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There is on identified problem of linking all phases of the Planning
Programming Budgeting and Execution System (PPBES) and tying
resource consumption to output. PPBES requires a mechanism to provide
feedback in order to evoluate execution of a program. The objective of
this study project is twofolid: (1) to develop, in conjunction with COR
personnel, the use of the Output Oriented Resource Management System
(BORMS) and its PPBES linkage mechanism-the Mission Decision Package
(MDEP)-within the Army's resource management systems so that the
data captured and reported will provide a horizontal view of all
resources associated within discrete Army programs; and (2) to identify
how the Finance and Accounting community can support this process
with more in-depth anolysis and evaluation. The 00RMS, which utilizes
microcomputers and diskettes to flow information from HQDA, MACOMS,
and their subordinate Installations and Units, and date from standard
Army financial systems, will provide the continuity necessary to
evaijuate whether input resources achieved the desired output. The
MDEP will be the linkage mechanism for the full eight year PPBES Cycle.
To support this process, the Finance and Accounting community has the
necessary tools and dota to perform resource analysis.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

GOUERNMENTAL RCCOUNTING SYSTEMS

Conventional governmental accounting systems have been the
center of much controversy in resource management circies in recent
years. There has been general criticism of governmental accounting's
exclusive focus on legalistic dolier accountability on a year-by-year
basis. The irrelevance of governmental accounting reports to
management control and performance evaluation systems have siso been
criticized. !

Budgeting, accounting aend related management information
systems often yield data that are irreconcilable and inconsistent.
Controlling the cost of government requires knowing what government
services and programs cost and why. Today's financial reports focus on
obligations and outloys by appropriation. They do not paint a clear
picture of costs. This is not a consistently reliable measure of the
resources being consumed by an activity In carrying out Identified
programs. Programming, budgeting, and accounting (budget execution)
must be accomplished on the same basis so that actual results can be
measured against plans. Sound budgeting and sound financial
management depend both on the analysis of future trends and program
needs (plsnning/programming) and on past performance (accounting). No
single process should dominate.

A well developed financial management structure should include
performance Information that can be used for both day to day
management and policy and budgeting decislons. An effective system of
measuring progrem performance requires: (1) agreement on refevant
measures of accomplishment (performance factors); (2) a systematic
collection of reliable, consistent and comparable information on costs
and accomplishments; and (3) this information's being routinely supptied

for use in management, planning, programming and buageting.2




BACKGROUND

firmy_Planning Programming Budgeting Execytion System (PPBES)

Consistent with the overall criticism of the Federal Government's
financial menagement, the Army today does not provide san effective
meons of unifunmly capturing and reporting the execution of its
programs in the same terms as the Army leadership makes resource
allocation decisions. Rl too often, a "program” is established at HQDA,
utilizing the PDIP (Program Decision Increment Package) process thet,
when funding is subsequently allocated during the execution year to the
appropriote entity, the visibility of whether the funds were actuaily
obligated and disbursed against the program is lost to HQDA, the MACOM
and the subordinate organization. As the Airmy cycles through the PPBES
(Progrem Budget Execution System) process, the continuity necessary to
determine success or failure of decisions in earlier phases of the process
is not necessarily maintained. There is 8 lack of linkage throughout the
process, particularly during execution of an approved program. The
process is depicted graphically below:

PPBES PROCESS
INPUT ——PLAN — — PROGRAM — — BUDGET —f - ERECUTE — OUTPUT
FEEDBACK
Figure I-1

The current Army financial management process, PPBES,. does not
adequately provide reliable, consistent information for policy formulation
and menagement control. Problems with the current process include:

8. poor quelity of financiel management information;

b. poor linkage between phases of PPBES;
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¢. inadequate attention paid to comparing budgeted activity with
actusl results;

d. primary emphasis on fund control which causes decision-makers
te concentrete primarily on the current yeor rather then on resource
implicoations for the future.

e ¢ § & AT

This is perhaps so becouse our current accounting
systems were initially designed to perform accounting
vertically, focusing on obligations and outiays on o
yeor-to-year basis. The systems were designed in the
1960's to meet the Army's then current business practices
and management philosophies. These vertical appropriation
aeccounting systems have performed well, meeting
statutory reporting requirements. Moreover, the Finance
and Accountir;g community has actively been working to
supplement management need=. For example, deficiencies
identified in the Army's accounting systems by General
ficcounting Office (GAO) reports, US Army Audit Agency
(USRRRA) reports and a contracted 1978 Arthur Young study,
will be corrected with the implementation of redesigned
financiol systems.

In recent years, however, management information
needs asnd business practices of the Army leadership at ell
levels have changed ropidly and significantly. As e result,
there is an immediate and well-documented need to
develop accounting and resource information systems
which produce deta capable of determining (1) total
organizational expenses; (2) costs by function or activity;
ond (3) unit costs as meosures of output. In eddition to
meeting appropriation reporting requirements, there is a
need for a consistently reliable measure of the resources
being consumed, while identified programs ere actually
being carried out. Programming, budgeting and accounting
(budget execution) must be accomplished so actuel results
can be measured against plans, or so inputs can be
identified with outputs.’

Major revisions to the Army Management Structure (AMS) are
underway that will provide horizontal and vertical management visibility
in the late 1980's and early 1990's. New accounting systems to support
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the resource management process at all levels ore also under
development for implementation in the same time period. These long
term efforts will meet the management n~eds of the Army; however, a
pragmatic output-oriented focus in resource management is required
today. . n

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The Planning, Programming, Budgeting and Exrecution
System is deficient in that it does not provide meaningful
feedback to decisionmakers on program performance.
Decision-makers decide to do something (plan) and then
determine with what to do it (program) and then determine
specific cost (budget). The contention is that after the
budget is finished, the DR Staff goes back to plan or
program and start the cycle over agein without eny
meaningful feedback as to what actually gets accomplished
during execution--e.g., was the workload that was financed
actually accomplished?

Currently, the Army progrems and budgets for "things,”
but its systems are reporting out only dollars obligated and
spent, and not useful workioad performance factors on
which the dollars were spent, and upon those things which
decisionmakers decided to buy or invest in.4

Thus, PPBES requires a mechanism to provide adequate feedback in
order to properly evaluate execution of an approved program. A
mechanism to accomplish this task has been developed by Office,
Comptrotier of the Army (COA) and it is called the MDEP (Mission Decision
Package). The MDEP is a major component of the Output Oriented
Resource Management System (0ORMS) being developed concurrently
with the MDEP.

The OORMS is being developed to provide the necessary linkages to
the phases of PPBES. The Army program consists of Program Decision
Incremental Packages (PDIPs) coveriny five years, while the three years
covered by budgeting include the Prior Year or the last fiscal year, the
Current Year or the present fiscal year, and the Budge( Year or next
fiscal year. These three budyet years are called a Budget Incremental
Package (BIP). The total eight years, linked together, is called a Mission




Decision Package (MDEP). Hence, an MDEP is composed of two subsets,
PDIPs and BIP. lllustratively it appears thus:

-  Program Years S \ -

PDIPs

E

(7]

N

MDEP

Budget Year

Current Year BipP

Prior Year /

MOEP TIME FRAME
Figure 1-2

The MDEP is the controlled linkage of the two subsets: the
programmer's POIP and its budget counterpart, the Budget Increment
Package. Llinking program support for the full eight year period, with
specific recognition of resource control differences in the two subsets,
provides the essential element of the feedback loop.

Certain steps ore being taken in order to establish the Output
Oriented Resource Management System by the end of FY 86:

1. Identifying and improving program output;

2. Expanding management decision packages;

3. Rebuilding the decision packages for improved management
focus;

4. Adopting Airmy accounting and financial reporting systems to
provide feedback on the packages;

5. Modifying the program and budget development process;

6. Providing information/communication linkages in the system.
These steps ore described in depth in Chapter 11 of this study.
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Study Objectives

The objective of this study project is twofoid: (1) to develop, in
cohjunction with COA personnel, the use of the 00RMS concept-and its
PPBES linkage mechanism--the MDEP--within the Army's resource
management systems so that the data captured and reported will
provide a horizontal view of all resources associated within discrete
firmy programs; and (2) to identify how the Finance and Accounting
community can support this process with more in-depth analysis and
evaluation of the available data for decision-makers.

TUDY METHODOLOGY

The OORMS concept and the MDEP are new and innovative ideas for
the Army ond the resource menagement community. They go a long way
toward solving t~~ identified problem of establishing a linkage within
PPBES and tying resource consumption to output. However, as with any
new concept under development, input for this study was obtaeined from
o veriety of sources, mony of whom are in the process of developing,
refining or implementing the concept. Therefore, this study represents a
comprehensive and hopefully definitive publication on 00RMS, MDEP and
how the Finance and Accounting community can support the resource
analysis process.

Sources

In order to accomplish the study objectives, the foliowing
resources were utilized:

1. Review of available literature--see Bibliography for publications
used.

2. 0Office, Comptrolier of the irmy, personnel.

3. Assistant Comptrollier of the Army (Finance and Rccounting)/US
firmy Finance and Accounting Center (USAFAC) personnel;

4. Field Finance and ficcounting personnel;; -

5. My own personal experiences as a Finance end Accounting
Officer; and

6. Briefing charts, handouts and other documents provided by
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individuals contacted during the course of the study. Where applicable,
these sources are documented in Chapter Endnotes.

il il Vet e sat

Essential Elements of Information -

f i D I B Ja B |

In achieving the Study 0bjectives, several elements of informeation
L were deemed essentiol for performing the study research and analysis.
T These essential elements of information as they relate to the Study
f: 0bjectives are included in appropriate chapters. These elements include:

1. The system will expand the current PDIP structur~ ‘rom five to
eight yeors for consistency in program development ond budget
execution processes. What dota disploys will be required at each level of
Army management? What realignments will be required in structuring
PDIPs?

2. Information contained in the program packages will be expanded
to include explicit identification of the outputs thet are enpected from
the opplication of the requested resources. [bhat workload and
performance factors are to be included in the outputs reported? How
will these data be coptured and reported?

3. By modifying the current decision package structure, will it be
possible to establish feedback of current year financial and performance
informeotion within current financial systems? How can this be
accomplished? What will be the role of the Finance and Accounting
Officer and his staff in this process?

4. Since the Standerd Finance System (STANFINS) will be the basic
source of input for 00RMS, what data from STANFINS are required? Heve
these data been defined or are additional efforts required?

5. The Army Meanagement Struct:re (AMS) is currently under
revision. What will be the relationship between current AMS, revised AMS
and the MDEP? If there is no reletionship, what is the mechanism for

- identification of MDEPs within the current reporting structure end
- 00AMS? Whet will be the coding mechanism ond linkaye for PDIPs, BIPs
: ond the MDEP?

:

L
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' Chonter I-Introduction

provides the background to the study, statement of the problem,
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and study objectives. In addition, study methodology and essential
elements of information are presented.

Chapter j1-The Qutput Oriented Resource Management System

provides a detailed description of the COA's thrust to refocus Army
resource management processes through the Output Oriented Resource
Management System. This refacus effort is dependent upon corolfary
actions including the implementotion of the Standard Installation
Orgonizetion and the redesign of the irmy Management Structure.

Chopter li{-The Output GOriented Resource Management System
Distribution and Reporting Process

provides an in depth description of the Output Oriented Resource
Management System distribution and reporting process at HQDR, MACOM,
and instollotion levels of vperstion. Many of the essential elements of
information are addressed in this chapter.

Chopter 1U-Financiol and Logistic Systems interfaces

provides on overview of the logistic and financial systems
interfaces existing today ond planned for the future. These system
interfaces are essentiol to capturing the “total cost” of Army programs.
Without these date, and their flow upward to HQDA, the total resource
menagement system is not complete.

Chapter U-Using Resources (Inputs) ta Achieve the Desired Army Results
(Qutputs)

provides insight as to how the finance and Accounting community
can help management make better use of its resources in order to
ochieve the Army's desired outputs. This topic was the subject of a
recent Resource Management Journel article, titled,"Helping Management

Maoke Better Use of Resources to Achieve The Army's Desired Outputs”, by
the author of this study.

Chopter Vi-Conclusions ond Recommendations

offers some conclusions and recommendations on the Output

B S T R L O D5 L AT SR R LA s T R A0 S L A Lo A



Oriented Resource Management System. While problems of
implementation will persist in the short term, 00RMS should overcome
these in the long term:

1. poor linkages between the phases of PPBES;

2. inadequate attention paid to monitoring and comparing budgeted
activity with actuel resuits;

3. primary emphasis on fund control--which causes managers to
concentrate primarily on purchese of new assets and obligotions during
the current year rother than total resources used.
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CHAPTER 11
THE OUTPUT ORIENTED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

in order to fully understond the Output Oriented Resource
Management System, a detailed discussion of the concept is essentiol.
This includes o depiction of the current situation, the steps to be teken
ond related systemic actions underway.

GIVING A NEW FOCYS 10 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT'

Army resource management, for the past several years, has
perpetuated a management snachonism. A formal, systematic feedback
loop--the key step necessary to evsluate the quality of decisions
made--has not existed within the PPBES process. Now Is the time to
create such s loop for all levels of Army managers. It can be done;
however, efforts must be focused on modifying, improving and, in some
cases, rebuilding the current management processes. But, before this
can be done, the current environment, and what base processes will be
needed to build upon, must be understood.

in the planning phase of the management process, The Army Plan
(TAP) is developed by function. Overall priorities are established and
decisions are made for the future in terms of those functions and their
relationship to the oversll gosis of the Rrmy's leadership for the long
term.

In the programming phase of the process, sources are
programmed to support specific missions and initiatives within each of
the functions--identifying first the action required to support the plan
for each of the functions, then the resources pecessary to accomplish
these missions. In these two phases, the process proceeds from the
overall function Into the display of missions within each function in
resource program packages. - -

When moving from programming to budgeting and execution in the
PPBES process, the focus Is traditionally changed from the horizontsl
view of resources (across the spectrum of approved program packages)
to the vertical view of resources in a strict appropriation structure.
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This structure will be used for the presentation of the budget to
Congress and the later distribution of funds to commands and activities
in the year of execution.

in the post, the transition from horizontal to vertical resource
menagement structures has been accepted as unavoidable. R major
revision to the Army Management Structure (AMS) will allow retention of
both horizontal and vertical management visibility throughout all phases
of the PPBES. R discussion of this AMS revision is presented loter in this
chapter. Since the AMS redesign will not be fully fielded throughout the
Rrmy until the early 1990s, it is essential to close the loop in the near
term in the PPBES.

The Army is taking six steps to improve the resource management
decision-making process. These steps are being taken to close the loop
in the current system as weill as for the future:

1. ldentify and improve the program outputs in the packages.
Define performance factors, workloads, inputs and outputs for resource
packages.

2. Enpand the packages to include the full eight years of PPBES and
ali funds used to accomplish Army programs and activities, not just Army
Total Obligational Authority (TOR).

3. Rebuild the progrom packages to make them meaningful at all
fevels of Airmy management.

4. ARdept Army accounting ond finoncial reporting systems to
provide feedback in the packages.

5. Modify the program and budget development process at all
management levels of the Army to retain this new focus of decision
making while still being able to complete the required wvertical
appropriation requests to Congress.

6. Ensure that a link is provided to support current functional
management systems ond the follow-on systems to be fielded in the
1990's.

Step One: ESTABLISHING & LOGICAL PROGRAM PACKAGE STRUCTURE

The first step toward closing the loop is en sdjustment to the
progrem poackages. To make the feedback loop work and to make the
package meaningful for both progrem ond resource managers, the
packages themselves have to be meaningful at all management levels.

Not only must the package be s communication device among

. these levels of management, but it also must be sufficiently defined to

oliow the “enecutor" to identify the resources applied ond outputs

12
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achieved in their enecution reporting.

Right now, many of the PDIPs used for the departmentel
progromming process do not meet these communication eond
reportebility criteria. The current PDIP structure will have to be
reviewed and necessary modifications made to creote a well defined
MDEP structure. Some significant steps have esiready been taken to
stondordize instellation menagement organization end functions that
con be continued in the MDEP structure for these essential firmy
activities.

Linking the stonderd organization and functional structure of the
installations to a standard MDEP structure would link the program/policy
stovepipe with the resource sponsorship of the activity. Doing this
wisely will make it easy for the installation to collect the essentiol
feedback in terms of resources applied and outputs achieved.

Other program issues will have to be repackaged to meet other
functional management needs. Some needs, such as those of Army
menagement headquarters activities, will also have to be packaged in
recognition of specific Congressional limitations. The packoaging should
be based on answering these questions:

1. Wheat does management need to know to make valid decisions
on the future course of the Army?

2. Whet information needs to he assessed up and down the
management chain of command to ensure that this package means the
same thing to all of the porticiponts?

3. Can the outputs be quentified that should be ochieved by the
applicetion of the resources to this program?

4. Con the resources be identified with reasonable accuracy, to the

outputs desired at the point of execution of the progrom?
When these questions have been answered, legitimate decision making
tools will be on hand. Programmatic decision making will be grounded in
the prior and current execution yeor experience. The quontification of
the outputs to be achieved and the resources necessary to achieve them
will be enplicitiy addressed.

Thus, to accomplish this rebuilding process, a logical model of the
accounts that accommodates both the external requirements of the
program and budget process and the way that the Army does business is
needed. The model has to link directly with the development of the
living TOE. In addition, it has to make sense to the people in the_field;
not only those who build programs and develop budget estimates, but
aiso those who execute the approved progroms. The following diagram
disploys this model and the discussion that follows will address each
element of the structure.

13
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3 BATTALION LEVEL FORCE STRUCTURE MODEL
. Figure 11-1

WEAPONS INSTALLATION
ACQUISITION OPERATIONS
@ FIELDING
L BN LEVEL
: STRUCTURE
TOR TOE
MISSIONS MISSION

Battalion Level Structure

The heart of the model is the SRC (Standard Requirements Code)
level decision on the Battalion Level Force Structure of the Army,
balanced for each year in the program.

T0E Mission

Starting from the base of the TRA-91 cecisions, the TOE structure
will be build to higher level units: divisions, separate brigades, corps
headquarters with corps plugs, and groupings of like combat support and
combat service support units dedicoted to common missions.

Weapons Acquisition and Fielding

The System RAcquisition and Fieiding lobe will be crossed and
requirements established by system by year. These requirements are
then belenced ogainst the number of systems that will be availeble from
the procurement ections three years earlier (Three years is used to
accommodate the procurement funded delivery time of two years, plus
the contract preparation time and time required to field the equipment
from the PM to the unit). If there is insufficient equipment to meet unit
regirements, force structure decisions (E-dates) will have to be modified
to available equipment levels and procurement ad justments will have to
be scheduled as necessary to "catch up" the buy.

14
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Management information system PDIPs will be crested with
development, production, facilities and f*~lding phases for the major
management informotion systems that sre currently being developed
and phased into the Army management inventory.

TDR Missions

With the systems and the structure in balance, attention is turned
to the TDR mission activities that support the total Army TOE effort: the
recruiting, enlistment processing, individual training, doctrine and
combat development activities, Army wide logistics support and
research deveiopment labs/activities.

Instalistion Operations

Garrisons, communities and installations support the assigned
militery populetion, including ellied forces, driiling and fulltime Reserve
Component personnel, nearby retired community, and entitied family
members and Department of the Army civilians. The Chief of Staff has
approved the stondardization of the garrison/community structure Army
wide. This structure will be supported in the program packages. fs a
result, the HQDA proponent for the policy relating to a given garrison
operation will aiso become the resource sponsor for the activity.
Modifications to the missions should be supported by modifications to
the resource: provided--or to the way that the support services are to
be provided.

STEP TWO: EST SH OUTPUT/PERFORMANCE MEASURES IN THE PRCKR

The next step toward closing the loop is to recognize that current
PDiIPs (packages) often do not include the desired output or
accomplishment against which resources are applied each fiscal yeor.
Too often the output has been established "off-line" and understood by
the proponent ond the senior decisionmakers, but not enplicitly
identified in the PDIPs provided to the MACOMS.

The lack of official identification of the workload inputs end
outputs to support the resources in the packages causes ma jor problems
in establishing programmatic accountability over the course of the
annuel process. Proponents and decision-makers come and go and what




was actually approved becomes subject to interpretation in the absence
of the "official record.”

In some programs, identifying the programmatic outputs end
workloads will be relatively simple. Some enamples include: training
loads and -graduestes, flying hours, and post or community population
supported. In other cases, identifying and quantifying the desired
outputs will require addition work.

This roises the larger question of the substance of a program for
which the "successful compietion” cannot be articulated. How can we
tell if we have gotten what we wanted out of the program if we cannot
tell each other what the resourced program ob jectives are?

The focus of the resourced program package has to be improved
decisionmaking for the Army, not just financial or manpower
management for its own sake. Therefore, the package has to be
expanded in content specifically to address the workload or
programmatic output that the resources support.

STEP THREE: EHPAND THE TIME FRAME OF THE PACKAGES

The third step to be taken to close the loop requires the expension
of the 5 year "programming” focus of the PDIP to the full eight year
period of PPBES.

Iin enponding the PDIP focus to include the prior, current and
budget year resources, it must be recognized that managers do not have
the same license to change resources in the near years os in the
program years. During progremming, the Army has its resource limits
set at the macro levels--TOR by year without specific limits by
appropriation. The final distribution of TOR into appropriations is made
based on the resource requirements of the approved program packages.
Programmatic decisions by the leadership can cause major changes in
the distribution of availabie TOA among appropriations.

in the current and budget years, this flenibility does not exist.
Once the irmy program is converted to the President's Budget, very
strict rules apply to the redistribution of funds both within and between
eppropriations. Not only are the appropriations established as finite
limits by the Appropriation Acts, but there are also limits on the
flexibility of the Services to make chenges without the approoal of
Congress.

Because of those different fiscal management environments, the
POIP cannot be extended into the budget and esecution periods.
However, the PPBES progrom/resource package currently must focus on

16
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budget and execution. It has to be focused on menagement's needs,
while recognizing the distinct control differences between the program
and budget periods.

This, then, is the appropriate focus for the Mission Decision
Package (MDEP). The MDEP is the controlled linkage of two subsets--the
programmer's PDIP and its budgetl counterpart, the Budget Increment
Package (BIP) that was briefly discussed in Chapter |.

Budget adjustments should provide greater focus to the
programmatic implications of possible funding changes and allocatioin
elternatives. Changing resource levels in the current and budget years
can change output achieved against the BIP period program objectives.
This can also change each year's PDIP objectives. Thus, a change to the
resources available to support the BIP will also require a thorough
review of achievable outputs with resources available in the PDIP
period.

The budget year adjustments will have to be extended within the
fiscal constraints of the PDIP. In other words, adjustments must be
balanced through output corrections while funding is held constant. In
addition, program outputs and resource changes must be deferred until
the following program cycle.

Linking program support for the full eight year period with specific
recognition of resource control differences in the two subsets provides
the essential element of the feedback loop for decision makers. It will
also change the focus of budget development, execution and evaluation
throughout the irmy.

With these changes, budget execution success will not be judged
soleiy on the traditional obligation rate indicators. Instead, success will
be able to be judged on whether the resources allocated were sufficient
to meet the programmatic ob jectives.

T : RDAP OUNTING SYSTEMS TO PROUIDE FEEDBRCK IN PRCKAGES

If the progrom packages oend the output measures are made
mesningful ot the point of exnecution, the datas coliected in the
accounting systems for feedback on program performance in execution
will be able to be used. The first elements of this change in the use of
accounting can be seen in the capture of the one-time costs of weapons
system fieldings through the accounting system. In the future, the
vacant positions available in the standard accounting systems to
capture the PDIP identifier of various activities will be used. As PDIPs
are added and deleted, a major "check” will have to be: cen the
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resources applied to this activity/function be readily identified at the
point of execution? If they can be, then HQDA can advise the commands
to build this additional four position code into their fund citations and
their accounting system master files to allow the program and budget
community to extract the feedback informetion they need by
programmatic package.

Future improvements to both the accounting system and the
coding structure that supports it will enhance the ability to extract the
feedback desired from this system. In additon te pulling the financial
and performance data from the accounting system, the available
information from the operational reporting systems (training, logistics,
readiness, management, etc.) will be integrated into this process. With
both the operationsl and financial data focusing on the same structure,
managers will see a much better picture of program accomplishment
thon with either one standing alone.

The Output Oriented Resource Management System Distribution end
Reporting process will be discussed in depth in Chapter I11. This system
is the adaptation of the Army's systems to provide the necessary
package feedback.

STEP FIUE; MODIFY THE PROGRAM AND BUDGET DEUELOPMENT PROCESS

After making these changes in the scope and substance of the
program resource packages (MDEPs), better support to the leadership at
every level of Army operations for the management of Army resources
will be provided.

A fifth step toward closing the loop, an automated program and
budget process to retain the improved focus of decision-making at all
management levels, while still providing the traditional wvertical
appropriation requests and justifications to the Congress, is being
developed.

To do this, and to reduce the paperwork requirements of the
current processes, standord data displays are being developed that can
be used ot all operating levels and passed up and down the management
chain via diskettes. The displays will be used with standard softwere on
microcomputers. With them the program packages, resources (MDEPs),
workloads, and projected outputs will be passed to MACOMs and from
MACOMs to their subordinate activities.

They will also sllow the installation and activity commanders to
realign resources among packages within legal limits to meet
operational requirements, ad just the estimated outputs and feed the

18
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Py installation level details back “up” the system to the MACOMs and the
HOQDA. The near term focus will be on developing linkeges between
existing systems and processes that will support the output oriented
3 decision-making process.
X - These capabilities should help to identify significant veriences
: from the acceptable bounds of required funding to support projected
3 workloads versus ovailable funding. They should greetly increase the
capability to focus management attention on obvious problem ereas in
NI the progrom years, while performing the detailed deveiopment of the
budget.

STEP SiH: PROUIDING THE LINK

Additionally, development efforts will be closely linked with those
of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Information Management. This is to
ensure support of, and support by: current functional management

- systems; follow-on systems to be fieided in the 1990's that will use the
s standord definition and coding structures of the AMS Redesign; and the,

- as yet, untested initiatives for developing the Army's corporate data
“ base.
X These links will ensure that the PPBES processes and resource

packages mirror the decision packages that drive force structure,
equipment procurement and fielding end operstional support decisions.
DOCMOD (Documentation Modernization): A task force is developing a
stondard paragraph numbering system for oll TDAs. The Standard
Instaliation Organization will be used as the basis for the first step in
this process.

2 The goal of the six steps described sbove is to give near term
improvement and prepare for fong term improvements to the PPBES
process by refocusing the decision packages, so they will allow senior
leadership to deal with programs and budget issues in their own terms
of "reference.” The remainder of this chapter presents a detoiled
discussion of three components of the O00AMS that are essential to
meking the system achieve its desired objectives: the MDEP, the
Standard Instaliation Orgenization, and the RArmy Management Structure
(Redesign).
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THE MISSION DECISION PACKAGE (MDEP)?

_ The purpose of the Mission Decision Package (MDEP) is to provide a
means for measuring the execution of programs in the some terms os
the Army leadership makes resource allocation decisions.

The MDEP provides the horizontal view of all resources associoted
with discrete Army programs. These packages are derived from those
used during program development and budget formulation. They are
carried into the enecution phase so that decision makers con measure
the effectiveness of the resource allocation process. Packages will
often be referred to by informal categories--core, weapons system,
functional, etc.--but each refiects a resource decision which cen be
changed if the execution data show actual experience to be at variance
from the predictions of programming or budgeting. By measuring the
effectiveness of prior decisions, it will be possible to improve the
effectiveness of future decisions.

The MDEP is represented by a four position siphanumeric code.
Codes are assigned during the programming phase with a degree of logic
based on the type of package, the originating agency and the year of
origination; however, this structure is generally immaterial for purposes
of the MDEP exncept for weapons system resources. They are structured
in sets of three MDEPs, which, when added together, reflect their life
cycle costs. The codes are:

FL--Fielding

SL--Sustaining

TL--Training _
Program and Budget Guidance issued to MACOMs will show all resources
by MDEP as a reflection of the latest decisions made within the Rrmy,
within the DOD or by the Congress.

MOEP Structure Exomples

FORSCOM instollotion

10  BASE OPS MDEPS (see below)
2  TOE Mission MDEPs
MECH DIV
DIV Active Units
Round-0ut BDE

PRy
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4 TOR MISSION MDEPs

1 TRADOC
3 FORSCOM
TRADOC--individual training combat & doctrine _
ficcessions Officers Combined Arms
Mid level } Warrant Officers Logistics
Senior level Enlisted Soldier Support
Special skills Training Support
legal Activities
medical
Flight treining
AMC DEPOT

10  BRSE OPS MDEPS
5 Mission MDEPs
Maintenance Depot Overhaul
6S Repair
Supply Storage
Preservation
Packing and Crating

Note the logical construction of the MDEP packages (Base Operations
accounts ore listed below). Base Operations MDEPs mitror organizational
operation consistent with the Standard Installation Organization. MDEP
execution deta will be aveilable by extraclting from the standard
accounting system, and is described in Chapter iHi.

MDEP STRUCTURE AND AMS CORRELATION

BASE OPERRTIONS, BASE COMMUNICRTIONS, REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE
ACTIVITIES AND ARMY FAMILY HOUSING

ORGANIZATION MOEP AMS ACCOUNTS
Director of Personnel and OPCA 6-Personnel Support
Community Rffairs $-Community & Morale Support
Activities
Director of Logistics DLOG B-Supply Operations

D-Transportation Services
E-Laundry & Drycleaning
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F-Food Service

DMNT C-DS/6S Maintenance
Director of Engineering DENG J-Operation of Utilities
0 Housing K-Maintenance & Repair of Real
- Property -
L-Minor Construction
M-0ther Engineering Support
DHOU H-Unaccompanied Personnel
Housing & Army Fam Housing
BMAR BMAR/DMAR
Provost Marshal PMOP T-Preservation of Order
Birector of Information 00IM P-Automation Activities
Management BCOM P395700-Base Communications
Other INCC N-Administration

......
...........

THE STANDRRD INSTALLATION ORGANIZATION?

Garrison organizational structures at Army installations will be
standardized beginning in 1985. This decision by the Army Chief of Staff
cuiminated more than a yeer of studies and analyses invelving all
MRCOMs and the Rrmy Staft.

In the fall of 1983, the UCSA asked the COR to lead an examination
of the overall installation structure. Many benefits were expected to be
gained from the SI10 concept as a result of the study:

1. Improve the Army's mobilization capability;

2. provide a better capability to deliver services;

3. provide for better management of installation support.

A significant additional benefit that has resuited Is the S10's role in the
O0ORMS. It provides a capabllity to relate resource inputs and workload
outputs consistent with reliable performance standards.

All Army instoliations will be realigned to the SI0 structure. An
illustrative esample follows:

1. COMMAND ELEMENT (plus PERSONAL STAFF). The Commanding
General (who continues to be the overall”Instaliation Commander” in the
$10) will see littie change in his Immediate office. T

2. MISSION ELEMENT. Every installation has a ;rimary"mission”
element; Fort Sil's is the US Army Field Artillery School (at Fort Hood it is

i1l Corps, at New Cumberiand Army Depot it is the Directorate of Supply,
etc.).

....................................
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3. NON-SUPPORTING TENANTS. Most instollations are “host" to
orgonizations that do not, per se, provide support for the installation.

4. SUPPORTING TENANTS. At nearly every instaliation there is o
relatively standerd grouping of “supporting tenants.” These are the
organizations assigned to MACOMs other than the installation’s *parent,”
and which are located at the instoliotion in order to provide a porticuler
service. HSC hospicals ond clinics, Communications support (USAISC),
Post Exchanges (RRFES), Commissaries (TSA), and criminal investigation
support (USACIDC) ere elements of this stenderd group.

The figure below depicts these relationships:

BATTALION LEVEL FORCE STRUCTURE MODEL RELATIONSHIP TO S10

CMD
ELEM
[ | L
MISSION] NON-SPT T6 '—iﬁl‘v—us M
ENANTS TENANTS GARRISON
[ INSTALLATION|
_ OPERATION |
IPEAPONS
ﬂCOUIOITlONl
o FIELDING
BN LEUEL
STRUCTURE
TOR 108
MISSIONS MISSION
Figure (1-2

5. US ARMY GARRISON. The garrison structure is the "set piece” of
the §i0. The foliowing descrptions highlight only the significant changes
from the existing garrison organization; detailed changes will be
reflected in forthcoming revisions to AR 5-3 ("Instellation Management
and Organization”).

A. The Deputy Installation Commander will become the
"6arrison Commander" under the $I10. The term Garrison Commander
reflects much more appropriately that he will be responsible for the
day-to-day operations of the garrison.
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(1) Every Director will work for the Garrison Commander.

(2) The Garrison Commeander will have legal authority not
available to a "Deputy” and he will, therefore, be able to resolve most
actions that must now go to the Commanding 6eneral.

- B, Equal Employment Office. No change. -

C. Headquarters Commandoant. No change.

D. Director of Personnel and Community Activities (DPCR). The
DPCA's office will be restructured to align functions under three major
categories: Civilian Personnel, Military Personnel, and Community
Activities.

E. Director of Security (DSEC). Minor changes.

F. Director of Plans, Training, and Mobilization (DPTM). Minor
changes, with the exception that responsibilities for mobilization and
counter-terrorism will he highlighted.

6. Director of Logistics (DOL). Enisting Directorates of Industrial
Operotions will be renamed to provide a more descriptive title and they
will undergo some orgenizational refinements. The Contracting and
Purchasing functions will be transferred from the DOL's organization.

H. Director of Resource Management (DRM). Existing
“Comptroller® organizations will be converted to DRMs. The
instellation's doillars and manpower will be managed by the DRM. “Force
Development” will be renamed "Force Management” and will be placed
under the DRM. The Force Management function is defined as,
"maintaining orgenizational documentation and managing manpower
accounts.” The DRM will aiso be responsible for overasll coordination and
synchronization of ali installation budget preparation and execution.

I. Director of Information Menagement (DOIM). Enisting
outomeation and other information management offices will be
reorganized to reflect the Army's changes in the management of both
information and communications.

J. Director of Reserve Component Support (DRCS). The Army's
designation of this organization as a separate Directorate recognizes
increased workloads and highlights the irmy's reliance on its Reserve
Component.

- K. Director of Contracting and Procurement (DCP). This
orgonizational change is being made to support an ever-increasing
worklioad associoted with the Army's reliance on the privote sector for
both goods and services. T

L. Director of Engineering and Housing (DEH). Minor changes,
which include assuming responsibility for household furnishings.

M. Provost Marshal's 0ffice (PMD). No change.

.........
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The initisl steps in 00AMS--the process for linking budget
plans/programs and budget execution--are based on the standard
instaliation organization. The last major component of the 00BMS is the
Airmy Management Structure (AMS). The AMS plays a significant role now
end-will do so in the future. The remaining portion of this chapter
discusses the AMS.

THE ARMY MANRGEMENT STRUCTURE®

The current Army Management Structure, AMS, is an element in
every major financial system in the Rrmy. It is the architecture used to
manage funding and to meet exnternsl reporting requirements of the
Army. The current AMS, though termed a "management” structure, is not
fully responsive to the Army's "management” information needs.
Because of its narrow budget, fund control and external reporting focus,
it does not adequately support the information requirements needed by
Army monagers for making and evasluating their decisions in today's
environment. The Army Management Structure-Redesign (AMS-R)
project was established to meet these needs.

Why Change?

The current AMS was designed primarily to support financial
management needs as they existed over 25 years ago. Many of these
needs still exist; however, with its inherent emphasis on financial
controls, the current AMS does not adequately address the Army's
missions nor the manner in which it will achieve those missions. As a
result, managers are without an architecture te support the
mission-oriented perspectives essentisl to their control and evaluation
of RArmy operations. While the current AMS has been of use in managing
Army dollars, dollars are not the only focus of Army management and
are hot the only resources the Army manages. The AMS lacks an output
oriented perspective related to resource consumption.

Over the years, the current AMS developed and changed without
sufficient emphasis on hierarchy or discipline. Some of the additions to
the structure were determined by short-term reporting requirements
ond "stovepipe” considerations. This undisciplined evolution led to @
lack of consistency across appropriations. This is because the structure
only captures information verticeally, in terms of appropriation. Itis
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unable to adequately capture information “horizontally,” in views that
cross appropriations. Therefore, managers are without o wey to view
the entire Army in terms of mission and independently of appropriations.
The current AMS has also not kept pace with new information
‘ requirements which have grown os the wey the Army conducts its
b “business® has changed.
The current AMS does not fully support PPBES. Resources ere
progrommed by firmy function, in terms of PDIPs. When the progrem
g year becomes the budget year, programmed resources sre olloceted and
- olloited in terms of appropristions and are accounted for in the
appropriation oriented AMS. Thus, moving from the program to the

, budget yeor, track of the horizontal identification of Army programs,
developed by function and PDIP, is lost. The current AMS does not
identify budget, current and prior year resources to the Army programs
which genersted the resources.

The current AMS architecture is also a restraining factor in the
design of new fArmy management systems. Because of advancing
technology, solutions to many maenagement problems ere now
achievable with the aid of dota base management systems. The current
AMS works well in older, file-oriented and sequential processing
systems where each appropriation is treated as an independent entity.
But, because of the way the current AMS is structured, it does not allow
full advantage of today's automated data base management capabilities.
The Army is currentiy redesigning many of its systems to operate in o
data base environment. To work, these systems must be supported by o
stanard classification and coding structure. The architecture for the
redesigned AMS will consist of modular components, with standard
coding structures, which lend themselves to use in a deota base
management environment. It will focilitate the use of dota base
technology to relate key management data elements in differing
systems.

The Ten Components

In redesigning the AMS a study was made of all known ond
anticipated information needed to support decision making ond
evoluation. The total of information needs identified were classified
into ten cotegories which are referred to as the "components” of AMS-R.
These ten components comprise the architecture with which the firmy
will manage its dollars, other resources and performance in the PPBES
process.
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1. Maonagement Decision Package (MDEP) Component. The MDEP
component will come into being as part of the Output Oriented Resource

Management System (0ORMS) during fiscal years 85 and 86. 1t has been
described in this chapter and in Chapter i11.

-2._Function Component. The Funclion Component will be used to
enswer the question, “ibhich of the nine Army functions do these
resources support?® Deta for this component will be derived using
MBDEPs ond will identify Army resources to each of the Army functional
categories: structure, man, train, mobilize and deploy, provide facilities,
equip, sustain, manage information and management,

3. Office of the Secretory of Oefense Progrom Element (OSDPE)
Component, Since the 1960's, when the 0SD Progroam Elements were
established uder Mr. McNamare, Army programs have been transloted
into 0SD program elements used in the five year defense pragram (FYDP).

4. Speciol Interest Component. Codes contained in the Special
interest Component will be used to identify non-recurring, special
interest items or events as identified by HOQDA. With a standard,
Rrmy-wide special interest identifier, relevant management information
with respect to any speciol interest item, con be isoloted for use in
decision moking and eveluation. Examples of events which might
require use of this component include disaster relief, refugee support or
Congressional interest items.

S. Systems Component. The AMS-R Systems Component was
designed in response to the need to manage change in development,
production, fielding and operetion of new Army systems. The redesigned
AMS will give s standard system identifier with which to integrate
menagement dota relevant to systems in financial, manpower, logistical,
acquisition and other functional systems and reports.

6. Organizotion Component, This component will contain a
standard coding structure for identifying Army organizations consisting
of modules. ith o stendard, modular coding structure, various
categories of information about the organization can be obtained and
summarized.

7. Location Component. The Location Component provides on
architecture for use in identifying geographic location.

8.Budgetary Controls Component. The redesigned AMS must still
support financial reporting interms of Congressional appropriation
structures. The Budgetary Controls Component provides the codes
needed for such reporting and for exercising fiduciary responsibility for
control of resources as autharized by Congress. It contains the fiscal
codes ond data elements used to manage financial resources todey.
There are currently six modules identified for this component. These
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modules identify the department of government, the fiscal year, the
specific appropriation authorized by Congress, the eppropriaton or
administrative limitations and the budget activity and budget line item
identifier used in the President’s budget.

--9, Task Component. The Task Component will help to support
decisions which rely on identification of tasks performed within the
Army. This component provides a standard coding structure which will
enable capture of "horizontel® deta by task performed, irrespective of
eppropristion. At present, the Task Component defines 29 major task
categories such as 'troining, maintenance, etc.

10.Element of Resource Component (EOR). Codes contained in the
EOR Component will replace current Elements of Expense, or EOEs. The
new Elements of Resource will differ from the current EOEs by expansion
of the source of resource consumption.

lmplementation

Implementation of AMS-R is already occurring. MODEPs are being
implemented now ond the new EORs are scheuled for implementation in
the near future. Parts of the task component are being implemented in
manpower documentation with the implementation of the RArmy
Functional Dictionary. Codes for all of the types of information to be
standardized in the new manasgement structure are in use now, in one
form or enother, within the Army.

Essentiol to the management of resources is the identification of
workloads or outputs which support the need for resources. At HQDA,
personnel are developing resource-related performonce factors. These
factors must have relevance in terms of the new AMS and our systems
‘must be designed to accommodste capture of such dota. The ability to
‘relate resources to output is as essential to the decision processes as
are financial and other types of management information.

SUMMARY

The scope of the redesigned Army Management Structure will be
broader than that of the current AMS. It will not be o cleaned-up
version of the current AMS, but rather an entirely new uniform coding
and classification structure for use in all Army systems. it cen no longer
be the limited, appropriation-oriented financial architecture that it
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currently is. Its architecture will be the language of all Army systems,
whether they be financial or otherwise. AMS-R will facilitate integration
of data between oll Army management systems and aid in developing
relevant management information for the Army. With AMS-R, sutomated
systems will be able to capture the "horizontal," mission oriented
perspectives used in the PPBES process and allow evaluation of the Army
in terms of mission and other management criteria independently of
i appropriations.

This chepter's in depth presentation of the Output Oriented
Resource Monagement System Concept, the Mission Decision Package
(MDEP), the Standord Instalistion Organization, and the Army
Management Structure, graphically portrays the complesity ond
interrelationships of the Army's resource management system and the
enormous effort required to make significant improvements in the way
the Army obtains information to make key managerial decisions. The
nent chapter discusses the 00RMS distribution and reporting process.




LY T

i)

- . CHAPTER 1} -

ENDNOTES

1. This portion of Chapter |l is a compilation of the salient points
relating to DORMS and waes obtained from two articles: "6iving a New
Focus to Resource Monagement,” Resource Management Journel,Fall,
1984, pp. 2-6 and "Refocusing Resource Management-Stage 2", Resource
Management Journal, Winter 1985, pp. 6-11,written by Ms. Bunnie Smith.

2. Internal ACOA(FG:A) AMS-R draft description of the MODEP,
prepored December, 1984.

3. Conference Summary Notes, COR Resource Management
Training Conference conducted in Indianapolis, In., 6-8 November 1984.

4. This portion of Chapter Il encompassing the relationship of
O00RMS to the standard installation structure is adapted from an orticle
by LTC James Thomas. "The Standard Installation Organization," Winter,
1985, Resource Management Jourpal, Winter 1985, pp. 18-21.

5. This portion of Chapter Il pertaining to the relationship of
OORMS to the AMS is adapted from an unpublished article,"Breaking the
Language Barrier-AMS", written by Ms. Deborsh Reppenhaggen, and

submitted to the Resource Management Journal, in March, 1985.
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Chapter 1ii

THE OUTPUT-ORIENTED RESOURCE MANRGEMENT SYSTEM
DISTRIBUTION AND REPORTING PROCESS

This chapter discusses, in depth, the OORMS distribution and
reporting process. This process is the key link for the Output Oriented
Resource Management System with PPBES at ail management levels of
the Army. The MDEP is the mechanism that provides the linkage that is
evident throughout the distribution and reporting process.

MISSION DECISION PRCKRGE (MDEP)

Mission Decision Packages (MDEPs) as described in Chapter I,
represent a logical set of accounts that define all Army missions and
programs or activities and mirror how the Army performs its business.
“Core" program functions are included rather than PDIPs located at the
“margin“. Each MDEP should have identified outputs and performance
levels ond relate to battalion level force structure decisions if
oppropriate. Base Operations MDEPs will mirror the Standard Installation
Organization. Since program mission and organizational relationships
have been defined over time, the ability to analyze data by MDEP or
groups of MDEPs, as logical decision packages, will be enhanced.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROCESS

The general description of the process is graphically depicted at
Figure Iil-1, The 00RMS Cycie. HQDA will maintain MDEP information data
in the Program Budget System (PBS) data base at control file level of
detail with the information segregated by Operating Rgency,
fippropriation, Program and Subprogram, Resource Code and Fiscal Year.
This information can be viewed within the data base in the form of a
three-way spread sheet showing:
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1. MDEP/ Operating Rgency/ Rppropriation/ Program/ Subprogrem/
Resource Code/Fiscal Year;

2. Appropriation/ Operating Agency/ MDEP;

3.0perating igency/ MDEP/ Appropriation/ Program/ Subprogram/
Resource Code/ Fiscal Year. -

These data can then be transmitted to the MACOM/Operating Agency by
diskette where it is distributed by Sub-Commend, if appropriate. The
dota ore also segregated by installation and Unit.

The Operoting Agency /MACOM level will provide the same three
breakouts as ot HOQDA with the exception that Sub-Commend and 7
position AMSCO will be added. At this level there will be an interface with
the Program Budget Accounting System (PBAS) to provide the suthorized
funding levels by appropriation and letter account in Base Operotions.
There are two possible levels below this level. These are the
Sub-Commands and the installation/Unit levels. The Sub-Command level
will not be used by all MACOMs. (Sub-command level is a mirror image of
the MACOM with the exception that the breakouts will be by UIC.)

The information is then distributed to the Installation/Unit level by
diskette, where the Installation/Unit will then be given the capability to
segregate the information by Activity. Once the Distribution Cycle has
been completed, the Installation will roll-up the Activities into their
respective MDEP, incorporete the Prior Year and Current Year actual
obligations and disbursements, from their local STANFINS output in a
corresponding level of detail of the characters of the AMSCO. This
informotion will be placed on diskette and sent to the MACOM/0Operating
figency which wifl then rofi-up the respective installations by MDEP. This
data will be forwarded to HQDA.

Spread sheets and linkages throughout the 00RMS will be utilized
to provide:

1. Automatic roli-up of detail into summary from the lower level
without destroying the detail and without operator intervention;

2. fludit trail of all changes to the spread sheet;

3. Controls that will not permit the user to exceed aggregate
control totals;

: 4. Menus that will permit the operator to select the function to be
performed;
. 5. Automated linkage with the Progream Budget System databose ot
HQDA; -

6. Walkthrough menus so that the system will guide the user
through the spread sheet with prompts at each point that deta entry is
required;

7. Methodology to request transfers of resources between MOEPs,
ond within Appropriations.
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The Detailed Description of the Process in this chepter contasins
sample sets of spread sheets showing formats and date sources. These
formats ore illustrative only but include the required sets of data and
their relationships. The major objective is to provide the resource
enalyst with a series of spread sheets, each with a different array of the
same data. The MDEP spread sheet will be the entry point for all data
changes and updates. The other spread sheets will be updated from the
MDEP. The user will be allowed to develop his own spread sheet without
impacting on the data base. Each spread sheet at each level will be
standardized in format but will be capable of varying degrees of detail,
and number of lines and dota.

A standard format for MDEPs that will permit HQDA to distribute
guidance to the Operating Agencies of the MACOMSs is being developed.
These Operating Agencies will be provided with an automated means to
distribute guidance to MACOM Sub-Commands and the Sub-Commands will
have an automated methodology to distribute to Units ond Installations.
The Units and Installations will heve the same capability to distribute by
Activity.The downward distribution of guidance will be accompanied with
an automated upward reporting system that rolls-up the lower levels to
the nexnt level without destroying the lower jevel's detoil spread sheet.

The PBS database and STANFINS et their respective levels will be
linked. The data from each of these files will be pleced in the appropriate
parts of the spread sheet without operator intervention. Each update of
the spread sheet will slso provide the date the file was last updoted. The
portion containing the dota extracted from the PBS and STANFINS files
will be protected so thet the operstor will know the position of the
higher level's dota base and of the unit's actual position as of the last
update. Any changes or transfers of data to this position will be caused
by on auditable transaction made by the user and will sum to the user's
new position.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE PROCESS2

This section of this chapter presents a detalied description of the
cycle and Includes graphic portrayais (Figures 111-2, 111-3, 111-4). The
charts and dlegrams are for Mustration only, to describe the functions
and their relationships. The functions are lettered subdivisions with data
flows as numeric subdivisions. There are 3 ma jor divisions: (1) HQDA, (2)
Operating Rgency/MACOM, (3) Installation/Unit. The fourth, Sub-
Command, Is an additional level, but Is similar to the Operating
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Agency/MACOM.

The spread sheet region is divided into two areas: (1) system area,
(2) user area. The system area is the system input side of the spread
sheet. This is the orea oll inputs are received from externeal systems (ie:
PBS, PBAS ond STANFINS). The entire system area is protected from user
manipulation.

HODA Functions

1A. MDEP Summary

a. This function maintains a summary of all Operating Agencies
for the MDEP. It also shows the start balance (total MDEP Army Level),
and the distribution by Operating Agency with an ending control. A
positive ending control indicotes withheld distribution; zero indicates a
compiete distribution; and a negotive balance will generate an entry in
the function- Unfinanced Requirement (UFR).

b.Inputs

(1) Program Budget System Control File (1.1)
(2) Opersting Agency Ending Balance (1.5)
18. Operating Agency Detail

0. This function displays the beginning balance of the particular
Operating Agency or MACOM on which the user is working. The detail
function displays the beginning and the ending balance which is a resuit
of the changes posted in the distribution audit treil function (1F). The
purpose of this function is to permit the user to see the total by
eppropriation within the MDEP as the changes are mode. The ending
belence by oppropriation then feeds the MDEP Summary (1R) and the
fippropriation Controis (1D).

b. Inputs.

(1) Distribution Changes (1.6)

(2) Operating Rgency PBG file (1.2). This file contains the
beginning balances from the previous distribution. R new beginning
balance will be generated only by request of the User.

c. Outputs.

(1) Ending Balance (1.5). The ending balence by Operating
Agency Appropriation, Program, Subprogram will be refiected in the MDEP
Summery. T

(2) Ending Balance (1.7). The ending balance will be reflected
by OP Agency and Appropriation in the Appropriation Summary.

(3) New Operating fAgency File-PGB (1.2a). The New Operating
fgency PBG file establishes a new beginning balance for the next cycle
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from this cycie's ending balance. This file is only generated by request
from the user. Until this request, the beginning balance and distribution
is retained on file and are icaded together each time the user wishes to
work on the Operating Agency/ MACOM.

1C. Obligations and Disbursement Summary.

‘a. The Obligation and Disbursement Summery is en entrg to
depict the Obligations and Disbursements for the Prior Year and Current
Year for the MDEP at Appropriation, Progrem, Subprogram level of deteil.

b. inputs.

Operating Agency File: Obligations and Disbursements (1.3) are
loaded into this function. This file is provided by each Operating figency.
10. Appropriation Controls.

o.This function displays the total Appropriation summarized by
Operating Agency, MDEP, Appropriation, Program end Subprogrem. The
sum of the Operating figencies subtracted from the Total Annual Funding
Program cannot exceed the respective Appropriation. The fippropriation
Controls are as determined by the Program Budget Accounting System
and include the Prior Year and Current Year. This function by definition
must cross MDEP lines in order to provide the user with the boundaries in
which they must work.

When on Appropriation Control total is exceeded; the user must
be made aware of this situation. This may be accomplished by a message
and/or audible tone but prior to the user's quitting the session. In fact
the user must consciously quit the session with these totals exnceeded.
(i.e. "You have exnceeded an Appropriation, are you sure you want to quit?
¥ or N)

b. Inputs

(1) fAppropriation Control File (1.4). This file is input from
PBAS. It contoins the official controls by which the user is legally bound
to abide.

(2) Operating Rgency by Appropriation (1.4a) This file
contains the Annual Funding Program for each Operating Rgency by
Appropriation by MDEP. As changes are made, this file is updated to
reflect the changes.

(3) Operating Agency End Balonce (1.7). The ending balence
will be entered into the Appropriation Control function for Prior Year and
Current Yeor to refiect the current distribution.

' 1E. Request for Changes that Cross MDEP.

e. This function is the methodology by which lhe user will
request changes that cross MDEPs. This function also reflects the request
for Unfinanced Requirements (UFR). Approved requests are input into the
Progrem Budget System data bese via o change trensection. UFR
requests will also be processed through PBS.
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b. inputs.

(1) USER (1.9). The user enters desired changes and/or
indicates whether or not Operating Agency requests (1.13) are approved.

(2) Unfinanced Requests (1.12). Any balance in 1A. that is less
thon zero must generate an unfinanced request in this function. -

(3) Operating Agency Requests (1.13). Each Operating Agency
has the capaobility to submit unfinanced requirements or request changes
between MDEPs. These requests are fed into this function.

¢. Outputs

Change transactions (1.8). Rny approved UFR or change between
MDEPs will generate a change tran saction to the Program Budget System
dotabase. The change transactions will be generated by the computer
ond not manualiy prepared.

IF. Distribution.

a. This function distributes an MDEP, funds by Operating Agency
and mainteins an sudit trail of all transactions against the MDEP. fny
changes posted in this area will be reflected in 1B. Operating Agency
Detail. Ainy changes between Operating Agencies will be computed in this
function. Therefore, it will be necessary to hold any transaction that
impacts another Operating Agency until that egency is included. Failure
by the user to bring the Operating Agency into the system will cause thet
Operoting figency to be brought in and updated prior to letting the user
enit. The transaction file or audit trail will be the input to the Operating
Agency/MACOM.

b. Inputs.

The user inputs distribution to the Operating Rgency.

c. Outputs.

(1) Operating Agency Detail (1.6). Any distribution transaction
will cause a change in the Operating Agency Detail Ending Balance.
However, the transaction will not physically appear in the Operating
figency Detail Sub Area; it will only physically appear in the distribution
orea.

(2) Distribution to Operating Rgency (1.11). This file becomes
the change input into the Operating Agency. It provides the necessory
informotion to the Operating Agency on why the transaction wes made
and the ending balance changed.

Oneroting Agency/Macom Functions

The Operating Agency/MRCOM level is similar to HODA with the
exception that it can't be assumed that there is a data base like HQDA's
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PBS. There is also an additional function called HQDA audit treil which is
enplained in further detail below. In most cases, the Operating
Agency/MACOM distributes guidence to Instelistions and Units. There are,
however, several Operoating Agencies that distribute their guidence to
Sub-Commands. The level of detail given these commands is the same as

that given to the Operating Agency;, down to Subprogram end letter
account in the case of Base Operations.

2R. MDEP.

a. The summary guidance by MDEP is received from HODA on
diskettes. There is a work sheet file for each MDEP transmitted. In this
function the user loads the new file(s) and reviews the new guidance. At
the time of loading, the Audit Troil (2F.) is elso loaded reconciling the
previous ending balance plus the transactions in the Audit Trail (2.8)
giving the new beginning Controis. These Controls must agree with the
controls on the HQDA PBG Control file.

After the MACOM distributes the guidance to the Sub-Commands
or Installations/Units (2.9), a new ending control is reached. There are
three possible conditions:

(1) Ending Control equals zero. All resources have been
distributed. No action required.

(2) Ending Control is greater than zero. The Operating Agency
has withheld funds from its subordinates. No action required.

(3) Ending Control is less than zero. The Operating Agency has
en unfunded requirement. Action Required: The user will be prompted
thet the controls have been exceeded. The user will be given a choice of
either redoing the distribution or generating a UFR. This UFR (2.7) will be
input to function 2E. Now the user must be prompted as to which
transactions will be tied to that UFR. In other words, the user cannot
exceed controls in distribution (UFRs are not distributed).

b. Inputs

(1) HQ DA PBG Controls (2.1)

(2) HQ DA Rudit Trail (2.8)

(3) Installation/Unit (or SubCommand) ending balance (2.9)

¢. Qutputs

UFR (2.7)

28. Installation/Unit detail.

This function is to distribute @ sub-set of the controls in 2A.
ebove to the Installation or Unit. The ending balance from the old
(previous) cycle becomes the beginning balance for this cycle. As the
distribution (2.10) is added to the beginning balance, a new ending
balance will be established. Once the user saves this balance, (the
Installation/Unit detail), then the ending balance is recorded in 28. (2.9).
Eoch time the Installation detail is entered into the spread sheet,its
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corresponding audit trails must also be entered. When the guidance is
issued, then as at HQDA, a new beginning balance is established and the
oudit troils are zeroed out (the audit trails are saved prior to zeroing
out). R copy of the final audit trails are sent with the guidance to the
field. The ending balance is then recorded in the Rppropriation Controls
(2.0) by eppropriation to insure compliance with the Annual Funding
Program.

b. Input

(1) Installation /Unit PBG File. (2.2)

(2) Distribution Audit Trail (2.10)

¢. Outputs

(1) New instaliation/Unit PBG File (2.3)

(2) Ending Balance to MDEP Summary (2.9)

(3) Ending Balance to Appropriation Control (2.11).

2C. Obligation & Disbursement Summary.

8. This funclion takes each Installation/Unit's Obligations and
Disbursements for the Prior and Current Years and Summarizes them to
the Subprogram and Base Operations Letter RAccount. The
Installation/Unit's Obligations and Disbursements are entered each time
the installation/Unit's PBG Files are entered or at the request of the user.

b. Inputs.

Instaliation/Unit Obligation and Disbursement files (2.4)

¢. Outputs.

Each Installation/Unit Obligation and Disbursement File is
looded and rolled up to Operating Agency, Subprogrom and Base
Operations Letter iccount during the reporting cycle.

2D. Appropriation Controls.

a. This function tracks each appropriation and the distribution of
Current and Prior Years against the controls. Each MDEP is summarized
at the appropriate level of detail to provide the user with the ability to
cross check the distribution of resources ageinst the Annual Funding
Program. The Annual Funding Program is maintained at Operating figency
level of detail with the distribution at Installation Level of detail. If the
sum of the Installation level distribution exceeds that of the respective
fppropriation in a given FY, then the user must be alerted as at HQDA
level.

b. Inputs
(1) Operating Agency/MACOM Annual Funding Progrem (2.5)
(2) Installation Unit Annuel Funding Program (2.6)
(3) Ending Balance by Installation/Unit (2.11),
2t. Unfunded and Requested Changes that Cross MDEP.
o. fis described eerlier, distributions which exceed the Opereting
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Agency's Controls in 2A. upon user's request may be automatically
entered os o UFR. Riso any changes that cross MDEP's ore entered by the
user. During the reporting cycle, this section will be rolled up to
Operating Agency, MDEP level of detail.
= . b. Inputs -
(1) UFR's (2.7)
(2) Instalation USER Requests and UFAs (2.3)
(3) USER (2.15)
c. Outputs
(1) UFRs and Requests for change file (2.12)
2F. HQDA Audit Trail
o. This function documents the changes to the controis in 2A.
since the last cycle of guidance. This is entered by MDEP when the user is
reviewing guidence ond is always present when the user is working the
MDEP. These transactions ore reflected in 2f. by adding to the Ending
Controls from the cycle generating the Beginning Controls.
b. Inputs
Distribution to Operating Agency/MACOM Audit Trail (2.14)
¢. Output
Audit trail to 2A. (2.8)
26. Distribution
a. This is the user's work area for generating transactions for
distributing guidance to the Installation/Unit Level. The transactions
become the audit troil to document the changes in the Installation/Unit's
guidence. These transactions are logicelly posted against the beginning
controls generating the remainder left undistributed. If a transaction
causes the control to be exceeded, and the user opts for this transaction
to be a UFR, it remains as a transaction but is not added.
b. Inputs
USER
¢. Outputs
(1) Distribution Trensactions (2.10)
(2) Distribution Audit Trail to Installation-Activity (2.17)

Installation/Unit Functions

The Installation/Unit is the level with the most detail. The Director
of Resource Management (DRM) is using all 11 positions of the Army
Meanagement Structure Code, Element of Expense and MDEP. This is also
the level where the execution begins and the reporting of obligations and
disbursements are initiated.
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3R. MOEP.
This function is sbout the same as the Operating figency/MACOM.
The Installation receives the new guidance, and the ending controls from
the previous cycle become the beginning controis for this cycle. The
Operating Rgency/MACOM's Audit Trail is added to the beginning controis
generating the new ending controls. These new ending controls must
agree with the Operoting Agency/MACOM transmitted in its Guidance.
Lack of agreement means that the data bases are out of sychronization.
This problem will have to be resolved prior to continuing. Once these
controls balance then the summary level (a level of detail that equols the
level of detail in the Guidance) of distribution from 3B. is posted against
the ending control. When the ending control, less the summary
distribution equals zero, then there is a complete distribution, positive
amount is 8 withholding and a negative amount gives the user the option
to generate a UFR or the ability to go back and redistribute. This
function, as in the upper levels, shows the user his ending controls and
each activity to which resources have been distributed in the controls
and the balance remaining.
¢. Inputs
(1) Installation/Unit PBG File (3.1)
(2) Operoting Rgency/MACOM's Rudit trail (3.8)
(3) Activity detail Ending Balance (3.9)
d. Qutputs
UFR (3.7)
3B. Activity Deteil
a. The DAM loads an Activity's file for distribution. This gives the
user the fActivity's beginning balance against which sll distribution will be
posted. The transactions from the distribution function (36.) are then
posted against the Activity's beginning balance. Once the user is
satisfied with the distribution, the Ending Balance is recorded against the
MDEP ond Rppropriation Summary. (Note: during distribution the user
needs o know whether or not a given transaction will generote a UFR or
exceed a target. Therefore, during Distribution, the totals need to be
recalculated).
b. Inputs
(1) Activity PBG File (3.2)
(2) Distribution Trensections (3.10)
¢. Outputs
(1) New RActivity PBG File (3.3)
(2) Ending Balance by MDEP (3.9)
(3) Ending Balance by Appropriation (3.11)
3C. Obtigations & Disbursements.
a. This function is the origination of the Obligation and
40
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Disbursement data for the upper levels. fis the date are made availabie
from STANFINS, the Obligation and Disbursements will be provided the
DRM for the MDEP analysis as to how the command is enecuting its
Program end Budget. Once ageain these data will be viewed in two
different ways, by MDEP and by Appropriation. This is particularly criticel
ot this level because it wiil provide the DRM the necessary information
for developing the command's Resource Management Plan.

b. Inputs

STANFINS (3.4) Prior and Current Year Obligation and
Disbursement date
30. Appropriation Summary

o. This function gives the DRM the targets which control
execution. 1t forms the basis for comparison of the distribution of
resources and provides an additional parameter for the current yeer.
Each appropriation target in this function is compered with the sum of
the Instellation/Unit's Activity's Ending belances. |If the target is
exceeded, the distribution is greater, then the user must be notified for
appropriate action. This action is off line from this system other than to
adjust the distribution to balance with the control figures.

b. Inputs

(1) Installation Unit Appropriation Target Fite (3.5)

(2) Activity's AFP Target File (3.6)

(3) Ending Activity Detail Balance by Appropriation (3.11)
3E. UFRs and Request for Changes that cross MDEP.

o. This function provides the methodology for the
Installation/Unit to request additional funds (UFR) or document the
correct funding levels in MDEPs by offsetting entries in two or more
MDEPs. These changes are summarized at Installation level and sent to
the Operating Agency/MACOM. The request changes and funded UFRs will
enter the system through the nest distribution cycle. This is the method
the Installation/Unit will obtain additions! funds and document the
current distribution among MDEPs. This function also calls for input from
the activities. This input is the method the activities report to the DRM
their funding requirements and changes. If the DRM can fund en
activity's UFR or Request for Change in MDEPs with enisting resources
then the UFR or request is honored at that level and documented through
the distribution or Installation's request for change.

b. inputs
(1) UFRs from the Instaliation/Unit's MDEP (3.7)
(2) Activity UFR and Request Change File (3.13)
(3) User (3.15)
3F. Operating Agency/MACOM RAudit Trail
o.This function provides the documentation of the change in
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Guidance in 3A. Transactions from this function are logically added to the
installation/Unit's beginning controls deriving the ending controls. This
provides the cross check to insure that the Installation/Unit and
Operating Agency/MACOM are in balance and have the same data.
- ~ b. Inputs -
Operating Agency/MACOM Audit Trail (3.14)
¢. Output
Transoctions to MDEP (3.8)
36. Distribution
a. This function provides the Installation/Unit's distribution to
the Activities. The user enters the desired transaction and it is logicelly
transferred to the Activity detail (3B.). Each transaction is saved
providing an audit trail of all changes. Once the guidance is finalized the
transactions (audit trails) are saved to diskette for future reference.
b. inputs
User (3.16)
c. Outputs
Distribution to Activity Audit Trail (3.12)

SYSTEM OUTPUTS

A potential system output for a specific MDEP reflecting
Obligations, Disbursements and Performance is shown st figure 111-5. The
same output can be used at all levels with the greatest detail available
ot the Installiation/Unit level. A summarized MDEP would be the level of
detail applicable at HQDA.

STANFINS Accounting _s_unp_oLt"‘

STANFINS, as the Army's standard accounting system (except for
AMC), will provide 00RMS inputs at the installation level as depicted in
the general description of the process. STANFINS will serve as the official
record for the dota submitted through the diskette to MACOMs and
subsequentiy HQDR. Figure 111-6 depicts the STANFINS Report format to
be used at the installation. It shows Obligation and Disbursement data by
MDEP ot the AMSCO level of detsil. Refinement of the data and snalysis
at the Instaliation/Unit prior to submission will be accomplished in the
micro-computer component of 00RMS. Assumptions and factors driving
the STANFINS format are listed below:

............................
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1. MDEP monetary amounts for base operations accounts will be
memorandum data on instaliation level funding documents.

2. Installation level obligation targets distributed to
program/activity directors will be identified by the memorandum MDEPs
on the installation funding documents. )

h 3. The MDEP code will be perpetuated in the installation accounting
and reporting system.

4. The MDEP will be identified by a four position alpha numeric code.
Locel requirements will be satisfied within the esisting STANFINS
program/activity director code structure.

5. MDEP status reporting to MACOMs will be monthly.

6. MDEP reporting for prior and current year obligations and
disbursements will be at the following detail levels:

: o. Obligations. Report by EOE within detailed AMS account and
5 appropriation with summary totals by object class at summary AMSCO
- levels, and subprogram within appropriation.

b. Disbursements. Report by object class within subprogram
within appropriation.

SUMMARY

» The DORMS distribution and reporting system, keyed to the MDEP, is
A being developed for implementation in FY 86. This automated process is
being built to retain the improved focus of decision making at all
management levels, while still providing the traditional wverticel
appropriation displays to external Army agencies. To do this, standard
dota displays will be utilized at all operating levels and forwarded up and
- down the management chain on diskettes. The displays will be used with
stondord software on microcomputers. With them, program package
resources (MDEPs), workioads, and projected outputs will be distributed
from HQDA to MACOMs and from MACOMs to their subordinate activities.
. The results of operations in terms of decision package obligations,
- disbursements and performance will be reported up the chain of
command for review and analysis.




CHAPER 111

P ENDNOTES

f. The General Description of the process has been adapted from a
draft performance work statement, prepared by CPT Stewart Aull, 0COA,

to solicit bids for contractor support to automate the 00ORMS process,
using micro-computers.

2. The Detailed description of the process has been adapted from
o droft performance work statement, prepared by CPT Stewart Aull,

0CORA, to solicit bids for contractor support toe outomate the O0RMS
process, using microcomputers.

3. Assumplions and factors pertaining to STANFINS support for the
: MDEP process were provided by Col Johnson, Chief, Installation

i Accounting Division, Office, Assistant Comptrolier of the Army (Finance &
. ficcounting), Indianapolis, Indiana.
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CHAPTER 1b
FINANCIAL & LOGISTIC SYSTEMS INTERFACES

The primary objectives of Army accounting systems ere twofold:
(1) reporting the results of financial operetions as o basis for
determining legal and administrative compliance as established by
authorizotion and appropriation acts, and (2) providing management with
financial data for internal control and management needs. These goals
are achieved through the summarization of recorded financiel data. In
order to meet these reporting and information requirements, the Airmy's
accounting systems must obtain segments of this relevant information
from other irmy systems, particularly those related to the supply (or
logistics) functions.

FINANCIAL/LOGISTIC SYSTEMS RELATIONSHIP TO PPBES'

Financial information for management at all levels is derived from
several sources. figure IUV-1 depicts the phases of PPBES and the system
source for the input to Budget Execution (Rccounting) phase to ensure
that appropriote output is available for Army planners and programmers.
Financial systems provide Budget Authority input (indicating funds are
received by the entity authorized to incur obligations) and record when
the outiay (disbursement of public funds) is accomplished. Interfaces
between accounting and logistics systems are required to record when

) inventory or material is received and the cost (actual consumption of
resources) is incurred when inventory is actuslly used. The performance

3 measurement function, wherein the use of resources is tied to workload

‘ accomplishment, is a manual input today, at best. The objective of the
OORMS is to link this performance measurement function with the budget
execution phase of PPBES, and thus to the eight year MDEP. It is clear
that the logistic and financial systems interfaces are essential to
providing relevant information at all management levels.

The interfaces facilitate compliance with accounting principles that
metch the delivery of services with the cost of services. They provide
management with consistent information to compare program/service

45
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costs between periods as well as activities.

Cost refers to the financial measurement of resources
consumed in accomplishing a specified purpose, such as

- performing o service, corrying out on activity, or
completing a unit or work or a specific project. Ail
significant elements are included in the amount reported as
total cost. In this context, cost is the value of goods ond
services used or consumed by the Army within a given
period, regardiess of when they were ordered, received or
paid for.2

EINANCIAL AND LOGISTICS SYSTEMSS

Before discussing the system Interfaces, a description of financiol
and logistic systems is necessary. The interfaces are shown at Figure
-2,

STANFINS (Standard Financial System)

STANFINS performs “consumer fund” accounting. That is, it: records
funding authorizations; accumulates end reports on
obligations/disbursements against fund authorizations for control
purposes; provides breakout to installation, MACOM, and HQDA financial
managers of funds, obligations/disbursements by appropriation at
prescribed levels of detail. STANFINS serves as the Army's primary formal
record of account at installation level for installation level appropriation
accounting. STANFINS creates, updates and maintains installation level
financial data banks for retrieval of statistical reports, as well as
praducing the financlal reports required by higher authorities.

STARIEARS(Standard Army_Financial {nuentory Accounting and Reporting
System)

STRRFIARS performs "inventory"” and “"stock fund” accounting for
supply transactions. The inventory accounting entails tracking the velue
of physical inventories at General Support Units (GSU). Stock Fund
accounting relates to recording and processing obligations, receipts and
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psyments related to inventory transactions financed by the Stock Fund.
STRRF IARS provides information to STANFINS for obligation/deobligation of
consumer funds. The System also receives billings from the wholesale
supply system and processes them through the Stock Fund occountmg
fanction for subsequent payments by STANFINS.

TUEMIS(Tactical Unit Financial Management System)

TUFMIS is an automated MIS that is operated in Direct Support Units
(DSU) which receives requests for materiel from tactical units. TUFMIS
records inputs and outputs to and from DSUs by supported
units/orgenizations. The System produces daily and cum-to-date reports
on commitments for materiel costs by unit and by weapon system.
TUFMIS provides reports and information for financial management at the
toctical level; however, it is not a formal accounting system with
certifiable records. TUFMIS does provide commanders with the doller
velue of supply requisitions by unit and the owvailability of funds to
purchase supplies from s higher echelon source.

SRILS(Standard Army_Intermediate Level Supply System)

SAILS is o multicommond, integrated, outometed supply ond
management system designed to accomplish all stock control, supply
management, and related management functions between the CONUS
wholesale level (DARCOM/GSA/DSA) and the direct supply level systems
(DLOGS, DS4, DSU/GSU) for supply classes |1, 111 (packaged), IV, B, DI,
and iH. The system's storage operations module provides a worldwide
standard system to accommodate the functions of stock location,
physical inventory, shipment planning, preservation and packaging,
surveillance, and inspection of supplies. Additional worldwide processing
requirements included in SAILS are provisions for the management of War
Reserves ond Project Stocks, overseas reporting requirements, and
medical supply processing. The system is designed with special features
to permit operation in multiple intermediate level supply environments.
It currentiy operates at Theater Material Monagement Centers, Medical
Department Activities, Theater and firea Support Commands, and Corps
Material Management Centers, as well as CONUS installations.

DS4(pirect Support Unit Stondard Supply System)
This system is designed to automate stock control and provide
47
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additional asset management capability at the divisonal ond
nondivisional DSU level and at selected GSU sites.

Direct Sﬁnport Unit(DSU)

The BSU receives requests for moteriel from tactical units and
maintains an OMA-funded inventory based on historical demands. The
DSU issues materiel to requesting units if the items are on-hand; if not, it
passes unsatisfied requests (and stock replenishment requests) through
its 6eneral Support Unit (GSU) to its wholesale level supply source. The
DSU receives materiel and stotus notices from its wholesale supply
source, advises the GSU and mokes issues to requesting units.

General Support Unit(6SV)

The 6SU receives requests from DSUs for materiel needed to
replenish stocks or fill requests not satisfied at the DSU. The 6SU insures
fund availability, while SRILS and its interfacing finencial system,
STARFIARS, verify fund availability. The GSU actually fills few DSU
requests from inventory because most on-hand 65U stocks are for battle
sustainment. Unfilled requisitions are forwarded to the wholesale supply
source. The 6SU receives status information from the wholesale source
and passes it to the DSU.

EINANCIAL/LOGISTIC SYSTEMS DISCONNECTS

There are certain fundamentsl financial/logistic systems interface
disconnects that impact on the precise occounting and reporting of
inventory and materiel received and costs incurred for the Esxecution
Phase of PPBES. These disconnects include; '

1. Inventories in DSU/GSU/Depots are not specifically identified by
weapons system or, in some-sases, program .

2. iIssues from DSU inventory are not reported to STANFINS;
therefore, STANFINS does not capture materiel (sustaining) costs
applicable to issues from DSU inventory.

3. Labor information (military and civilian) for maintaining weapon
and other systems is not passed from logistical to financiel systems.

4. The coding structures in the finonciol and logistics systems are




not necessarily the same, making it difficult to ensure a requisition or
issue is actually reflected in STANFINS at the appropriate time.

The failure to capture, record and report all “costs” associated with
a specific system or mission decision package impacts on the 00RMS and
its ability to relate resource input and workload performance. Thus, the
ability of logistics and financial systems to interface in the near term is
important.

FINANCIAL/LOGISTIC SYSTEMS INTERFACE RESOLUTION

The Financiol and Logistics communities have determined that it
was in their mutual interest to resolve these system disconnects. The
need to derive reliable and consistent information to support Army
resource management decision making, particularly in the force
modernization arena, became paramount. Thus, the following resolutions
were accomplished:

Expand TUFMIS capability to enable identification of DSU issues (as
opposed to 6SU/wholesale issues), then develop capability to pass this
information from TUFMIS through DS4 through SAILS through STARFIARS to
STANFINS. TUFMIS or its successor will be the system to interface with
current and redesigned logistics and financial systems.

1. TUFMIS is being reconfigured to become the mechanism for
integrating information in both the redesigned logistical oend financial
systems currently on the drawing boards.

2. A logistics/financial systems interface is essential to enable (o)
front-end fund control, (b) 6R0-mendated property accountability, (c)
internal controls, and (d) cost accounting.

Modifications to TUFMIS will:

1. Capture issue transactions from the DSU inventory to the Using
Unit (to include identification of weapons systems).

2. Repair parts and other materiel used in the maintenance facility
will be identified by weapons system and owning unit.

3. Units owning the equipment being repaired or receiving supplies
from the DSU will be charged at a standard price, and the Maintenance
Facility or DSU will receive o credit for the same amount.

4, Charge ond credit transactions will be processed into current
STANFINS or STANFINS-Redesign.

9. Budget projection based on historical data will be supported.

6. Doller values (in accordance with 6A0 accounting standards) of
inventory in the DSU or Maintenance Facility will be available.
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7. Cost of inventory in the DSU and repair parts in the maintenance
facility will continue to be charged to OMA without identification to
weapons system.4

Finaggiai/;ogistic Systems Flows

The chart at Figure IU-4 depicts the ouverall system relationships
and flows that should exist so that the accounting system can refiect
costs, or expenses incurred, obligations and disbursements. Data
captured within the system are actual expense data, Indicating
consumption of resources wversus obligation data. Thereby the
management reporting and fiduciary reporting responsibilities, inherent
In the system, are met.

The chart at Figure IU-5 depicts the current retail logistics and
financial systems. There is a key interface missing. The resolution of this
interface described above wliil ensure the timeliness of expense (cost)
data being incorporated into the accounting systems. The proposed
interim architecture is shown below.

w ISSUES
/'

SAILS STRRFIARS STANFINS

SYSTEM INTERIM RRCHITECTURE
Fiqure 1U-3

vaga 8

it should be noted that installations without tactical units have an

Instollation Supply Division that operates SRILS that performs an
interface process with STARFIARS.
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ock Fund Cash

A corollary issue impacting on Financial and Logistics systems
interfaces is the management of Stock Fund cash and obligations in the
operation of the supply function at the installation level. The supply
system manager cannot ignore the impact of this control on his
operations. Every requisition submitied must consider fund availability
and its impact on the cash position of the Stock Fund. If
category/commodity managers are not relating stockage levels to
customer demands, sales (issues) will not moterialize. When sales
decline, the cash balance is adversely affected and further requisitioning
may be limited by a fack of "cash.” The end result is that cash acts as &
control on procurement by preventing procurement actions when those
transactions could ceause the accounts payable to exceed the cash
balence.

SUMMARY

Properly functioning financial and logistic system interfaces are an
integral port of OORMS. Supply transactions represent o significant
portion of the Army's progrom and budget. Vo make the right decisions
on weapons systems snd other intensively managed programs, the
appropriate data must be recorded and reported for the applicable
decision package.




CHAPTER 1D
ENDNOTES

1. This chart was developed by COL Johnson and members of the
Installation Accounting Division, ACOA (FR). The chart is based on the US
General Accounting Office, "Managing The Cost of Government-Building an
Effective Financial Management Structure.” Vol. I1. March, 1984.

2. bid., p. 1-3.

3. Definitions of the interfacing systems were compiled from three
sources:

8. US Department of the Army. Special Text 14-165 Part | Military

Accounting, Finance School, Fort Harrison,IN, Chapter 6.
N b. US Army War College. Army Command and Management:Theory
> ond Practice,Ceriisie Barracks, PR, Chapter 17.
: c. Llogistic/Financial System Briefing Charts, Installation
Accounting Division,ACOR(F&'R), Indianapoelis, In., Janauary 1985.

A A

4. Information concerning interface resolution was obtained from
an ACOA (FA) internal information paper on the subject, deted Januory,
19865.
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CHAPTER U

USING RESOURCES (INPUTS)
T0 ACHIEVE THE DESIRED ARMY RESULTS (OUTPUTS)

Beginning in 1985, under the Standard Instaliation Organization
concept, the Comptroller is being reorganized as the instaliation Birector
of Resource Management (DRM) with responsibility for management of
the installation's dollars and manpower. The DRM will also be
responsible for overall coordination and synchronization of all
installation budget preparation and execution. Within this guidance, the
DRM staff has been told by LTG Noah, Comptroller of the Airmy:

We can't afford to be just a program analyst, a budget
analyst, a management analyst..an accountant or an
auditor...we have to think and be resource analysts and
integrate all of our disciplines to provide the best possible
service to the Army's leadership at every level of the
chain-of-command. !

A structured planning, programming and budgeting process Is
necessary for evaluating and cheosing among program siternatives. The
budget, in turn, must be prepared on the same basis as the accounting
and reporting functions to allow for meaningful comparisons between
planned resuits and actual results in 8 comprehensive manner.
Incorporating performance measurement into the PPBES provides the
capabllity to relate progrem decision package costs with output to
determine If objectives are achieved at an acceptable cost. Analysis of
how costs chenge in proportion to output assists future program
planning. This chapter addresses the role of the Finance and Accounting
community as resource analysts.

E N N FICERZ

It is incumbent upon the Finance and Accounting Officer and his
staff, inciuding the installation accountant, to help management make
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better use of its resources. The Finance 0ffice, with its books of originel
entry, has the requisite dota 1o support the COA's cross-discipline
mendate. This capobility to support the feedback mechanisms in
enistence at the installation level, while satisfying requirements for
higher headquarters, is an inherent responsibility of the Finance and
Accounting Officer.

Initiotive is required to eliminate the "voids" and “stovepipe”
perspectives into which individual "disciplines” tend to constrain the
anslyst. The data available from the F&AD "books of account” can be
used to:

1. Tie resources (dollars) to installation menagement functions;

2. ldentify increased resource requirements in the outyears
caused by new missions, increosed scope of operetions, or increased
operating costs;

3. Support organization and installation level linkages between the
key activities that make up o planning, programming, budgeting system
relevant for management purposes;

4. Provide dota to establish performance paramaters for
evaluation; and,

5. Provide cost estimating data--to transiate requirements of the
planning process to doliars for the rescurce management process.

flesource management systems must be able to support the
management processes, bath from a horizontal view of resources (ie:
HADA program packages) to the vertical view of resources in the strict
appropriation structure applied at the instsliation. This horizontal and
vertical management visibility must be retained throughout all phases of
the PPBES and the chain of command so that progrem outpuls can be
identified with the inputs--from a workioad perspective--with the
linkage (MDEP) between program, budget, and execution years.

00RMS is being instituted to permit the control of resources while
ollowing instoliation maenagers to align resources among "mission

“ decision packages” to meet operational requirements. The focus will be
on output achieved and resources consumed, rather then what the
i ‘ budget predicted. OGORMS incorporates performance measurement and
- oneolysis at the installation. Performance factors, when related to
< resources and workioad, can be effective management indicators and
’ efiow the building of workable rejotionships between funding end
. performance (o1 *~nt),

This process will, over time, involve significant changes in our
financial systems. These changes now under development will foster
the control of resources by the same orientation previously used in
budgeting, progreamming, end costing. Howewver, we need to take action
now. We connot judge budget execution success on traditional
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obligation rate indicators, but rather whether resources allocated were
sufficient to meet program ob jectives in light of a standard installation
structure. The focus must be on output achieved and resources
consumed, versus what the budget predicted.

-The Finance ond HAccounting community must support this
operational feedback process. It must move beyond the primery
emphasis on fund control which ceuses managers to concentrate
primarily on the current year rather than resource implications for the
future.

Resource Analysis by the F&A0

The Finance and Accounting Officer can effectively support COR
initiatives to develop an output-oriented resource management focus
now and in the future. In addition to the actions discussed above, the
Finance and Accounting staff can:

1. Provide increased analysis of available financial information in
the "system® by:

a. measuring the fiow of commitment and obligation documents
processed by supported organizations. Knowing how much time it takes
to "book"” an obligation is essential to current financial status.

b. performing detailed obligation reviews in terms of costs
espended for personnel, supply operotions, commercial payments,
housing and engineer operations. These costs must be reloted to
workload on a trend basis.

. analyzing the status of activity receivables and installation
reimbursable operations. Has the mission, in terms of workload, been
accomplished?

d. reviewing stock fund financial operations with special
ottention given to the relotionship between stock fund and OMR dollars
being expended. The Finance and Accounting Officer must consider oll
financial implications of the requisition process on instaliation
resources.

e. monitoring prior year funds and their relationship to
installation programs;

f. understanding the local Army Management Structure (AMS)
construct to include what managerial reports in STANFINS and other
systems can be developed to support the PPBES cycle.

2. Preparing the installation for future resource management
chonges by:

8. building an AMS-to-AMS Redesign crosswalk table and using
it to support local management information needs;
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b. identifying installation level MDEP potentials consistent with
local AMS, mission, and standard installation organization requirements;

¢. developing ADP requirements to transition from menuol PPBES
linkages today to the automated processes of the future.

A significant oction taken by the FOA0 would be to prepare a
"horseblanket” (a grophic representation on o spread sheet) of
installation resource processes in order to accurately portray the steps
as well as how PPBES data are integrated for decision-makers. This
includes requirements specificotions, cost estimating, programs,
budsgets, and control mechanisms. The “horseblanket” is a linkage of
the various resource processes ot the instaliation throughout the PPBES
cycle.
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X Interpreting the Results of Operations

The FOR0 end his accounting steff must remember the full
definition of accounting: "The eort of recording, classifying, and
: summarizing in o significant manner and in terms of money, transactions
ond events which are of o financial character, and interpreting the
results thereof."3 The key term is "interpreting”: "snalyzing reports to
obtain information concerning the financial operations of an
g organization. Reports for a perticular period may be used for study of
2 the significant financial events of that period and may siso be compared
" with previous reports to determine significant trends.*4

Each Army installation/organization must have a properly
constructed management mechanism to provide feedback data to
management on a consistent basis in the manner in which It conducts its
business.

Performance Measurement

As discussed In previous chapters, OORMS Incorporates
performance measurement and analysis ot all management levels in the
firmy. Effective performance measurement relies upon performance
factors that are quantifiable, consistent and easy to obtain.
Performance factors, when related to workload or other management
indicators, can be used to:

2 1. monitor productivity;

N 2. determine functional manpower staffing requirements;

- 3. project and analyze resource requirements and utilization (ie:
= actual performance/workload data against predetermined standards);

3 4. furnish management with trend analysis based on historical
workioad datas;

5. provide quantitative data, prescribed as management Indicators
for cost or work centers;

6. project future impact of planned improvements on resource
requirements;

7. identify potential problem areas, relative to cost reduction, to
oliow re-allocation of resources.

: Evaluation assesses efficiency and effectiveness of performance.
tvaluation provides feedback on whether, how well, and how efficiently
. the mission decision packages or any program are achieving their

intended objectives. An example Is shown In the following figure:
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SAMPLE PERFORMANCE/RESOURCE REPORT

Fve1 FYye2 FYB83 FYB4 FYBS FYB6 FYB@?
- , fictual Acutal Actusl Actual Estim- Budget Progrem

oted
Mission Acct $/PF=H $/PF=H $/PF=H $/PF=H T
(MDEP)
Mission Rcct $/PF=H $/PF-H $/PF=H
(MDEP)
BASEOPS Acct $/PF=H $/PF=H
(MDEP) %
BASEOPS Acct  $/PF=H -
(MDEP) Vs
Figure U-2

This type of analysis allows the building of workable relationships
between funding and performance workioad. The majority of the data
to conduct an analysis is available from the financial records. Workload
data ond performance factors can be obtained from the supported
directorates.

Performance Analysis of the Base Operations Accounts

The matching of costs with accomplishments during a given period
makes it possible to monitor performance in terms of efficiency
(input-output relationships) end unit costs. However, key questions
must be resolved:

1. What should be the reliable performance foctor/indicator for
each sccount?

2. How is funding differentiated for each account when there is o
mission or workioad change?

The FO'RC con provide an analysis of the results of operations in
conjunction with actual work performed--what did the activity or
instaliotion organization get for what it spent? The FORO is helping
menagement achieve desired outputs while making better use of Army
resources. This information can be provided to functional managers or
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capability should assist in identifying the significant variances from the
acceptable bounds of funding required to support projected workioads,
versus funding projects to be available. It increases the ability to focus
management attention on problem areas in the program years, while
performing the detailed development of the budget. Another way to
view this process is depicted in the figure below:

view 8 years information on "execution" and master planning

Obtain MDEPs from MACOM with associated $/Workloads

B C D E F 6

N / N
REVIEW & ALIGN ABUISE MACOM OF
RS NEEDED INSTLN PBAC CHANGES, RATIONALE,
C,B,5 & COMMANDER PRIORITIES, PROBLEMS
PROGRAM YERRS BY MDEP

7

@

DETAIL

S

INSTRLLATION EIGHT YERR DIEW
Figure V-4

Performance evaluation of instaliation functions thet have either
been contracted out or remained in-house under the guidance of OMB
Circular R-76, is onother resource analysis function that must be
performed. How well the installation or activity performed after the
contract was initiated, compared to how well the installation or activity
said it would do, is a program that must be carefully analyzed. Once
again, the FGAC has the requisite data for analysis.




......
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T0A vus TOE

The comparability of TDA Army vs TOE Army prior to institution of
the Standard Installation Organization is another area for analysis. fAn
esample of questions for analysis is described below:

DLOG mission vs the 64 Is each organization mutually
DPCA mission vs the Gt supportive?

here is the balance of resources?
How is this balance accomplished?

PROGRAM PERFORMANCE AND BUDGET UTION REVIELD SYSTEM (PPBERS!S

PPBERS is a program esxecution review system for top Rrmy
management. It is both s quarterly program accomplishment execution
review and o performance based budget execution review of selected
Army programs and mission areas. It includes:

1. planned to actual financial comparison;

2. planned to actual program outcome comparison;

3. management by exception of major programs

4. feedback for future plans and budgets.

The PPBERS philosophy is that budget execution should relate to
actual obligations and outlays, and program accomplishment should
relate planned to actual outputs and outcomes in terms of resources
consumed.

The installation Review and Analysis (RG'A) has served its purpose
when it was used by management for decision-making. However, the
installatiion R&A usuelly occurs too long after the fact to be of any
usefulness, and, in many cases, the data did not reflect plenned to
actual, nor its relationship to performance and resource consumption.
The PPBERS process can be instituted at the installiation level using data
available within the FOA 0ffice and functional manager's organizations.
A PPBERS format is at figure U-5, while elements of o PPBERS type
display are listed below:

1. Overall performance ob jective

2. Current fiscal year performance ob jective (by quarter)

3. Prior year performance (where possible)

4. Performance status by quarter for the execution year

3. Performance projection by quarter for remainder execution
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year
6. Resource adequacy and management implications
7. Explanation of deviations and recommended corrective action(s)

A sample PPBERRS chart is at figure v-6.9
FGAC MONTHLY ACTIDITY REPORT

The FOA0 needs to review or monitor monthiy activities within the
Accounting Division of the F&A Office. The management indicators
available within the 0ffice support the F&R0 and his accounting staff's
role as resource analysts. These indicators give the F&R0 a means to
monitor his accounting operation. Monthly activities in the ficcounting
Division that can be reviewed include:’

1. Transactions For 0thers(TF0)-To be processed, # rejected

2. Unliquidated Obligation Reviews-conducted/scheduled

3. Transactions By Others(TB0)-received, processed

4. Total Transactions processed

5. Transmitted Documents-received, processed

6. Outstanding Travel Advances

7. Status of Accounts Receivable, by customer source

8. Status of Prior Year Funds

9. Stock Fund accounts payable--actual vs program

10.Stock Fund accounts receivable--source

11.8tock Fund cash balances

12.Stock Fund suspense amount

13.interfund bills--age and number

14.Summary level performance standard (workload)--# of

employees required based on performance versus the actual number on
board.

EMIP (Financial Management Improvement Program)

FMIP statistical indicators reflect the operating status of the
accounting office in terms of how well the F&ZRO is maintaining the
instaliation’s books of account accurately and in a timely manner. They
should be monitored for adverse trends of productivity and efficiency.
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X INUOLUEMENT

Each of the resource analysis topics described in this chapter
require the active participaton of the F&R0 and his staff in supporting
installation functional managers. The tools and the data are available.
The 00RMS and the MDEP linkage with the PPBES provides the opportunity
to accomplish this challenge.

The F&'A0 and his accounting staff shoutd:8

1. be knowledgeable of each of the accounting and financial
management systems used on the installation and by serviced activities;

2. be aware of Army oand government-wide management
improvement initiatives such as cash and debt management, internal
controls, force modernization and AMS (Redesign);

3. be participants (in an advisory capacity) in the major,
financially oriented decisions made by serviced activities;

4. provide analysis support to Progrom Budget Advisory Committee
or SubCommittee sessions,

3. structure or restructure installation accounting outputs in the
manner serviced activities desire for management visibility;

6. be knowledgeable of performance factors and workload versus
funding status of serviced activities.
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CHAPTER V1

CONCLUSION AND RECOMENDATIONS

The Output Oriented Resource Management System is o
restructuring of the Army Programming, Budgeting and Execution
process. The PPBES program/resource package has to be focused on
management's needs while recognizing the distinct control differences
between the program and budget periods. Its focus has to be on the
needs of management at asll levels--the appropriate focus for the
Mission Decision Package (MDEP). This linking of the program support for
the full eight year period willi provide the essential element of the
feedback loop for decision-makers. It will also change the focus of
budget development, execution, and evaluation throughout the Army.
Success will be judged primarily on whether or not the resources
ollocated were sufficient to meet the programatic objectives and
whether the actual on-site execution of the program accomplished the
objectives set for it. Budget adjustments will provide a greater impact
on the programatic implications of possible funding changes and
allocation elternatives; what will or will not be accomplished and what
programs should be supported or allowed to be reduced, based on their
relative mission priorities for the Airmy.

REBUILDING THE MANAGE )

in order for the feedback loop to work, in order for the Mission
Decision Package to be meaningful for management of both programs
ond resources, the packages themselves have to be meeningful at all
management jevels: HODA, major command, and installation or activity.
Not only must the package be o legitimote communicetion device among
these levels of management; it must also be sufficiently well defined to
oliow the “esecutor” to identify the resources opplied and outputs
ochieved. Linking the standard orgaenization structure of installations to
e standard MDEP structure links the program with the resource
sponsorship of the progrom.

The goael is to improve the PPBES process by refocusing the
decision packeges themselves in such a way that they will allow Army
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leadership to deal with program and budget issues in their own terms or
reference--not artificial groupings that make no sense in operstions or
program execution.

0ORMS Ob jectives

The objectives of the Output Oriented Resource Management
System that have been poryrayed throughout this study include:

1. Provide a formal and systematic feedback loop throughout the
PPBES.

2. Improve the quality of decision-making by restructuring the
Programming, Budgeting ond Execution process by correlating the
packaging of this information in the manner commanders/managers
think.

3. Integrote the FOA community at the instaliotion into the
resource analysis business in supporting the installation commander's
ob jectives.

4. Provide improved sutomation support of the PPBES process.

SPata s A |

COMMENTS AND CONCERNS

1. Will the process work? Is it feasible? The answer to both
questions is yes. The implementation of 00RMS, using the MDEP as the
linkage, can work and support Army information needs. Use of the MDEP

N will help enable measuring the execution of Army programs in the same
Q terms os the firmy leadership makes resource allocation decisions.
(. Currently, planning and programming decisions are made in a different

lenguege than is used for budgeting and executing programs. The Army

programs in terms of PDIPs, but budgets ond executes resources in
_. terms of AMS codes. Because of the difference in language, it can not
Y easily relate execution of programs to the decisions made in developing
) those programs. The MDEP will help to close the loop in the PPBES
process by providing e unique identifier for resources and outputs
identified in given MDEPs. Once this link between the programming and
execution phases of the PPBES process is established, managers will be

2 better able to evaluate the effectiveness of the resource ellocation

= process as measured by program execution.

2. fire the "right” cost data being obtained and reported through

k. 00RMS? Should obligation/disbursement data or cost data be reported?

v In firmy eccounting, there are different stages of the enpenditure
66
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accounting transaction. fAn obligation is a legal reservation of funds and
occurs when an order for goods or services is placed. An accrued
enpenditure/expense is the actual or constructive receipt of goods or
services without regard to payment. The Disbursement stage is the
espenditure of government funds to satisfy a legal liability of the
government. This is the payment of the bill that has been presented.

ficcrued Expenditures/Exnpenses represent the actual or
constructive receipt of goods and services for which an obligation has
been incurred. They are recorded in the accounting system without
regard to whether payment has been made or an invoice received. This
method provides information on the total amount of supplies or services
received in the accounting period by the using unit, as opposed to the
total amount of obligations incurred in the period. When expense is
included in the definition, the total value of supplies issued and services
received (actual or constructive) which are used to accomplish o task or
mission is reﬂected.' White the right data that should be reported
through OORMS should be cost or "expense” doata, rather than obligations
ond disbursements, the ability to capture total expenses in FY 86, to
incilude unfunded expenses; not included at the installation, is
prohibitive at best. The system quickly becomes unworkable when
brying to accumulate data that are not available.

3. STANFINS is the Army's most predominant standard installation
level accounting system. However, it is not operated in AMC (Rrmy
Materiel Command) which represents a significant portion of the Rrmy.
AMC will have to modify their installation level systems to produce the
required O00RMS data.

4. Data reconciliation problems will occur due to disconnects
between dats reported through the accounting system and the data
reported through the 00RMS process. Efforts are being made to preciude
this occurrence; however, erroneous input will not not be caught.
System users will have to carefully monitor this type of situation and
perform monthly/quarterly reconciliations with FOA0 accounting
records.

3. The implementation of the Standard Installation Organization is
a cornerstone for 0ORMS. Without a standard structure, performance
evalulation in terms of resource consumption cannot be accomplished,
the use of Base Operations MDEPs in a logicel manner wouid be thwaerted
ot all levels of the Army.

6. The Army Management Structure (Redesign) objective to
produce a disciplined, stoandard, Army-wide resource classification and
coding structure that the Army will use to:
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a. interrelate the decisions in PPBES:

b. control and manage all Army dollar and manpower resources;

¢. identify, collect ond report information in resource
information systems;
is also an ingredient to successful implementation of 00RMS. The MDEP
as a component of AMS (R) by being instituted ahead of the remainder
of AMS (R) supports and facilitates full implementation of the new
language.

?. Other impacts:

a. Herdware and software--interfacing systems. OORMS is
dependent upon purchase of micro computers and contractor written
software. It is also dependent upon the successful modificotion of
interfacing standard Army systems. System chenges of this noture
historically do not occur very fast.

b. Funding to purchese the micro computers is being left up to
each installation or MACOM. Some organizations wil: heve the funds
svailable. Others would not utilize the funding even if it was given to
them.

c. Performance Factors: well-developed resource management
structures will include performeance information that can be used for
both dey-to-day management and budget decisions. fn effective
system of measuring program performance requires:

(1) agreement on relevant performance standards;

(2) systematic collection of reliable, consistent and comparable
information on costs and performance (worklcoad);

(3) ability to supply those date routinely for use in PPBES.

, The capturing of peformance data, as well as the use of adequate
. performance factors, is a weak link in OORMS. Strenuous effort is
required to develop standard performance factors and institute their
use throughout the Army.

REC NDATIONS

The OORMS process and the MDEP are a much needed ingredient to
improving the Army's PPBES and focusing management attention on using
resources (inputs) to achieve desired Army results (outputs). However,
the COA must persevere in overcoming bureaucratic barriers to full
implementation of 00ARMS and the integration of the MDEP in PPBES.
Significant actions that must be taken include:

---------------------------------
.....................
--------------

.
........



1. Increase the implementation pace of AMS (R). The components
of AMS (R) must be incorporated throughout the Army. A means of
accomplishing this task is to ensure any new automated or "“menual”
management information system uses applicable AMS (R) components.

_ 2. Ensure the Standard Instaliation Organization is implemented at

: ali Army installations. A stendard structure is essential to helping
management achieve desired results given the resources to perform the
mission.

3 Ensure the use of relevant performance factors. This can be
eccomplished by Program Directors using performance information to
“grade® results achieved in various programs and holding the
oppropriste program manager responsible. Performance using
performance factors must be incorporated in resource management
reporting requirements.

4. The micro-computers to be utilized by 00RMS and the required
changes to current standard Army systems must be resourced by HQDA.
This resourcing will eliminate a bureaucratic barrier.

5. Finally, the 00RMS process and the resource analysis process
must be institutionalized within Army regulations and directives and the
Army school system ot all levels (Finance School, ALMC, C6SC, AWC,etc.).
Only with institutionalization will 00RMS succeed in forging the
necessary link in the phases of PPBES and relating resources (input) to
performance (output).
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