

¥

3 ot research and developuent prograns are very coancerned with

x5 their respective shares of the military budget. The

e

4

X specifics of the budget, as authorized and appropriated by

i Congress, deterwine which rescurces 90 into the weapon

::-:, systen developument programs. Although the ultimate

EX
",’:’, determsinations of military expenditures are made by

-y Congress, the Department of Defense (DoD) and its military

‘. services nmake +ormal inputs to the congressional budgeting oo
,, process through the Dobd Planning, Programming, and Budgeting
- Systewm (PPBS). In AFSC and other Air Force major commands -a-»d
. (MAJCOMa), the key input to the PPBES is the Program -""_ _"_-__.':
i Objective Memarandum (POM), submitted annually to HG USAF.

Many progras sanagers see the POM as an opportunity to

'_;j indluence their own programs® {fiscal success. -;I_if
2 S
';.' AFSC develops its POM after receiving inputs from the "j
o S
s AFSC +ield orsanizations: product divisions, laboratories, R
L and centers. These inputs are, fundamentally, rank-ordered ;.-',.-]
=X N
% N
1 ::-:::?
LA ]
S .:
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l1ists of an organization’s existing and proposed prograas.

The tunding proponed for these programs is consistent with
{ the field organizations’ perceptiaons of the relative
; importance and #inancial requirements of the programs. The
POM inputs from the field are combined at HE AFSC into a
single list, which is reviewed and eventually becomes the
AFSC PONM.

The POM, in the budget programming process, is a vital
elewent of the PPBS, because it bridges the gap between Dad

planning and budgeting activities. How that gap is dridged

%

at AFSC is the subject of this investigation.

i

Soecitic Probles
Many facters inftluence’the development of the AFSC POM,
both at the headquarters and field organizations. For

example, a formal AFSC program planning initiative called

MR s s anus Biined

Project Vanguard is used to identity mid- and long-term
systes needs toc meet the regquirements ot specitic mission

areas, and to convert those system needs into program

B4R

priorities. There are informal influencing factors as well,

such as a POM decision maker's perception of congressional

e

e

or executive level priorities. This investigation

iy

R b

identitiens the specific POM influencing factors, and

describes their interrelationships and ultisate eféects on

the development of the AFSC POM. In so doing, it will

13 SEAL o o

promote an awareness of what tends to cause success or

4ailure in the POM process.

b e Wy
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This investigation addresses the multiple interacting ,'?‘ oy

factors that intluence the programming process at HG AFSC.

Although some of the AFSC activities during the POM

il

formulation are a direct result of suidance and direction

4rom M8 UBSAF, this effort does not attempt to assess the

or validity or appropriateness of the Air Staté direction.

Rather, the topic of investigation is limited to the

identification of the discrete processes and pressures that

;

% combine to form the programming process at AFSC, as well as

}5 the direction, suidance, and perceptions that AFSC

& programmers (POM participants) and decision makers respond

;.-E te in doeveloping the AFSC POMN submission.

i Rsssarch Susstions

i’ This investigation seeks to answer two key questions.

b First, what are the formal and informal factors that

» intluence the PON development process at HE AFSC? More

.‘;, specitically,

2 -- What direction and suidance do AFSC programmers 523
v_ respond to? —
",.‘ == What managsement tools are employed by AFSC
‘J: ) programners and decision makers to sort out the multiple __
4 elements that 9o intc a POM farmulation? R
;i -~ What are the external factars that bear on the POM :;’
v X

4ormulation, such as a decision maker’'s perception ot the

N
]

progras priorities at other MAJCOMa, HE& USAF, the Oftfice of

\
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) e
:p 3 A
vf' i~. ..‘
-~ .
R RAN
LJ D
¢ .
A W L N N AT R T R I R A R T R TR R T I N N U T I
DAY Nl g Y 1 AT A NN BT NEN NS A T A ~\".' RONDD T et T S




Co s T R e Sk VYRY A e e A T, RN T Ny DA AR A A A A S LR R A WA AR, A A

the Secretary of Deftense (08D), Cangress, or even the Uhite

House?
Second, what are the relative importances of these factors

~ with recpect to their iné¢luence on the most important

S

product of the AFSC programning process; the AFSC POM?
Considering these relative importances, how sight the

etticiency ar oftfectivensss of this process be improved?

o A R R S

%‘;
X
3

K

s
%
W)
7
ot
o«

b T2 7Y > 5%

N

o . By R

i PR
) RN
& o, ‘v.-\
B SIS
g -.:}.:,\
t W e M
ﬂ
: ¢ R
Y W

AT e T T T Y e T t Mt e B T T ST T s t"‘l“-
) '..'_'.'“.‘-"'\J\'\l\;".‘\.‘_'d".'\'\ R R

s '\4:;.1., LY. W, A .-\q',.. S -‘-'-.‘;.:.-."'..""\':- .-. \.; ._."_-. ‘.-:\:__.:._.:. -:. .

A"

AR R o o s,
Kool s gt ol LA o - £ 4 &




S M N A A A R S I S e e g T e Biic et St B Bt e Bt CRACMOMA ML A I SN AN A WC M MMt bt Sl o o Nt
»

IR s L e

I1. Literaturs Review

In order to understand the context in which the AFSC

| i GG b b

PON i{s developed, this review 0o+ the relevant 1iterature
addressen three areas. First, the history of the Dad PPFES

is discussed, with emphasis on its relationship te research

M e

and develapwent activities. Second, the concept of the PON

and ites ¢tunction in the PPES is exanined. Third, the AFSC

3L AN

PON dovelopument cycle is discussed,; in terws of the major

inputs and processes involved, as well as some deficiencies

which may exist in the present system.

b

History Of the Dob PPRS

4 In the late 1950s, the Dod came under increasing public
i criticise of 1ts budgeting operations, because of an
apparent gap between planning and operations on one hand,

»' and ¢inancial sanagement aon the other. Leaders ot the day

:g suggested that the Dad move toward a budgeting system that

" corresponded wore claosely to a coherent strategic doctrine.
X In 1961, Secretary of Detense Robert McNamara was charged by
.; President Kennedy to determine and provide what was needed

D .

to safeguard the national security without arbitrary budget
1imits, but to do 80 as econowmically as posaible. Secretary

McNamara set out to create a financial sanagewsent control

w% Y% %"

systes that would integrate the planning, budgeting, and

accounting activities throughout the DoD (13:13-193).

R

5 S
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Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) Charles
Hitch was assigned the task aof creating such a system. He
identiftied six weaknesses ot the existing budgeting system:

1. Two important functions, planning and budgeting,
were perforaed by different groups of people. Planning was
done by military planners, and budgeting by the civilian
secretaries and the comptroller organizations.

2. Budget control was exercised by the Secretary of
Detense, but the planning function was largely done by the
services.

3. The planning horizon extended four or more years
inte the future, but the budget was projected only one year
ahead.

4. Nilitary planning was mission-oriented, but
budgeting was done in terms of budgot‘entogorionz personnel,
operations and saintenance, procurement, and construction.
There were few mechanisms for translating one into the
other.

S. While ¢inancial managers {+aced the facts of ¢iscal
l1imitations, planning was fiscally unrealistic and,
theretore, of l1ittle help to budget decision makers.

é. Military requirements were stated in absmolute
teruws, with little regard for their costs, thua denying
decision makers the appoartunity to compare expected benefits
and costs (13:135-17).

In 1941, Mr. Hitch designed a programming system,

initially called the Five Year Force Structure and Financial

e R N I I I N 3 - . - P e”e"a"a"a N tATE M e e e e a s 4 m a = Sl el e “
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Pragran (FYFSWLFEP), which created the +irst management tie

kY

A

*Ez botween the long range planning done by the services and the
constraints of the resources available to the Daod. This

? ‘orogramming® concept allowed DobD budget decision makers to
;" see more clearly the available alternatives in terms of

i~ thetir military worth in relstion to their costs. UWhen Nr.
g Hitch resigned in 1965, he had achieved the intesration of
E; the planning and prograsming portions of the Dod budgeting
;a process. Common teran and concepts were used by both the

3 planning and the programming functions of the FYFSWFP, which
had come to be called the Five Year Defense Program (FYDP)
; (23:12,21).

: Robert Anthony was appointed as the new Assistant

g-.3

F
-

Secretary of Defense (Comptroller). He completed the
* budgeting loop of. the PPES started by Mr. Hitch.

Specitically, he revised the annual budgeting and accounting

systens of the Dod so that there would be a completed path

_ between the planning, programming, budgeting, and accounting
i 4unctions. Mr. Anthony's changes established a means +or

) translating resaurce costs into the FYDP, providing for a
. sore comprehensive PPES (13:21,29).

Although the implementation of the PPBS served to

é: ) improve budget decision making, there were still

-_: deficiencies in the budgeting process. The most canspicucus
f}: of¢ these were the cost overruns within DoD. They indicated
N that the PPBS had not been perfected, or at least that it
was not being used correctly. There were several major

Y »
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prablens with the initial PPES:

1. Progras revien for decision naking was concentrated
within toc short a pericd.

2. The shjectives of service prograns and activities
wore not specified with sufticient clarity.

3. Actual progran accomplishments to date were not
apeciftied adequately.

4. Alternatives were inadequately expressed for
consideration by tap sanagement.

S. In some m. f4uture coats of present decisions
had not been systematically estimated.

é. Forsalized planning and systeans analysis had too
l1ittle etfect on bDudget decisions (13:123-26).

When Melvin Laird becanme Secretary of Deftense in 1969,
he was familiar with the criticisms and deficiencien of the
PPEG. He believed that these deficiencies resulted from a
lack ot invalvement by lower-level managers in the decision
making process, and 4rom an unrealistic approach to
develaping the military budget. Thus, he set ocut to revise
the PPES to reflect a more participative management concept,
and a more realistic approach to the budget (13:20-29).

Based on recommendations ¢rom Harold Brown, then
Secretary of the Air Farce, Mr. Laird in 1969 instituted
changes in three areas. First, ¢fiascal constraints were
applied throughout the budget cycle. Previously, there had
beoeon a tendency to overestimate the costs of programss by the

aservicea because of the lack of ¢iscal constraints. It was

~
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l1eft to O8D to reduce the estimates to realistic levels.

Second, the participation of 08D and the the Jaint Chiefs of

Stats was increased at the service level to encourage ~
submission of service programs which recognized the need for i
the fiscal constraints discussed above. Third, a series of T
annual astion peints was established to provide better t-»-.-.‘_

guidance from OBD to the services in preparing their budget

proposals (13:34-98).

Although improved, the PPES was still far 4fros perfect. "

Over the next decade, the PPES grew top-heavy and congested
with papervork and the details to support the budget
proposals. Planning was not in step with fiscal realities,

and the proliferation of sanagesmsent structures and data

bases had served to iunpede the ¢low o0f the asystea. The PPES

was still meeting its basic abjectives, but it »as not doing SN
A :.\

so in the most effective manner (12121). Z;::If:s
.‘:f:.-\

Critices o the PPES charged that the system was -Z:'-lf"-

iepeding the eféicient developaent of the detense budget in

at least four arsas. First, the centralized planning

approach did not provide sufficiently detailed farce plans
at the +ield and unit levels. Second, the services did not

preasent adeguate alternatives to top DaD management. Third,

there was no reguirement to systematically quantity future

costs. Fourth, the central focus of the PPES tended to be e

on the minor problews, with the result that DoD decision
sakers spent too little time considering major prograns

110121-22). In a 1900 report, 0OSD cost analyst Franklin

-
O]
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Spinney concluded that the PPBES directed attention to the
Planning and programaing elemnents, as opposed to the defense
pregran as a whole. Investment decision making was focused
en individual programse. As a result, decison makers were
overwhelned with program details, and an incentive structure
was created that favored those prosrams that predicted
aptimistically low future costs and high aystem capabilities
t142224).

In 19891, Deputy Secretary o+ Deftense Frank Carlucei
chartered ¢ive working groups to make recommendations for
improving the deftense systems acquisition process. Based on
the report of these working groups, Mr. Carlucci initially
fdentitied 31 actions ¢or implementation by Dod. Ancother
action was added later. These actions, formerly known as
the Carlucei initiatives, are now oféicially referred to as
the Dad Acquisition Improvement Praogram. Four o¢ these
actions address the problem of program turbulence caused by
a lack ot discipline in planning and programming for the
later years of an agquisition program (35:34,43-64).

The Acquisition Improvewment Program implewments a broad
sanagenent philosophy: centralized planning and
decentralized operational responsibilities. The central 0SD
statés have been tasked to concentrate on broad palicy
guidance rather than detailed program direction as in prior

yeoars, and to ewmphasize cross-service and cross-command

analysis to help the Secretary of Defense make the high

|

o

priority decisions. Further, managers at all levels in Dad S

-~

.
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ore NOw oxpatted to look {4or economies and eféiciencien in

eonecuting their programa (12:27).

' IR PO _and its Function in the PPRS
The pregramming phase of the PPES is the ¢irst point

where ¢iscal constraints are forually imposed on the hEAE

wilitary requirenents developed during the planning phase.

Sinze competing requirenents sust naw be ¢#itted into a
fiomal eoiling, a high lavel of intereat is expressed by all .'?ﬁ:.-
partieos throughout the rest of the PPES cycle. Programming
ie acconplished at HER USAF through the use of planning phase
products, iaputs ¢raom the NAJCONa, and guidance ¢rom 08D
1721262. The result is the proposed Alr Force Program: the
USAF Progran Objective MNemoranduwm.

In the prograamming phase of the PPRS, deciaions are
made about the programs the Air Force intends to pursue over :’-;';Z-'
the next ¢ive years. Thus,; esch year a PON is produced
which programs {unds and personnel over & ¢tive year period

(3211). The UBAF FY 87 PON, ¢tor example, will actually be

the FY 87-9) POM. FY 87 is the budget fiscal year, and FY
88-9: are conaidered the "out yeara® for that PONM.

The UBAF POM is developed annually over a six month

poriog, following the receipt ot the MAJCOM POMs. The POM
wust be completed by May 13, in order to inftluence the

Prosidont’s budget, due to Congreas during the ¢ollowing
January. Theretfore, the MAJCOME must submit their POMs to

M8 USAF <during the preceeding December. This would be, ¢or

11
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onanmple, Decomber 1904, to aftfect the USAF FY 87 POM in May
1908, which will lead to the Joint USAF/DoD Budget Estimate
Submission (DES) in September 1968, which will in turn
intluence the President’s Unified Federal Budget (UFB) +for
Y €7, subuitted to Congress in January 196é. I¢
congressional suthorization and appropriation actions are
conpleted on time, the end result will be the FY 87 .Jetense
Appropriations Act, signed into law by the President by 1
Oztober 1904. The NAJCOMa, therefore, are working on their
PONs at least 24 months ahead of the start of the budget
¢iscal year. Figure 1 illustrates these timing
relationships.

The N8 USAF PON developaent is constrained by a
directed fiscal ceiling, the Total Obligation Authority
(TOA). The TOA is, or at least is a slight variation of,
the budget year total from the most recent ¢form of the prior
yoar's budget. Using the example above, while HE8 USAF is
preparing its FY 87-91 POM {n the apring of 1963, the FY &7
TOA will have come +rom the FY 827 Air Force total in the FY
86~90 President’s budget.

The basic decision document of the POM is the Program
Decision Package (PDP), which is a one to several pase
document that describes the current status and any proposed
alternatives to a given Air Porce program. A PDP describes
some portion of the total Air Force program in terwms of
sission capabilities, dollars, and manpower, and wmay contain

one Or More progras elements. PDPas were originally

12
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developed to support the PON process, but are now used
throughout the year as a reliable source of prograa
information (7:19). Several sample PDPs ¢rom the FY 86 AFSC
POMN are includad as Appendix A.

An important activity in the Air Force PON developaent
cycle is the ranking of the PDPs. The total of the current
prograns, propased progras enhancements, and proposed new
praogran starts may exceed the TOA by as msuch as 10-20
billion dollars. The ranking process is designed to
prioritize resource expenditures, to ensure that the most
critical needs are met within the expected TOA. The process
seeks to establish an Air Force program mix that is balanced
between competing mission areas, {force structure and
support, readiness, and modernization (7:20-29).

. The Air Force and other service POMa are reviewed by
the Joint Staté, the 08D statf, and the OfFfice of Managewent
and Budgset. The reviewers develop alternatives to some of
the program proposals contained in the POMs. The Defense
Resources Board (DRB), consisting of senior 08D and service
representatives, reviews the alternatives and makes
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. The DRB was
established in 1979 to iwmprove the etficiency of the PPBS,
by supervising the 08D review of the service POMs and the
budget submission. In 1981, as part of the Acguisition
Improvesent Program, the role of the DRB was changed to that
ot assisting the Secretary of Defense in managing the entire

PPES (0:4). After consideration of the DRB recommendations,

14
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the Secretary provides his decisions to each service via a
Progran Decision Memorandum (PDM). The PON, as nodified by
the PBN, serves as the baseline ¢for the start of the

bSudgeting phase of the PPES (7:116).

Ina AFSE_PON_Revelaosent Cycle
In order 4or AFSC to sake its POM submission to HE USAF

in December, the AFSC 4¢ield organizations must beg9in work on
their respective inputs during the preceeding summer.

During the FY 86 PON cycle, for example, AFSC's POM call was
Sent to the field organizations in early August, 1983 (see
Appendix D). The AFSC Deputy Chief of Staté/Comptroller
(APSC/AC), primarily responsible for the POM, specified a
due date for the $4ield POM inputs in late September, 1963
(2.

The AFSC stat#+ spends considerable time in deriving
each 4ield organization’s share of the expected AFSC TOA.
The +ield units then prepare prioritized inputs to balance
against these TOA figures. As is the case at HQ AFSC, the
4ield organizations expend signiticant effort in producing a
rank-ordered list of their PDPs, that reflects the local
prograns priorities (6:17-18).

Field organizations have expressed dissatisfaction with
the baseline TOA allocation and PDP prioritization
processes, and the lack of time to prepare an adequately
researched FPOM submission. Fiscal guidance from H@ USAF is

not clear on the funds which will flow to AFSC, so the

18
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baseline TOAs for the AFSC +ield organizations are

sroguently changed (6:18).
Considerable criticiss has been leveled against the

5 .El'
NS
@
o
B
X
¥

concept of prioritizing PDPs at the AFSC ¢ield level or even

at NB AFSC. In the case of the +ield unites, each prograns

§ " manager knows where his prograa stands with respect to the
R Air Force PON of the prior budget year, and, therefore, what
oy the current Air Force priority of his program is. In ", :

keeping with his program direction, he will continue to seek

3 support for his progras at AFSC i¢ his program is funded in
23
4 the prior year's USAF POM, even though it may be ocutside the

+unded band at the ¢ield unit in this year's PONM subaission.

.
ot al,

i

I+ AFSC ranks it untunded, he will then go to HE USAF for

o

[

3 support. As a practical matter, thereéore, prioritization at JP
: levels lower than HE@ USAF may be of little use to the -
program manager in his search to secure continued funding

: #or his program (13:3-4). ___
:3 An ad hoc study group was formed at AFSC to reflect on -ﬁ
N the lessons learned during the FY 84 POM exercise, and to :

2 formulate recommendations to improve future programming ...,
a etforts. With respect to the ranking process, the

: predominant view of the study group was that prioritization

‘ of programs, either by PDP or by program element, 'uould be

X better left to HE UBSAF, in concert with the using commands.

a: I4 the ranking requirement was eliminated ¢rom the AFSC

L cycle, the process of developing baseline TOAs +or AFSC and

.— its #ield organizations would also be eliminated. This '.:::‘:_:
3 2%
16 :::i.
5 %
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aight reduce the administrative work load during the POM
develapuent by as much as 30 percent (6:18).

There is no formal direction,; in the +orm of Air Force
or AFSC resulations, that specifies how AFSC is to formulate
its POM submission. The official direction for the MAICOM
POM submissions takes the form of the USAF POM Call, issued
during each October. Other documentation requirements, such
a8 regueats for additional prograa infarmation, come froms
multiple sources at HE USAF, and one set of instructions may
not recognize the activities directed by another set. AFSC
4inds itseltd preparing POM submnissions to respond to
multiple reguirements. This has contributed to making the
{formulation process bath complex and lengthy (1:1,6).

In 1982, AFSC implemented a revised POM process that
was compatible, in terms of documentation.and structure,
with the USAF and DaD PPRS processes. Additionally, these
changes stressed +iscal “credibility,® by seeking to produce
PDPFs that document fully executable programs (2).

Appendix B is the FY 86-90 AFSC POM Call, 3 August
1983, with selected attachments. This document provided the
basic POM instructions and guidance to the AFSC field units.
The FY 63-89 USAF POM, 11 May 83, served as the baseline for
the ¢+ield units to prepare their FY 86 subumissions. As
such, the PDP pricrity list in the FY 835 USAF POM was to be
the point of departure for the development of the field unit
priority lists, and the FY 84-89 ¢funding levels in the FY 83

USAE POM ¢orwmed the baseline for the FY 66 submission (2).

12
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Field organizations that wish to submit PDPFs that

E R

dittar from the USAFE POM, either in progras descriptions or

sunding levels, do 0 through a system of delta (change)

3 POPa. Additional PDPs are written that alter progras

} descriptions, add dollars to, or subtract dollars +#rom, the
: progran baseline. This delta PDP systes is fully explained
; in Appendix B.

#

After the ¢ield organization POM inputs are received at

N

AFSC/ACE (the budget directorate), the PDPs are sent to the roo

appropriate sission area panels. Table I lists the 11

7" A K P I N s

panels at HB AFSC. The mission area codes shown in the

g table correspond to the alphanumeric designator system used """'"
! to identity the PDPs, and are sometimes used as a short way
3 ot reterring to the panel. Zﬁi:
- As part of the panel deliberations, the PDPs are -

forvarded for corrections or revisions to the various system

and priorities, within a specitic mission area, e.9.,

' oftticers (SYSTOS). The AFSC SYSTOs are the statf officers ___
: who are concerned with the specifics of one or more "'"'
% developument programs, serving a function comparable to that
§ ot the Air Statt Program Element Monitors (PEMs). Through
¥ contact with both the +ield system program offices and the
PEMs, the SYSTOs incarparate the latest progras information
R into the PDPs (4). ;;{f
‘ The wmission area panels are chartered to use the field L"_.-
3 POM inputs and other source information to produce a \
: proposed AFSC program Bix of funding levels (PDP pricing) \\
——

- A
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Tagtical Air Varfare or Command, Control, and 1
Comiunications. During the panel deliberations, short i
brietings nay be scheduled +or SYSTOs to explain some of the H:
details of their programa. The rankines of the panels are
coordinated with AFSC directors (three-letter chiets, @.9., _j]
APSC/XNRK). Adter appropriate adjustments, the panel B

rankings are ftorwarded to the next level of POM development,

the AFSC Pregran Review Committee (PRC) (11).

TABRLE I

Mission Area Panels at HE8 AFSC (1:Atch 23)

niasien Ares Cdie Hiasian Ares Panel
A Strategic O¢tfense

LI I
. l.‘
2o
Sa st

» Strategic Detense

.
.4
AN
1]
A

8 ! ". -‘.I ..
2

C/H Command, Control, Communications/

Data Automation

[ Electronic Combat

3 Research and Development

K Reconnaissance/Intelligence

" Mobility

N sSpace

r/S Personnel Activities/Support N

T Tactical Air Warfare Ej

v War Reserve Material :1:‘3

i
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% The PRC meets to review the PP pricing and rankings

é produced by the mission area panels, and to combine those

2 rankings into an integrated priority list., This integrated
% PDP ranking, also called the "smash list,” is produced after
? closed PRC meetings. During these closed sessions,

2 individual panel chairmen are called in as needed to explain
'2 the panel pricing and ranking rationale (11).

-§ Over the course of the PON formulation, Vanguard mission
R area brieftings (see page 2) are presented to the

g corresponding panels and to the PRC. The conclusion of each
ﬁ Vanguard briefing includes a recommended priority of all

a progran elements relating to that mission area. Since the

? PDPs tend to describe program activities funded by one or

2 sore progras elewments, the Vanguard mission area priorities

can be used to derive a wmission area PDP priority list. The

Vanguard brietings alsc propose approximate funding levels

B LALL NN

4or the relevent program elements.

The ¢irst integrated list is presented for comment to

ity
[ N

the AFSC directors; who may advocate changes based on their

PP

perceptions of the relative importances af missions and

individual programs. When modified in response to the

g directors®’® inputs, the PRC chairman briefs the proposed POM

b, to the AFSC Executive Council, which is made up of the

: Deputy Chiefs of Stat+ (DCSa), and is chaired by the AFSC

3 Vice Commander (AFSC/CV). This presentation can extend over

2

; several days. The DCSs debate the relative merits of

- 1

) programs and their pricing, and actual changes to the POM g
- . 1
]
- ;ﬂ
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are aade by the Council chairman. Moat of the discussions
dur}ng the Council sessions center on those programs close
o the °*margin,® the $tunding cutott detined by the AFSC TOA.
i Several iterative versions of the ranking may result ¢rom
the Executive Council review (11).

The ¢inal phase of the POM develaopment cycle occurs

L

7 when the proposed POM, now approved by the Executive

g Council, is briefed to the AFSC Commander (AFSC/CC). During
;9 this briefing, the +ield organization commanders may attend
‘_' as well. After final adjustments by the Commander, the AFSC
i

PON is released o HR USAF (11). Table II shows the
approxinate schedule of major events of the FY 86 PONM

development during August -- December 1963.
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TABLE 12

AFSC FY 86 POM Schedule (11)

APSC POM Call to Field
Field Subumission to AFSC

;i; vanguard Brietings to Council

-
<

BES POPFe to Field

S

Vanguard Briefings tc MAJCOMs

“i
3 Initial Panels to PRC

; Pfanels to PRC

: PRC/Panels to CV/Council

‘ Feedback to Product Divisions

iii Panels to PRC on MAJCOM Views

! PRC/Panels to CV/Council

g CC/CV/Council/Division Commanders
q

AFSC POM to USAF

12-21

31 Oce~- 4

21-22
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This chapter describes the methodology that was used to
collect the data necessary to adéress the research guestions
posed earlier. The discussion of the researc)h methodology
focuses on three areas. First, the selection of a
structured interview technique is examined in comparison to
other potential data collection methods. Second, the
sake-up of the survey ianstrument (structured interview
autline) is described in terms of the topics addressed and
their sequencing. The third area discussed is the survey
population, including how the sample was selected, and the
validity of conclusions that can be drawn about the

population based on the survey results.

Sslection af Data Collection Technioue

The most basic choice of a method for collecting data
to anawer a research question is between experimentation,
direct cbservation, and a form of survey. The
characteristics of the research problem and its context can
often determine the best or most feasible approach.

In thias case, the objective of the research is to
deotermine the multiple factors that influence the pecple

who, in turn, influence the development of the AFSC POM. An

experiment is not a feasible approach +or two reasons.

First, the nature of the research questions do not allow for S
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} the formulation of a hypothesis that relates an

indeopendent variable to a dependent variable. The

phoncmenan of the PON development represents the combined
oftftectas a¢ at least several influencing pressures and
requireuents. Second, experimentation requires the ability
to contrel the independent variable to cbserve its effects
on the dependent variable(s). The importance of the POM and
the schedules of the people that produce it did not allow
4or the creation of experimental situations where
controlling variables can be manipulated.

The second basic technique of data collection, direct
abservation, is feasible from a technical standpoint, in

that ochservation of the decision making process during the

RNl ARl A RS F J £ O F N A A BF Ve o WS ¥ 5 5 S-aiu

POM development could, over time, present an accurate
picture ot what influences the decision -qkors.. .
Nevertheless, direct ocbservation was not feasible in
practice. The time limitation for the completion of this
praject did not allow ¢or observation aof the next POM
development cycle at H@ AFSC during the +fall of this year.
Further, observing some of the wmost important executive
sessions of the senior officers at HQ AFSC might have
represented an intrusion that would not be tolerated.

The last basic means of data collection, a form of
survey, was the chaice by elimination. Within this
category, the choice was between a questionnaire or personal
interview technigue. 8Since this project represented an

oxploratory research etfort into an area not formally

24

EPRRLALE LR FOPAILIREY R T e P B Rl RLXUEY G RTREARY = S S IOL A RpY TRV RICIRINEY

F R A P PR P R A A
dg 0" R T e" ey 'i’ﬁ"'n'.‘ﬁ-' u-.\.'\.. .‘..i ..f st




addressed before, the structured interview technique was

aolected as offering the greatest ¢lexibility in identiéying

and exploring the PON development factors.

Rsscrintion of the Sucrvey Instrument

T™he survey instrument, which is included as Appendix C,
is an outiine for a structured interview. By structuring
the survey guestions, on:h question is posed in the same way
to each respondent, thus promoting the reliability of the
noasure (9:218). The interview gquestions were divided into
two basic parts. Part I dealt with the demographic
characteristics of the respondents, and part II was
concerned with information relating to the AFSC POM process.
Vithin the second part, the guestions were -ubdivldod into
three areas: A) the goals and objectives of the respondents
with respect to the POM developwent, B} the direction,
guidance, and source information the respondents used in
past POM exercises, and C) the perceptions of the
respondents as to the factors that have inftluenced them and
others in reaching their POM decisions.

The interview guestions were structured to move from
the general areas of the respondent’s background, to the
more specitic arnas dealing with the POM influencing
factors. Using this approach, the respondent’s frame of

reteorence could be learned, and the distortion effect ot

earlier questions on the later ones was wminimized (9:238). R
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Survey Ffapulation and Measuresent Validity

The sost isportant criterion for deteraining the

population that was surveyed was their participation in the
AFSC PON process in some form of decision making capacity.
The ropulation selected for this survey consisted of the
chairaen of the nission area panels, and the msembers ot the
PRC and its secretariat. The second key criterion was
participation in or at least presence during the Executive
Council or Commander®s POM reviews. This approach pravided
a *next best® insight into the decision making of these
general atficers, since a personal interview with them was
not possible.

The size of the population that meets both criteria for
recent POM cycles is relatively small. The 11 parnel
chairmen, @ or 9 members of the PRC, and several octficers ot
the PRC Secretariat make up a survey papulation of leas than
28 ofticers. At NG AFSC, there are many people who
participate in the POM process, but relatively few wha are
privy to the senior level decision making by the AFSC
Executive Council and Commander. The data collection plan
called for interviews with approximately ten appropriate
decision makers at HE& AFSC.

The survey encounpassed over 40% of the subject
population, as detined above. Therefore, the currelation
between the survey findings and the actual opinions of the
population at large should be high. The keys to the

validity ot the study were the identification and selection
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of interviewees, and the conduct ot the interviews
thenselves. Succesatul personal interviews, in terms of
asasurement validity, meet three conditions: 1) the
respondents have access to the information required, 2) they
understand their roles in the investigation, and 3) they are
motivated to accept those roles and respond to the interview
questions accordingly (9:1294). Careful selection of the
reospondents for this study, and appropriate conduct of the

interviews iaproved the chances of meeting these criteria.
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Iv. Eindines and AnAlvyais

This chapter reports the results of the survey taken at
HE8 AFSC, and describes these resulis with respect to the
individual survey questions listed in Appendix C. The
discussion covers four areas. First, the respondents
camprising the survey sasple are described in terms of their
reported demographic data. Second; the goals and objectives
of the sample group that relate to the AFSC POM process are
discussed. The third area is the direction, guidance, and
source information that these officers have responded to in
past POM exercises. Lastly, the fourth area doals with the
POM inftluencing factors, as they affected the decision

saking of the survey respondents.

Samole Demcarsohic Data

The survey for this project included interviews with
ten officers at HE AFSC, on 17 and 18 May 19684. The first
tour questions of the interviews dealt with the respondents’
descriptive data. Table IXI shows the name, rank, office
syabol, and position title of each of the survey
respondents. The titles listed are those of the AFSC
positions held by the respondents. These titles do not
indicate the respaondents’ functions in the POM process,

which are discussed below under question #8.
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; ) "TABLE II2 o

3 Survey Respondents

PR A
AA. .

:}
& Mame Bank QOftice Position Title
AFsc/
X Bietrich, P. col TEU  Dir, Test Resources 20
% Frankliin, R. Lt Cal SDZ8 Ch, Strike Systems Division —___
‘;:; Hellobaugh, 6. Lt Col ACJ Dir, Programming Integration -—
3 Ludnig, R. Lt Col SDSL Ch, Launch & Orbital Div
¥ Narshall, R. Lt Col XRX Dir, Policy & Programs i
; Martin, C. Maj SDN Nor, Airliét Systems '*""
?;f Pearce, 3. Lt Col DLXB Asst, R & D Operations \
] Rapalee, &. col BLX Dir, Plans & Programs - o
:5 Thurston, N. Maj SIMI Ch,; Intelligence Division _‘?"‘
Y welcott, J. co1 803 Dir, Biotech & Human Factors :
5 A
]

Y
-8
[
]

i Susstion 5: Education or Trainine Related to Ressarch G
uY c
s and Develgoment. Seven of the ten respondents had S
' completed either advanced degree or training programs that ""'
f::: were specitically oriented toward sanagsesent of research and ;
" ' development activitiea. Of those, four had completed __
;'Z courses offered by the Defense Systews Management College. T
Y LAY
ﬁ Other programs included various professional continuing
education courses, primarily relating to systems acguisition :::;
A and logistics. -‘—
2
~ ———
'
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: Suestion 4; Soecific Pricr POM or Budast-Related
R Experience. Prior to their present assignments, six of

the respondents had POM or budget-related experience. These

experiences ranged from the preparation of POM inputs while

B AT AR

working at a system program office, to participation in a

POM mission area panel at HE USAF.

# S
L Soals and Obiectives i
fusstion 2: Quarall Obtectives of the AFSC PON Process.

S The repondents agreed widely in their perceptions of the

abjectives of AFSC*s POM exercise. Seven of the respondents

thought the most fundamental goal of this process is to

f§ provide to the Air Statf a balanced, welli-priced budget

proposal that recognizes both mission requirements and the L
+iscal realities of lisited TOA. Minority opinions included """‘

J beliefs that the goals are to secure the biggest share of RN

s

3 the Air Force TOA $or AFSC, or to produce a POM that is

. priced in response to program management direction.

X Support of the POM Process. Five respondents serve as ‘___%

.v chairmen of mnission area panels. These include the Space, ""’"

Mobility, War Reserve Material, Reconnaissance and .

i Intelligence (Recce/Intell), and Research, Development, .,
Test, and Evaluation (RDTLE) panels. Three respondents '——-

.. represent their deputy chiets of staté as members of the .

-* PRC. The remaining two have POM functions o+ chairing a

‘;\: ajssion area sub-panel, and directing the PRC Secretariat. P—

3 :::;‘5}
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Susstian ®: The Eesnondents’ Qbiectives in the AFSC
2O _Praocens. In comparison to question #7 (overall AFSC
POM aobjectives), there was more diversity in the
respondents® answers to this guestion. Nevertheless, the
predominant response (by six of the interviewees) indicated
a close correlation between their cbjectives and their
perceptions of AFSC s abjectives in the FPOM. These
respondents felt that their goals are to provide an
"executable”® POM; that is, one where the PDPF descriptions
a9ree with the program direction, and where the funding
proposed for those programs will allow the proper guantities
of systems to be delivered on time. The fundamental POM
objectives of the +tour other respondents, respectively, are
to 1) get the mout, in terms of systems produced, for the
uopey spent, 2) increase the percentage of Air Force TOA
spent on science and technolosy, 3) ensure that the
requirenents of the test & evaluation activities are made
known to the other POM decision makers, and 4) "clean up”
the POM process and get mission area panel chajirmen involved
in the programs’® current year budget problems.

Susstion 10: The Respondents’ Areas of Success. This
question was posed to determine the respondents’ successes
in meeting the abjectives they described in question #%.
Although the responses varied widely, three interviewees
agreed that they had helped improve the executability ot the

AFSC POM. Four respondents expressed satisfaction with the

31
R N R T S N S U -, e e L N e e e
Laiats _‘n‘ Xa v " R et ‘ot Pt TN AT AR N _-'._. oo, .t et

.._L\;._IL-\\\"!.\

------
------




:‘»(,u- W gt Jgs ol AT AT A T e ¥ L A A b A e SR sl i st o Sl ARSI U Al i Sl N Ateny T OGRS A AL e I UL APV JPTL IPN DTN
-q;

¥

% i
93 increases in funding they had secured far their respective

3

Al areas of interest. One respondent, for example, had

33

succeeoded in achieving a seven percent annual increase in

N science and technology ¢+unding for +iscal years 1965 and

u 1986.

R Susation 11: The Respondents® Areas of Difficulty.

% The intent of this question was to tdentity which personal

3 goals, of those detined earlier, save the respondents the

N moet ditéiculty. The answers tended to fall into two

; groups. $Six respondentis expressed frustration with some

: portion of the PON process itselé. Most of the other ii:

% respondents +elt that they were not able to achieve

5 satistactory funding for the programs in their areas of

j interest.

Y Within the #irst group, the six intervieweses felt o

; hampered by a lack of time to prepare an adequately

E researched PON, guidance from the Air Stat+ that changes Eéi

; frequently, superticial depth of review in the PRC meetings, :;f

lack of information support +rom the field organizations,

3 and what appeared to be arbitrary funding (ranking) _i:

: decisions by afficials at higher levels. T

* N
Rirection, Suidance. and Source Information T

E Lavels in AFSC ar from HE USAF. Three respondents felt ;;;

) that the Defense Guidance (D8), published annually by 08D, a2

- is the most important form of POM guidance used at H@ AFSC, T:;
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because it reflects OSD palicy. Nevertheleas, these
respondents recognized at least two problems with using the
D8 ¢or this purpase. First, when the D8 is published each
January, it is intended, among other things, to provide
guidance for the services in preparing their respective POMs
during that winter and spring. Thus, when the D8 is used at
MR AFSC during the ¢ollowing autusn in preparing the AFSC
POM Jor the next fiscal year, it is not sudéiciently
indicative o¢ current OSD priorities. The second problem
with the DO is that of gsenerality. These respondents felt
that a document which provides DaD-wide guidance is too
broad to be of practical use ta AFSC panel members and PRC
decision sakers.

The rewmaining seven respondents noted that there is no
eftective guidance ¢dr thewm from HE USAF. This is because
no USAF regulations specity haw a MAJCOM POM is to be
prepared, and because the USAF POM Call is not received at
AFSC until October. At that time, much of AFSC’s
programming work, which begina in September, is already
done.

Four respondents said that the majority o4 the usetul
guidance comes from AFSC’s PRC Secretariat. This includes a
letter of instruction ¢or panel chairmen, and an instruction
booklet for PRC members.

Susstion 13: Resulations or Letters of Instruction.

A8 noted abave, there are no Air Force regulations governing

the preparation ot MAJCOM POMa. The otficial Air Force POM

33
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3 instructions are those included in the annual Air Force

PON Call, which is issued in Octaber, too late to

ofttectively influence the AFSC PON. Neverthelesa, throush

eoarly coardination with the apprapriate Air Force offices,

the PRC Secretariat receives advance notice of signiticant o
changes in direction. j:; -

Within APSC, the instructions published by the PRC

Secretariat pravide most of the PON guidance to the 11

w, wnission area panels. Only one respondent mentioned the AFSC L
b regulation that deals with the PON developument (AFSCR

o

. 23-12). He noted that this regulation has not provided

useftul guidance in past POM exercises, and is currently

under revision.

Susntions i4 and A3: _Informal Suidasce in the Fors

O tA T

-
LR -

# at_Instructione or Advice from Peers or Suneriors. 8Six

¥ of the ten respondents said they have made use of guidance

% they received ¢rom their counterparts and PEMs at NG USAF,

« Most of this advice was solicited by the respondents, and

:5 took the +orm of recommendations ¢or funding amounts or

program priorities. All six of these respondents seemed to

g place heavy emphasis on the advice they received from the

:Ef astaté afficers at HR USAF.

; Three respondents sasntioned other sources of guidance

4 and advice, including the AFSC SYSTOs and the DCSs to which \1
the respondents report. As might be expected, they ;‘.:3.'2;\:5;.
s considered the inputs received from the SYSTOs to be advice, 3
7 and that received +rom their DCSs to be guidance. .—P}
: iR
* 34 R
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Nine repondents agreed that most of the intormal
tunotéical) inftormation they have received over the course
ot PON exercises has been advisory in nature. Unaféical
guidance or instructions, i.e., fire directions about how to
proceed, are the exceptians to the rule.

fusstion 14: Intorsation Avallable for PFOM Decision
Makina. This question was included in the interviews to
establ ish which information scurces the respondents had
available to thea during their PON deliberations. Although
many of these types of information sources are available to
all aission area panels and the PRC, all ot these sources
were not aentioned by every respondent. Even when prompted
by the interviewer, most of the respondents did not
acknowliedge the importance of other sources. This may
indicate the respondents®' reliance on some intormation
sources over others.

The most ¢reguently cited POM infornation sources,
sentioned by seven respondents, were the Vansuard briefings,
including the program element priorities given for each
mission area. None of the respondents, however, mentioned
the Vanguard 4unding proposals as sources of information for
their POM deliberations.

The second sost ¢+requently cited source, by ¢ive
respondents, was the POM inputs from the AFSC ¢ield units.
These inputs include the +ield proposals for program
funding, in the form of updated PDPs, as well as the field

commanders® PDP priorities. Each panel considers those PDPs
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that relate to its mission area, and the relative priority
of those PDPs, as specified by the field commanders.

Two additional information scurces were each mentioned
by three respondents. The ¢irst of these was the most
current version of the USAF PP priorities. These are
indicated by either the prior Dudget year's USAF POM, or the
USAF/DoD BES, depending on whether the BES has been
completed (normally by September 13). According to the PRC
Secretariat, the UBAF PDP priorities are to be the starting
point ¢for the panels as they develop their new PDP
priorities. The second inftormation source cited by three
respondents was the program priorities of the MAJCOMs that
will use the system being develaped by the programs under
consideration. In moat cases, this is only one MAJCOM. Thé
members 0f the Tactical Alr Uarfare panel, for example,
would have available the draft POM priorities of the
Tactical Air Command.

Other sources of inftormation that were listed by one or
two respondents included specitic aission area studies and
plans, brietings +rom the SYSTOS, coordination with the
PEMu, cost analyses and estimates produced within AFSC,
notes +rom prior POM exercises, and the respondents’
perceptions of the priorities ot the AFSC Commander and Vice
Commander. Table IV summarizes these +indings with respect
to the available information sources, and the number of

respondents who cited each source.
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TABLE IV

Available PON Information Sources

Intaraatios Source tunber of Rescondents
Vanguard Nisaion Area Briefinge ?
Field PON Inputs S
UBAF PBP Priorities 3
MAJCON Progras Priorities 3
Nission Area Studies or Plans 2
SYSTO Brietings 2
PEN Courdination 2
AFSC Cost Analyses/Estisates 3
Prior PON Notes 1
Perceoived Priorities oé AFSC/CC/CV 1

Susstions 12 and 18: The Adecuscy of the Information
and _Alternative SSUrces. All ten repondents agreed that
although the information available to them is adecuate to
accompl ish their basic objectives, it is not ideal. The
nature and degree of dissatisfaction with the available
information varied among the respondents.

Four respondents felt that the details provided in the
PDPs were aftten insufficient to fully evaluate and price a
given program. In those cases, these respondents said they

asked 4or additional inforsation from the SYSTOs or PEMs.
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Three repondents expressed dissatisfaction with the
sanpower inforuation included in some PDPs. These
repondents called the SYSTOw or +ield program offices to
secure the required additional information.

Opinions given by other respondents included the
prablem of the AFSC POM being based on the the prior budget
yeoar®'s BES, while the field POM inpuls are based on the USAF
PON. This creates the need to correct the ¢ield PON PDPFs to
account 4or the changes #rom the POM to the BES. One of the
respondent members af the PRC said that there are not enough
progran details provided to the PRC during the brietings by
the panel chairmen, but that time limitations would not
allows tor 4ully detailed explanations of¢ all prograss.
Theretore, this respondent felt compelled to rely on the

. ability of the panel chaliraen to produce adequate pricing

and ranking within their respective mission areas.

B0 _Intlusncine Factars

Susntions 19 and 20 External PON Intluencine Factors.
These questions were included to identity those +actors
arising from events cuside of HE AFSC that nonetheless
attected the develapment of the AFSC POM. In this case, the
respondents were in close agreement about the external
{4actors that inftluanced their POM deliberations.

Nine respondents said that the program priorities of
the using NAJCOMs had an effect on their final POM products

(either mission area panel or PRC recommendations).
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Sintlarly, eight respondents mentioned the importance of

the USAF programa priorities, as manifested in the most

recent USAF PON or BES.
Five respondents cited the funding actions on specitfic
prograns at 08D or in Congreas. These respondents felt that
- 14 the support (or lack of support) signals frows 0SD or
Congresa were strong, they would take this into
consideration in thetir deliberations. Table V lists these

oxternal POM factors.

TABLE V

PON Inftluencing Factora External to AFSC

Intlusncine Factor Number of Respondenty
NAJCON Program Priorities '
USAF PDP Priorities e
08D /Congress Funding Actions S

3 Susstions 21 _throush 24: The Nature and Deares of
Intlusnce of the POM Factors. These four quntﬁm- were
dosigned to determine how the internal and external
influencing factors atfected the development of the AFSC
PON, and what their relative importances are, in terms of
how such they atéfected the ocutcome. The internal POM

influencing factors were identitied by questions 7, 9, 12,
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B 14, and 16. The external factors were identitied by
questions 13, 14, 16, 19, and 20.

Seven of the respondents agreed that the Air PForce
progran priorities, as given in the USAF POM or BES, are the
single nost important factor used in determining the PDP

priorities that are recommended by the panels and by the

yor
=i

PRC. This may be due in part to the PON instructions

Ao W

published by the PRC Secretariat, which specify that the
USAF PON or BDES priorities are to be used as a "point of

departure” in developing the new AFSC prioritiea. Two of

A
{‘l
3
P
il
8

these seven respondents were willing to guantitatively
eutinate the degree of inftluence of the USAF program

priorities on the AFSC PON. On the averagse, they +$elt that

S0% af the AFSC rankings are due to the influence of the

S USAF POM or BES.°

The second most important influencing factor, as also
* described by seven respondents, was the prograa priorities
ot the using MAJCOMs, as given in their dratt POMa or other

programming documsents. Four of these seven respondents felt

AARE et

that the MAJCOM priorities are as important, or nearly so,

as the USAF program priorities. The other three members of

U OLE LA

this group expressed opinions that the MAJCOM priorities

3 e

-

were a distant second to the USAF priorities, in teras of
how suech they intluenced the AFSC POM. An important

exceoeption to this consensus of the influence at the MAJCOM

S L -

¥,

priorities was the opinion of ane of the respondent members

of the PRC, who felt that the MAJCOM priorities play no

" 40
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KA signiticant role at all in his decision making, at least in
% comparison to the inftluence ot the USAF priorities and those
5 of his ICS.

f§ In general, the intluence of the MAJCOM priorities was
é strongest among the respondent mission aresa panel chairmen,
3 and such woaker among the respondent PRC msembers.

; Nevertheless, two of the three PRC members interviewed said
. they were signiticantly intluenced by the opinions of the

14 panel chairmen. Thus, the MAJCOM priorities may have had an
-% tndirect eféect aon the PRC.

;i The third and fourth most important influencing

;3 4actors, eoch mentioned by three respondents, were the field
E? PON inputs and the Vanguard msission area priorities. Even
A

-

anong these groups, however, the desree of influence of
these factors was far leas-than that of either the USAF or

MAJCOM program priorities.

Among the ten respondents, there was no consensus as to

the relative importances of the remaining influencing

e

N tactors. Table VI summarizes these +indings regarding the
", relative importance of the POM influencing factors.

{ Suestions 25 and 26: Factars Influencing Other Senior
é decision Makers. These questions asked the respondents

? which factors seemed to influence the POM decision making of
n the senior officers they had cbserved at H@ AFSC. The

}E atticers mentioned by the respondents included the DCS

5 mewbers of the AFSC Executive Council, the AFSC Vice

g Commander, and the AFSC Commander.

v

3, a1

N B D R R R




TABLE VI

Relative Impartance of Internal and External
PON Intluencing Factors

g Eagtar Priority oM Influencine Factor -
. 3
E- b § USAF PDP Pricrities 33
fi 2 MAJCOM Program Priorities
! 3 Field POM Inputs . +
; 4 Vanguard Mission Area Priorities ]
B4 I
E.E - "9
S Other Factors: .o

-= Mission Area Studies/Plans
-~ 8YSTO Briefings R

-= PEM Coordination

== AFSC Cost Analyses/Estimates
-= Prior POM NOotes

-=- Perceived Priorities of /CC/CV

-=- 08D/Congress Funding Actions

The strong consensus (eight of ten) of the respondents

was that these senior officers are influenced by the same {Jf
set of 4actors, with two possible exceptions. First, the
Air Force praogram priorities in the USAF POM or BES do nat

seem to play as big a role here as they do during the panel

deol iberations. Second, the opinions ot the field unit

commanders are given more consideration here than during

42
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e earlier phases of the AFSC POM cycle. These respondents

:

A alse agreed that S0% or more ot the PRC's proposals are not
contested by the Executive Council or by the Commander.

Rather, most of the discussion here centers asbout those

ot A IO

prograns at the "margin,® the funding cutoté defined by the

ARSC TOA ¢+or the budget year.

Thus, the three key influencing factors among these

oSN

X

senior AFSC decision makers appear to be 1) the proposals of

the PRC, 2) the progran priorities of the using MAICONs, and ERRR

»

LXK
,
[

3) the opinions of¢ the field unit commanders.

%)
0y
sasat

Three respondents felt that these officers are also

intluenced by Presidential priorities or funding actions at "'""1

-

44

OSD or in Congress, although to a lesser extent than the

I

ofher three tactors discussed above.
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V. Canclusions and Isnlics®ions

F
P
I As discussed in Chapter I, the resesarch aobjective of

this project was to anawer two key questions. First, what

% are the formal and inforsal factors that inftluence the POM
"

dovelaopunent process at HB AFSC? More specifically,

~‘ == What direction and guidance do AFSC programmers _;: 9
& -- Uhat managesent tools are emplayed by AFSC o
2 programmers and decision makers to sort out the multiple T
‘ elements that 9o into a POM formulation?
o R
. -= What are the external factors that bear on the POM ____
. formulation, such as a decision maker's perception of the _
i program priorities at other MAJCOMs, HQ USAF, 0SD, Consress,
W or even the White House? .
3‘% Second, what are the relative importances of these factors “
: with respect to their influence on the most important
¥ product of the AFSC programming process, the AFSC POM? a..__,,
: Considering these relative importances, how might the T

; etticiency or efttectiveness o¢ this process be imsproved? o
1 Sach of these questions is discussed below, in terms of the ‘
- survey +indings. e
3 Rirection and Guidance. There is no USAF or AFSC el
regulation that specifies how AFSC is to prepare its POM.
The external direction and guidance that maotivates the AFSC ;'.'-;-_f-f

=

'-\-
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i programming process is the USAF POM Call, issued annually in . '.._"?':
5l October. Nost of the survey respondents felt this suidance
I wuas isadequate; because it comes too late to effectively —_:
§ influence the developing POM at AFSC. Additionally, there ‘I
” are inftormal documentation and information regquests that S.::i
come from the Air Staéé, that serve to increase the
j administrative workload during the PON development. As a
-!* whole, the respondents asreed that the most usetul guidance ._..._
they receive comes from the PRC Secretariat in AFSC. ""“
3 tanassuent Iools. Sowe of the information sources
a: available to the AFSC programmers can be considered P___
Tﬁ ‘sanageuent tools.” These sources are listed in Table IV ot
é (see page 37). For example, the Vanguard briefings are
.5 dosigned to present a mission area analysis of threats, o

: requirenents, and capabilities, and a synthesis of the BB
% related progran elements and proposed new progras starts.
3 el
4 This can provide a PON decision maker with an overview of a :__i
mission area, in order better to weigh the competing PDPs. R
The usefulness of these tools is probably indicated by the

““ +requency of citation and the relative importance of the POM »__
;‘ influencing factors, as indicated in Tables IV and VI (see -—
‘i pages 37 and 42). B

h? External Factars. The respondents largely agreed -
; about which external factors have an effect aon the AFSC PONM. ‘T\—
E Most of the respondents mentioned the MAJCOM and USAF PDP \
“ priorities as being significant external factors, and hal¢ ‘.'.::::f:
Z of the respondents also cited the trend of funding actions —_:
4 e

% i
& as

AN

. T - - . et T e et svevar
X ,_.V ~ ~ " o \.'-"- LSOR ‘-'\‘.\"." '-'.'.' ITATICRE AN




s e sk P b

P

B e

ORI,

L LT EZRA A

N
ol il

Py d N

,
i‘f N N A M N B N N N N B e A A LG EN 24 S T

LA &

P AR o NN N il 2 T i SN S LA SRR o A i SR e AR AR AN S M

at OBD or in Congress. Apparently, the most senior officers
at AFSC are also influenced by these tactors, althoush the
USAF PP prisrities say be less important during the +inal
stages of¢ the POR develaopment.

Eachor Innartance. The relative importance of the POM
influshcing factors became apparent over the course of the
interviews. The large majority of the survey respondents
cited the overriding importance of the USAF and MAJCOM
progran priorities. The relative priority, in terms of
intluence on the AFSC POM, of these and the other identified

4actors are listed in Table VI (see page 42).

imnlisations

The most ¢undamental conclusion that can be drawn from
this research is the degree to which the program priorities
ot HB UBAFE and the using MAJCOMs determine the PDP
priorities retlected in the final AFSC POM. AFSC
prograamers expend considerable etéort in preparing a POM
that ie conunistent with, among other thinga, these external
priarities. The reasons 4+or this are apparently twofold.
Firat, AFSC is conducting the research, development, and
production of the weapon systems that these MAJCOME will
use. By recognizing the MAJCOM program priarities, AFSC
progranners are, in effect, seeking to accommodate their
‘custosers.” Second, decision makers at HE AFSC are aware,
as are their counterparts at other MAJCOMs, that their PONMNs

are only inputs to the USAF programming process. When AFSC
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fg progranmers coordinate with their Air Staté counterparts,
\’ they are seeking to avoid the surprises and disappointments
that might otherwise result when the USAF POM is completed.
% Although the ressons +or placing S0 much emphasis on
f‘;: these external priorities during the developuent ot the AFSC
‘_}i , PON are valid, undertaking the effort to produce a =
§ Prioritized PDP list may not be necessary. During the
& course of the USAF PON development, the Air Staéé _.j
W% prograuners will know what the praogras priorities of the ,.1
; usSing MAJCOMs are, because all MAJCOM POM inputs will have
,57' been submitted. O¢ course, they will also know what their -
%. own (USAF) priorities are. Since this information is
§‘ available toc Air Staté PON participants, prioritization of
\:’x;' PDPs at AFSC based on the same information, with the same
5 abjectives, appears to be an inetéicient application of
;i etéort. .
¥ This is not to suggest that all PDP prioritization
:-' asaociated with the AFSC PON should be discontinued. ::j
l’ Prioritization of PDPa corresponding to pure research and 1
i‘ exploratory development programs is appraopriate, because .1
AFSC is also responsible for the development o the new ---3
& technology base. These programs will establish the new :i
-.‘ . technologies necessary to support the development ot future "-j
\: weapon systems. AFSC decision makers are thase best K
5‘: qualitied to decide the relative merits of these science and j
£ RO
" technolaogy prosrams. hOAS
.:r;" On the other hand, AFSC should reassess the practice o+t RS
B
R “ \41
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N
'{:-, prioritizing thase PDPs associated with programs which are
N
;-\.' in advanced development or later phases of the development
. process. I¢ the time spent on PDP prioritization could be

V.

o\

:; applied to aother partions aof¢ the POM process,; then progress

~

j:' would be made toward achieving the truly “executable” PONM.

3

ot

- Dicections tor Future Research

New research related to the AFSC POM development should

seek to gquantitatively establish the necessity, i$ any, for

__ prioritizing PDPs {4or advanced development and higher

3’;- programs. This nmigsht be done through a comparison of MAJCOM

o) POM inputs, including that ot AFSC, to the resulting Air

: Force PONM. By comparing PDP pricing and priority liasts, the
researcher could establish the degree to which the AFSC POM

input influences the USAF POM, and if that influence is
comparable in magnitude or direction to that ot the using
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ANDREWS AIR FORCE BASE. DC 30334
that initial speres requirements are accounted for, you

HEADQUARTERS AIR FORER SYSTEMS COMMAND

:
2
:
0
:
:
:

the programming of initial spares is an AFLC resporsibility,
are committed to delivering spported weapon systems to our

:ax
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ALAFSC, Laboratories, JOMPO, NASC/MGA-2508/0\-263-2/MWh-343-3, 6307 STUS

S. The stting of force structure (the qantities of aircraft, missiles,

appropriats to proposs quantity reductions in order to fund increases in
other programs. Nowever, quantity adjustments that sake good business

etc., to be acxuired) is a corporate UBAPF decision.
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mmmmgcmmm from AFLC and show them as non-add
entries on your PDPs. They will not count against your TOA. Details are
. provided in the attached instructions.

3 7. We have scheduled a POM workshop at HQ AFSC on 17 Aug 83, If you wish
v to participate, please provide the names of your attendees to HQ AFSC/ACT,
AUTOVON 858-4083, by 12 Aug 83,

. DANIZL B. GIRAN FY 86-90 FOM Instructions
‘ Brigadier General, UssP
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FY 86-90 POM INSTRUCTIONS
A. SUBMISSION PROCEDURES

1. Submission Dete. The FY 86~90 POM with its spplicable exhibits will
bs submitted to arrive at By AFSC/ACP not later than 29 Sep 83.

2. Documentation rements. Submit the original ducumentation package
arvsaged by Mlssion Area ua PDP number sequence within Mission Area and three
copies (in same sequence as original) of PDP documentation to AFSC/ACJ (PDP,
one~page backup and AFSC Form 103). See section D for number of copies of
functional peculiar documentation and AFSC office to recsive specific
documentation. Documentation is not required for 6.1 and 6.2 programs.

3. FY 85-89 Bassline. You will be provided your portion of the AFSC
extract of the POM Baseline for FY 85-89 by PDP, delinested to cost element
detatl.

&, {%hun Indexes. Attachment 1 contains a list of AF Programs
with cion Data Sheets. The listed program offices will
compute the i{nflation contents of the submission using the Iaflation Dats
Sheats provided by BQ AFSC/ACC and dated as of 27 April 1983. All other

programs will use the appropriate 0SD Inflation Indexes listed in attachment
2. (Point of Contact: Mr. Capes, ACOM, AV 858-4251)

S. Corrections to Submission. If corrections to the POM submission
become necassary, sake ay coqfon page changes and submit the revised pages
to AFSC/ACJ.

B. SUBMISSION GUIDANCE/INSTRUCTIONS

Complisnce with the following instructions will give the degree of
standardization needed to provide a basis for efficient and comprehensive
staff sualysis.

1. Baseline will be the Air Force FY 85-89 POM (11 May 83). The baseline
will be updated at HQ AFSC as required to reflect changes resulting from the
0SD lesue Cycle, and provided to the field in an updated PDP. The FY 85
resource levels sre shown for refersnce only, reflecting the actual funds in
the FYDP and cannot be changed. Delta PDPs or new program PDPs should not
show funding for FY 85. Do not sutmit PDPs which are based on a proposad
teprogramming of FY 85 or prior year funds.

2. Some product divisions share in PDP resources. Based on dollar or
effort predominance, these PDPs are assigned to s prise division that has the
responsibility to coordinate other organizational entities portions of the
POP. The prime organization will obtain input from all other organizational
entities and combine into one PDP. SAMIO programs will be integrated into the
oversll Space Division ranking. Laboratory programs are an exception to
this. Organizational portions will bs consolidated at AFSC.

3. A change systes to the USAF POM baseline (delta PDP) will be used.
PDPs will be uniquely identified by adding suffizes to the POM PDP number as
follows (T645 is used as an example):

.n.'..h..-."".*'-‘f O ATAEREY e “ ._‘...;
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a. DBaseline POM PDP (T645). If the cost (dollars and manpower) and
‘ content are executable (the programmed efforts as described in the PDP
S description are in gee with the programmed resources in the PDP) you therefore
do not have an exception to exacutability. You do not have a program cost or
content change to document. Mark "OK" on the PDP sent to you, insert the FY 90

estimats, and submit the PDP with your POM input.

b. Cost/Content Changes to POM PDP. The PDP, as writtem, directs a

program that is not executable because of cost or coutent change. If the costs
have changed (increased or decreased or the sanpower requirements have
incressed) to do the content of the POM PDP, prepare two new PDPs with A and B
suffizes to the basic PDP number as follows:

! (1) Content Change (T645A). This PDP will match funds
. year-by—yesr as cont in ¢! 89 columns of the POM PDP. However, the
descriptiocn reflects only that program content which can be accomplished within

the POM dollars and available manpower (on executable content to match
programmed resources). Also include a statement which says vhat part of the
POM PDP content caunot be sccomplished (really a program impect statement or sn
impact on denisl of the msnpower incresse requaested in the coet change PDP).
This documents a zero growth option and eliminates the lowest priority program
A content. .

(2) Cost %go (T6458). This PDP contains the same content as
the baseline POM PDP, but shows delta changes (increases or dacreases) in
funds or manpower required to do the program coantained in the POM PDP

description (1.e., the dollars and in ed manpower required to execute the
program descrided in the basic PDP cription).

c. Reduced lLsvel PDP ST“SRE. Submit a PDP which represents a
significant stic ction (10~152 ainimum) in FY 86 to the funding
and contant of the baseline POM PDP. This PDP will have an R suffix, {.e.,

g T6ASR. It will be a negative delts to the baseline POM PDP. Describe
2 specific,discrete work efforts you are reducing. In sccordance with paragraph

s T s
PRSP R L)

Nkt ah
R N )

PAOAD
ARSI CIL A Y

B

S of the cover latter, do not rank force structure reductions.

de. t .onal PDPs. Any other delta PDPs you wish to submit as changes
to the baseline PDP should contain sequential numerical suffixes, i.e.,
T645-1, T645-2, etc., but msaximum -5, For example, a dash package could be an

J optional production rate, a2 multiyear contracting proposal, or, a good idea.
e .
: e. New Starts. Proposed new starts require a PDP. These should be
o stand alone PDPs numbered as follows: Organization/Mission Area/Sequence

Number. Example: ASD AXX1, ASD AXX2, ASD BXX3, ASD TXX4, ASD TXXS. 1In this

example ASD had five new starts, two in the A mission area, one in the B

unission ares, and two in the T missfon area. New start PDPs should be
o compatible with the new start feedback AFSC/XR is scheduled to send you in
<. early August.
', (1) Include only the manpower requirsments of the new start that
-; cannot be funded within current subcommand rescurces.

(2) Por AFFIC and AEDC: See Management and Support Funds, section

D.10.c.4 for specific instructions for your new starts.
~J3
. f. The PDP suffix numbering system described sbove implies that all
2 proposed POPs would be a delta to the POM funding baseline. There will be
¢ exceptions to this. If a proposed PDP is based upon another PDP (other than
o
s
"y
e
X sé
; N
\.‘ .‘u.“"
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the POM baseline PDP) aleo being funded (i.e., T645-1 builds on T645B), so
o state in the first sentence of the description section of each delta PDP, All
rarked PDPs are deltas to the previously ranked level.

.

23]

3 4., Required Documentation.

a. PDPs per paragraph 3 above.

b. AFSC Form 103 for each basic or A level PDP with executable prograa
8 dollars indicated (FY 85 USAF POM program baseline). This does not apply to
Managemsnt and Support PDPs.

¢. A one-pags backup sheet for each PDP which gives additional detail
on POP coutent or other pertinent information. As a sinimum, this should
justify why the PDP should be funded (for new starts, refersnce MENS or SON)
and what the impact is of not funding., Whers applicable, this sheet should
provide s project breskout showing funds by designated project and fiscal

-..; yesr. (This requirement does not apply to the lsbs or Management and Support

?I program elements, but see sections on O&M and Test and Evaluation for specific

.‘,; inforpation on thess programs.)

.’, d. A PDP priority list which racks your orgsnigation's PDPs, shows

- your cumulative TOA for FY 86 and FY 87, and indicates your approved TOA
coatrol total and proposed funding line. Limit programs sbove the proposed

" funding line to not more than 52X above your control total.

e. Other documentation described in the Functional Peculiar

3 Requiremsnts Section (paragraph D.).

-"‘ C. PDP TION ONS FOR PROPOSED DELTAS OR NEW START PDPS

P ) l. BEater a short title which identifies the PDP (36 characters maximus *

&3 including spaces). This title should ba unique to the particular PDP, for

- example, "F-4 Squadrous.” For delts PDPs which change bsseline PDPs, apply a
3 suffix such as “II, III, etc.” Example: PDP entitled “F=15 ASAT" funds ASAT
by nodification of a specific number of aircraft with an associated Initial
" Operational Cspability (IOC). A delta PDP which would expand this program to
provids additional aircraft should be entitled "F-15 ASAT (II)." For ease of
sorting titles, the operative issue should be addressed in the beginning of the
N ticle (e.g., “BOS (TAC)” vs “TAC BOS"; "¥«4 Upgrade” vs "Upgrade F~4"). If the
L delta package addresses manpower only, title it, e.g., "Manpower for B3-1B", not
1 “B-18 Manpower®.

2. Description. Enter a succinct description of the proposed program
including pertinent facts and figures. Limit this entry to 1100 characters
including spaces. 1If the description would compromise security of a special
'.,, access prograsm, enter the following: "This is & special sccess program.

) Description will be granted strictly on s need to know basis.” The description
4 would emphasize what the resources provide. 1f a significant Initial

¥ Operacional Capability (I0C)/Full Operational Capability (FOC) is involved, it
. should be eddressed. Do not include advocacy in the PDP description. The
first sentence of the PDP description should comprise an adequate “One-Liner”
of what the PDP addresses/funds.

- 3. Classification. Affix the one~word sacurity classification and
’ downgrading on each sheet in accordance with AFR 205-1. Do not include
b3 information in any PDP classified higher than SECRET.
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4. Major Procursment. Enter the -procun-nt profile, when spplicsble.
(See section D.6 on initial spares and D.7 sultiyesr procurement.)

S. Total Obligational Authority. Enter the total of all AFSC funds ($SM)
shown in the POP. 7This miu profile is tha total of all sppropriations
within each progran element by fiscal year required to fund the particular
PDP. Segregate all funding profiles by fiscal year by specific progras element
and appropriation. Include dollars for psy of civilian manpower (by manpower
PRC) being requestad.

6. Cost Rlemsnt Detail. This is the second page of the PDP. ZEater the
detail b aut the required for the PDP under esch program element.
Every appropriation should be subdivided into epplicable cost elemsnt datail.
Cost elemsnt codes and titles should bs entered. The resources shown on the
Cost Elemant Detail page must agree with those shown on the PDP Summary page.
The applicable cost elements by sppropriation sre listed in POM CALL asttachment
3.
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Appendix C: Survey Instrument (Interview Qutline)

I. Respondent Information?
1. Name
2. Rank or rating
3. Oféice symbol
4., Title or position

S. EBducation or training related to resesarch and
developmsent

6. Specitic prior Program Objective Memorandum
(POM) or budget-~related experience

I1. Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) POM process
intormation:

A. GSoals and abjectives

7. What are the overall ocbjectives of the AFSC POM
process?

8. What is your official function in support of
this process?

9. What are YQUr objectives with respect to the POM
process?

10. With respect to these goals, what are the areas
in which you consider yourselt to be most successéul?

1t. What goals do you have the most difficulty
achieving, and why?
B. Direction; guidance, and source information
12. UWhat were the specific instructiona from higher

levels in AFSC or ¢trom H@ USAF that provided the +formal
guidance for you in preparing yaour cantribution to the POM?

13. Were those instructions in the form of ;;_

regulations, or were they letters of instruction ¢rom higher O
authorities? AN
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o 14, What was the informal guidance that you

é' received, in the form of instructions from your peers or

s superiors?

. 1S. What portions of that guidance was in the forms RN
; ot advice, as oppaosed to directions? }gj
S BNy
i' 16. What intormation did you have at your disposal . }sﬁ
Q to reach your decisions regarding the POM? st
Y 17. UWhat was the adequacy of this information?

ﬁ 18. I+ you found some information lacking, what were

7 you able to do about it?

R C. Intluencing factors w0
N o
'§ 19. What were the external factors that related to ﬁyt
™ your participation in the POM process, such as consideration e

'ﬂ of program priorities cutside AFSC, or the status of a given

progran ocutside Dod?

. A
a2

€S

20. Did these external factors include
consideration of the trend of funding actions at HA USAF,
OSD, or Congress?

7

Moaiucrur ol
DR XA

-

21. How did these external factors atfect your POM
decisions?

22. Considering all of the influencing factors that
oy you have identified, what are their relative importances in
. terms of their influence on your decision making?

23. Are some of these factors significantly more

: important than others?

A

J 24, UWhat would be appropriate values (weighting

f 4actors) describing the relative importances o some or all
of these +actors?

]

? 25. Who were the senior decision makers that you

¥ aobserved during your participation in the POM processa?

26. From your point of view, what were the
pressures that influenced their decision making, and to what
extent?
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Air Force Syastems Command. °“AFSC FY84 Program Objec-~-
tive Memorandum Lessons Learned Stat+ Study.” Report
to DCS/Plans and Programs. Headquarters AFSC/ACIM,
Andrews AFS MD, 19 April 1982.

Air Force Syatems Command. "FY 86-90 Programn Objective
Memorandus (POM) Call." Letter to AFSC +ield organiza-
tions. Headquarters AFSC/AC, Andrews AFB MD, 3 August
1963.

Anthony, Robert N. and David ¥W. Young. NManasesment Con-

seel _in Nonorofit Orsanizations (Third Edition).
Homewood IL: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1964.
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1

Bailey, Capt Rosanne, Former Manager, Joint Tactical '
Communications Systems, Directorate for Electronic Sys- R
tems, Deputy for Systems, Headquarters AFSC. Personal o j
interview. UWright-Patterson AFB OM, 30 April 1%904. - od

Drabson, Col 6. Dana. "Department of Detense Acquisi-
tion Improvement Pragras,” Concepts, 4: 34-2S5 (Autuman
1901).

Campbell, Lt Col Richard 8. "A View Toward Improving

tie POM Formulation,® Proaran NMansser, i1i: 17-19 (July-
August 1982).

Department of the Air Force. Ihe Plannine, Prosram- - L]
sine _and _Budestine Svaten (PPRS) -- A Primer (Fourth St
Edition). Washington DC: Headquarters USAF/PRP, Decem-

ber 1963. "

Deputy Secretary of Deftense. “Management o+ the Dod
Planning, Programmaing and BDudgeting Systeas.® MNemoran-
dums for Secretaries of the Military Departments, Chair- ;,‘-‘_‘;-]
san ot the Joint Chiefn of Statf, Under Secretaries of
Deftense, Ansistant Secretaries of Detense, General
Counsel, and Assistantas to the Secretary of Defense.
DEPSECDEF, Washington DC, 27 March 1901.

Emory, C. William. Business Research Methods (Revised
Edition). Homewnod IL: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 196€0.

Evens, James D. "The Benetits and Pitfalls of Plan- R
ning, Programming, Budgeting (FPPPD) and Zero Base Bud- :
geting (ZBB) Systems.® Student repart. Arwy Command S
and General Sta+é+ College, Ft. Leavenworth KS, April e
1990 (AD-BOS2 O006l.).
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1. Hollocbaugh, Lt Col Sordon F., Director of Prograsing
Integration, Deputy Chief of Staff/Comptraller, Head-
quarters AFSC. Personal interview. Andrews AFB MDD, 127
MNay 1964,
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20-38 (Maguet 1981).
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i LOR-25-7%A. School of Systems and Logistics, Air

% Parce Institute of Technology (AU), Nright-Patterson
2 AFS OM, February 1971 (AD-G87 469).
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! ot the Secretary of Detense, Vashington DC, December L
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Captain Nark Velty was born on 23 September 1934, in
Santa Monica CA. PFollowing attendance in pudlic schools in

several states and in Tirol, Astria, he graduated ¢rom high

:

%* school in Arvada CO. In 1977, he received a Bachelor of

%‘ Arts degree in physics from the University of Colorado, and

3; was commissioned through the Air Force Reserve Oféicers

S Training Corps prograa.

q Mis initial sctive service was at the Air Force VWeapons

3 Laboratery, Kirtliand AFB NN, where he managed studies

assessing the physical security of UBSAF nuclear weapons.
After being transfered to the Electronic Systems Division

f; (ESD), Hanscomn AFS MA, Captain WUelty managed contractor

§ efforts to improve the interoperability of tactical command,

f; control, and communications (C3) systems. He wrote the 1982

% Tactical C3 Vanguard Sub-Mission Area Plan, and drafted the

.; Vanguard Planners® Suide. In 1982, he was selected to

3 prepare the initial integrated priority list for the ESD FY

j 05-09 Program Objective Memorandum.

é Captain Uelty entered the School ot Systems and

’]" ‘ Logistics, Air Force Institute ot Technology, in May 1963.

*»; Pernanent address: 19 Kingsbury Ave

Bradtord MA 01830
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