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PREFACE 

This project was part of a special assistance activity for the Director 
of the U.S. Army's Program Analysis and Evaluation Directorate 
(PA&E) conducted beginning in 1995 and continuing into 1997. The 
purpose of this project was to assist the Director of PA&E in creating 
a new program development process and methodology. The direc- 
tor's principal objective in this project was to improve the Army's 
Program Objective Memorandum (POM) development process. 
These improvements would be designed to (1) enhance the Army's 
ability to view the totality of its resources, (2) improve its resource 
decision process, and (3) justify those choices within the Army and to 
the external community, including the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense (OSD), the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), and the 
Congress. 

The audience for this report primarily consists of those in the De- 
partment of Defense (DoD) involved in allocating resources to meet 
planned requirements. 

The research was conducted in the Strategy, Doctrine, and Resources 
Program of the RAND Arroyo Center. The Arroyo Center is a feder- 
ally funded research and development center sponsored by the 
United States Army. 
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SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

In September 1994, the Army Secretariat asked the Army Director of 
Program Analysis and Evaluation (DPA&E) to develop a POM process 
that involved the Secretariat in the resource decision process. The 
Secretariat also indicated that Management Decision Packages 
(MDEPs) needed to be linked to Army resource decisionmaking. In 
early 1995, the DPA&E asked RAND Arroyo Center how the Army 
might improve its resource allocation process and better justify its 
resources. The Arroyo Center was requested to devise a framework 
and methodology for the development of the Army POM 98-03 that 
would: 

• Help the Army respond to the issues raised by the Secretariat; 

• Provide linkage between MDEPs and Army resource decision- 
making; 

• Ensure that proposed improvements could be implemented for 
POM 98-03. 

The Arroyo Center's response was to create a comprehensive frame- 
work that addresses Army, OSD, and Joint Staff (JS) resource process 
concerns. It also ensures that the Army's demand for resources is 
balanced against its supply of available resources. The Arroyo Center 
determined that any proposed framework needed to be imple- 
mented incrementally for POM 98-03. Since 1995, many of these 
recommendations have been adopted; they will be summarized m 
the body of the report. 



Improving Army PPBES: The Programming Phase 

ARMY PROGRAMMING IN THE 1990s 

The programming function allocates resources to requirements that 
achieve the national security objectives established in the planning 
phases of the DoD's Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System 
(PPBS) and the Army's Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Exe- 
cution System (PPBES). The programming function and related 
decisionmaking are centralized within the Army Headquarters staff 
but provide for inputs from Major Commands (MACOMs) and Pro- 
gram Executive Officers (PEOs). Within the Army Headquarters, sev- 
eral organizations develop requirements, allocate resources, and 
make resource decisions that result in the POM. Decisions on 
resource allocation are coupled with their corresponding rationale 
and linked to the strategy, objectives, and priorities from The Army 
Plan (TAP) and Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) with an assess- 
ment of their expected outputs. 

The general consensus of judgments, both internal and external to 
the Army, was that Army POMs in the early 1990s, while being 
severely resource constrained, had not adequately resourced many 
established objectives and that resources had not been effectively 
balanced across high-priority requirements. While the Army had 
made some well-received improvements in the program-review 
hierarchy, such as creating the Army Resource Board (ARB) and its 
support group, these improvements had not been sufficient to elimi- 
nate both internal and external criticism. One persistent internal 
criticism was the lack of visibility of programming choices at various 
levels of the program hierarchy and throughout the programming 
process. The external DoD community had criticized the Army pro- 
gramming process for being internally focused and not adequately 
linked to the DoD and JS. The Army had presented the DPG as the 
basis for resource objectives but had rarely offered rationale as to 
how its programs met the needs of OSD and the commanders-in- 
chief (CINCs). In general, the Army was perceived as sacrificing the 
investment area to support force structure, readiness, and quality of 
life, often leading to the allocation of its total obligation authority 
(TOA) to more costly and less efficient programs. 
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proposed. The Title X functions provide the CINCs with the capabil- 
ities necessary to perform their joint missions. 

The proposed resourcing framework is a process in which Army 
capabilities are assessed within the mission areas and programmed 
within the Tide X functions. Ideally, this would be a repeatable pro- 
cess that provides a mechanism for the Army leadership to establish 
priorities and clearly defined, measurable objectives. It would link 
Army program choices to the joint warfighting objectives and na- 
tional security goals. The linkage of functions to mission areas 
enables the Army to assess the total demand against available re- 
sources and simultaneously enhances the Army's ability to perform 
hierarchical tradeoff analyses and build options in a disciplined and 
repeatable manner. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW FRAMEWORK AND PROCESS 

Before the proposed framework and process could be implemented, 
several changes needed to be made to accommodate DPA&E con- 
cerns about implementation during the FY98-03 POM cycle. The 
Army POM development processes existing in 1995 required modifi- 
cations before they could support the proposed framework. The 
manner in which Program Evaluation Groups (PEGs) allocated re- 
sources and were assigned MDEPs also had to be changed. The PEG 
structure was redesigned, and the existing 14 panels were reengi- 
neered into the six broadly stated Tide X summary functions critical 
to the Army.1 The DPA&E wanted TAP to be incorporated into this 
process. Additionally, the DPA&E was concerned that the Army 
would not be able to implement a new process for the current POM. 
This necessitated an incremental implementation that avoided 
undue turbulence but indicated the leadership's concern with the 
current process. 

It was determined that an OBPRM-like process would be developed 
that focused on adjusting PEG resource allocations. The process was 
composed of four levels: Army functional goals, which support the 

These Title X summary functions are Manning, Training, Equipping, Organizing, 
Sustaining, and Installations. These represent the twelve functions specifically 
addressed in statute. 
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THE NEW FRAMEWORK AND PROCESS 

Several elements had to be considered in constructing a framework 
for Army programming. Joint requirements had to be integrated into 
Army decisionmaking. Resource choices had to be vetted both top 
down and bottom up. Tradeoff analyses had to be performed in a 
disciplined manner, and intertemporal issues had to be addressed 
within the tradeoffs. The sponsor also laid some ground rules: 

• The Army MDEP structure would not be changed. 

• The PROBE Database would remain the resource decision 
database. 

• The Arroyo Center would address concepts for a resource deci- 
sion architecture. 

• Processes that affect Army resource requirements would be 
identified and their shortfalls would be discussed within Army- 
established constraints. 

• Any proposed framework and process changes would support 
the Army's evolving Resource Campaign Strategy, an initiative to 
create a constrained approach to resource management that the 
Chief of Staff, Army asked the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff, Army 
(AVCSA) to develop. The AVCSA subsequentiy asked the Arroyo 
Center to help develop the Resource Campaign Strategy. Before 
this could be done, a number of tasks had to be completed, such 
as reengineering TAP. Recentiy, the Resource Campaign Strategy 
has evolved into the Army Strategic Resource Planning Process 
(ASRPP). 

These requirements suggested that the Arroyo Center-developed 
Objectives-Based Planning Resource Management (OBPRM) would 
be a good starting point. The objective was to map Army issues into 
the broader joint framework through the identification of mission 
areas. A list of Army mission areas was constructed to capture the 
capabilities provided by the Army to combatant commanders. The 
mission areas were then linked to necessary objectives and tasks. 
The second element was the linkage of the orthogonal Army mission 
areas to the Tide X functions. A three-tiered decision architecture 
that tied together the three major elements of the framework—prin- 
cipal Tide X functions, major Army objectives, and the MDEPs—was 
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six summary Title X functions; resource objectives; subobjectives; 
and tasks. Resource tasks were then linked to MDEPs. Resource task 
priorities were developed to ensure that PEGs would have sufficient 
guidance to support their allocation of resources. Priority I tasks are 
of fundamental importance to the overall achievement of the goals of 
the Army as an institution. Priority II tasks are important to the 
achievement of the key resource objectives within a primary function 
of the Army. Priority III tasks are important for enabling some por- 
tion or subsystem of a primary function of the Army. Priority IV tasks 
are of lesser importance than Priority I—III tasks and require either 
program visibility (i.e., in response to Army, OSD, CINC, or congres- 
sional special interest or directed guidance), close coordination 
among more than one PEG, or exchange of resource information 
with selected staff agencies and MACOMs. 

An interactive spreadsheet connected to relational databases that 
contained the resource objectives and tasks was developed to guide 
the PEGs in developing and providing information on their review of 
requirements and, later, on their resource-allocation decisions 
among tasks and MDEPs. An assessment scale was developed to 
score each resource task: 

A:   Adequately resourced 

P:   Partially resourced 

U: Unfunded. 

Use of the relational databases allowed the review and analysis of re- 
source allocations to individual resource tasks and MDEPs. 

During the program development process, the outputs of the six 
PEGs were assessed within PA&E against joint operational require- 
ments using the mission areas and their associated joint operational 
objectives and tasks. The DPA&E decided that, due to time con- 
straints, the mission areas should be used only for internal Army as- 
sessments of how the PEG decisions met joint requirements. Quali- 
tative assessments were provided to the Army to assist in the final 
adjudication of resources and to ensure that a balanced POM was 
developed. Subsequent expanded development of Army mission 
areas remained as an area for future effort. 
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LESSONS LEARNED AND NEXT STEPS 

Generally, the participants in the revised POM process agreed that 
the Army needed to change its process and realign it to better reflect 
the current resource environment. Some criticisms of the revised 
process were identified and subsequently addressed by the Arroyo 
Center team: 

• Limited audit trail of decisions and challenges to perceived 
organizational prerogatives; 

• Lack of consistency across the PEGs in terms of resource objec- 
tives and tasks; 

• Problems with the linkage of the MDEPs to the PEGs; 

• Compressed Army POM schedule; 

• Questionable future relevancy of TAP and the Army Program- 
ming Guidance Memorandum (APGM); 

• Need for more participation of the Secretariat and MACOMs; 

• Problems with coordination. 

Further implementation of the proposed framework is planned to 
occur over subsequent years. However, soon after the programming 
process began, the DPA&E concluded that the revised PEG structure 
along the Tide X functional areas was sufficient for this iteration of 
the POM. The DPA&E wanted to retain the six PEGs; structure the 
MDEPs to better accommodate the functional PEGs; and refine the 
resource goals, objectives, and tasks. The ODCSOPS and DPA&E 
agreed with the Arroyo Center project team recommendation that 
TAP should be redesigned in the future to include Army mission 
areas to provide better articulation of Army capability needs. The 
mission area assessment would identify how well the resource goals 
had been met within a PEG and also evaluate the total ability of the 
Army to provide required capabilities to joint force commanders. 

Full implementation of the new framework and process would align 
the Army much closer with the realities of the OSD and Joint Staff re- 
sourcing processes and activities for the subsequent FY00-05 POM. 
When fully implemented, it would provide the Army the capability to 
assess resource allocation within the future joint context, evaluate 
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these choices against the new capabilities being fielded in the next 
five to ten years, and ensure that the Army core competencies are 
sustained or modified in accordance with changes in the strategic 
environment. Our subsequent work will specifically focus on defin- 
ing common standards and measures. We observed that many of the 
problems with the POM process could be eased if the Army main- 
tained a continuous resource process throughout the year. 

The POM process within the Army is responsive to OSD guidance 
and schedule, and the Army leadership recognizes that resource re- 
quirements and allocation are a main activity of the service head- 
quarters. However, the development of key documents that provide 
resource guidance across the Army, which are integral to the imple- 
mentation of a total resourcing framework and process, have not 
been consistent in practice.   For instance, a vision document that 
could provide the Army some insights into what its leadership wants 
the Army to look like in the next 15 to 20 years was not published un- 
til 1996.2 Strategic planning guidance that provides Army goals and 
objectives for the near-, mid-, and far-term has also been absent 
since early 1991. Work was initiated within ODCSOPS in 1997 to 
provide this guidance.3  Similarly, a strategic resource plan could 
inform the Army on how the leadership intends to achieve the goals 
and objectives laid out in the vision incrementally over approxi- 
mately the next 10 years or two POM cycles was not available. The 
strategic resource plan could provide priority guidance to the func- 
tional areas in terms of their respective resource objectives for the 
middle- to long-term; it could also define the standards and mea- 
sures across the functional areas. An Army strategic resource plan 
would also provide the guidelines for the development of strategic 
resource plans for each of the functional areas.  The DPA&E re- 
quested that the Arroyo Center project team develop the strategic 
resource plan. Initial work on this commenced in the fall of 1996. 

2The Army Vision was promulgated by the Chief of Staff, Army, GEN Dennis J. Reimer 
in 1996 and expanded in Army Vision 2010 in 1997. 
3The Army Strategic Planning Guidance (ASPG) has subsequently been published in 
1998 and incorporated in TAP. 
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 Chapter One 

BACKGROUND AND PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The Army, like all the military departments, is being confronted by 
fundamentally changed strategic and resource environments. Re- 
quests for resources are increasingly being questioned because of 
continuing reductions in defense expenditures (beginning 1987) and 
the coUapse of the Soviet Union (1991). The Goldwater-Nichols leg- 
islation, passed in 1986,1 provided increased civilian management of 
the Department of Defense (DoD) and ensured that joint military 
judgment was an important part of all resource and operational 
decisionmaking. The level of detailed involvement by the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the Joint Staff (JS) with review of 
the services' resource priorities has increased significantly since the 
passage of this legislation, as evidenced by reviewing the Chairman's 
Program Assessment (CPA), the Chairman's Program Recommenda- 
tion (CPR), work done by the Joint Requirements Oversight Council 
(JROC), and emphasis given to program responses to the combatant 
commanders Integrated Priority Lists (IPLs). 

The management model used in the Goldwater-Nichols legislation is 
centralized planning and decentralized execution. The OSD pro- 
vides direction and guidance based on U.S. national security objec- 
tives. The commanders-in-chief (CINCs) request capabilities 
through the CINC requirements process. The military departments 
provide the resources for needed capabilities, as defined by their 

1Public Law 99-433, October 1,1986. 
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Title X functions.2 The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) 
and the OSD integrate and balance CINC demands and service pro- 
grams. In particular, the Goldwater-Nichols legislation redefined the 
role of the CJCS (and by default his staff) to include responsible pri- 
oritization of CINC requirements. The CJCS represents those re- 
quirements in the planning and programming phases of the Plan- 
ning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS). OSD is formally 
empowered by Title X to review and modify service program deci- 
sions. These functions are underpinned by revised versions of sev- 
eral existing resource identification and management processes- 
requirements, PPBS, JROC, and acquisition—and the development of 
new ones, such as the Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment 
(JWCA).3 

In September 1994, the Army Secretariat informed the Army Director 
of Program Analysis and Evaluation (DPA&E) that it wanted a Pro- 
gram Objective Memorandum (POM) process that involved the Sec- 
retariat more in the resource decision process.4 The Army's Man- 
agement Decision Packages (MDEPs) were to be more closely linked 
to Army resource decisionmaking.5 The Secretariat noted that the 

The Title X functions are the following: recruiting; organizing; supplying; equipping; 
training; servicing; mobilizing; demobilizing; administering; maintaining; construct- 
ing, outfitting, and repairing military equipment; constructing, maintaining, and 
repairing buildings, structures, and utilities; and acquiring real property and interests 
m real property necessary to carry out the responsibilities specified. Public Law 
99-433, October 1,1986. 
3The JWCA is a relatively new process and is an outgrowth of the JROC's responsibili- 
ties to identify operational shortfalls of the CINCs and determine which service 
proposals could solve the shortfall. Leslie Lewis and others have done extensive work 
on the JWCA and were instrumental in hosting a conference on military overseas 
presence and its relationship to the JWCA. JWCA was initiated in 1994 to assist the 
Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (VCJCS) in identifying the CINCs' priorities 
and their operational shortfalls for the near, middle, and long terms. 
4Army Assistant Secretary's internal Army memorandum, to PA&E, September 14, 
1995. An internal Army study sponsored by the Secretariat also identified a number of 
problems in how the Secretariat and Army Major Commands (MACOMs) participate 
in the PPBS process. 

MDEPs describe a complete activity or program, the resources required or allocated 
to perform the program throughout the budget and program years of the Future Years 
Defense Program (FYDP), and the listing of staff action personnel responsible for or 
interested in that program. The MDEP usually covers all appropriations required to 
execute the entire program. 
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current MDEP structure was too cumbersome and failed to provide a 
clear audit trail of resource decisions. 

ARMY PROGRAMMING: PRE-1996 OVERVIEW6 

Overview 

Programming is a major function within the Army's resource man- 
agement and decisionmaking process: the Planning, Programming, 
Budgeting, and Execution System (PPBES). The purpose of Army 
programming is "to distribute available manpower, dollars, and ma- 
teriel among competing requirements per Army resource allocation 
policy and priorities" (U.S. Army War College, 1995, p. 14-11; Head- 
quarters, Department of the Army, 1994). The programming func- 
tion allocates resources to requirements and capabilities that achieve 
the national security objectives and priorities established in the 
planning phases of DoD PPBS and Army PPBES. Decisions on re- 
source allocation complete the programming phase. In addition, 
resource allocation decisions are the foundation of the budgeting 
phase, during which the needed resources are obtained from 
Congress (U.S. Army War College, 1995, Ch. 14). 

Pre-1996 Organization of Army Programming 

The programming function and related decisionmaking are central- 
ized within the Army Headquarters staff but allow inputs from Major 
Commands (MACOMs), which are the principal field operating 
agencies, and from Program Executive Officers (PEOs), who are the 
materiel developers. The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial 
Management and Comptroller) (ASA [FM&C]) provides oversight for 
the entire PPBES, and the DPA&E is responsible for the prograrnming 
phase of the process. Several formal and informal organizations 
within Army Headquarters assist DPA&E in developing and review- 
ing requirements, allocating resources, and helping the Army leader- 
ship make the resource decisions that result in the POM. The POM is 
the official documentation of Army resource decisions and is the 
primary input to the DoD program review and issue cycle process. 

6For a complete history of Army programming and its organization, see Appendix A. 
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We describe the organization of Army programming in the following 
section. ° 

Organizational Elements 

Several organizational elements are involved in programming at 
Army Headquarters by being resident on the staff or sending repre- 
sentatives (Army Regulation 1-1: Planning, Programming, Budget- 
ing, and Execution System, 1994, Ch. 2 and 4): 

• MDEPs are the records through which the Army records deci- 
sions on resource allocation for various program activities 
MDEP Points of Contact (POCs) or managers are the staff propo- 
nents for each record. 

• PEGs are organized by staff function, responsibility, and major 
programs. The principal function of these groups is to allocate 
resources to MDEPs assigned to them by DPA&E. Through 1995 
the Army had 14 PEGs. 

• The Council of Colonels (COC) is an ad hoc body representing all 
major headquarters staff functions that assists in preparation, 
execution, and review of the programming function. 

• MACOMs are the principal field operating agencies, and PEOs 
are the principal acquisition agents of the Army. These two 
groups provide inputs into the PPBES to establish requirements 
and ultimately execute the resulting budgets. 

• The Program and Budget Committee (PBC) is the Army's PPBES 
oversight, review, and executive advisory organization. Its mem- 
bers are from the ARSTAF and Secretariat at the General Officer 
and Senior Executive Service (SES) level. 

• The PSG is chaired by the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations 
and Plans (DCSOPS) and is composed of the ARSTAF members at 
the Lieutenant General and invited Secretariat observers usually 
at the Assistant Secretary level. It reviews the programming out- 
put of the PBC. 

• The SELCOM (Select Committee) provided senior executive 
oversight on all PPBES and major policy matters, reviewed key 
issues, and recommended decisions to the Army senior leader- 
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ship. The committee was jointly chaired by the Under Secretary 
of the Army and the VCSA. The SELCOM was eliminated in 1995 
and replaced by the Army Resource Board (ARB). 

— ARB performs the same functions previously assigned to the 
SELCOM but with streamlined membership and the inclu- 
sion of the senior Army decisionmakers. There is also an ad 
hoc Army Resource Board Support Group (ARBSG), which 
informs, coordinates, discusses, reviews, and advises the ARB 
members on headquarters PPBES and policy matters. The 
ARB is composed of the Secretary of the Army; Under Secre- 
tary; Assistant Secretaries; Chief of Staff, Army (CSA); Vice 
Chief of Staff, Army (VCSA); and the DCSOPS. The Secretary 
of the Army chairs the ARB.7 

— Senior Army Decisionmakers include the Secretary of the 
Army, the CSA, the Under Secretary of the Army (USA), and 
the VCSA. The Secretary, with the advice of the CSA, ap- 
proves the Army POM. 

1995 ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES 

Following the recommendations of a 1995 Army Secretariat Special 
Review, the Blumenfeld Study, the Secretary of the Army imple- 
mented some major changes to the headquarters management and 
review organization. Figure 1.1 shows the Army program organiza- 
tion following the restructuring in 1995. The key changes affecting 
the programming function were the elimination of the SELCOM, 
seldom employed as a true deliberative body but more often used as 

7The membership of the ARB has evolved since this research and now appears to 
include the Assistant VCSA. Further, the Director of PA&E is often included as a non- 
voting participant who provides program and resource information to the member- 
ship Further, the ARB Support Group (ARBSG) was created to provide a forum, 
absent the senior Army leadership, that provides review, issue coordination, and 
recommendations on all phases of the Army PPBES to the ARB. The ARBSG is chaired 
by the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Financial Management and Comptroller 
(ASA (FM&O) The membership of the ARBSG includes all Assistant Secretaries of the 
Armv the General Counsel, DCSOPS, DPA&E, Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Army 
Budget (DAB), and the Special Assistant to the ASA (FM&O/ARB Executive Secretary. 
The use and influence of the ARBSG on Army PPBES has increased significantly since 
its initial activation in 1996. AR 11-32 provides the existing PPBES review process and 
organization. 
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In 1995 the SELCOM was replaced by the ARB and subsequently the ARBSG was 
created. The ARBSG organization was officially chartered by ASA (FM&C) memoran- 
dum in early 1996. During the programming phase of POM 98-03 the ARBSG initiated 
activities to coordinate resource allocation issues requiring ARB approval In subse- 
quent years, the ARBSG has functioned as an hierarchical body that reviews the 
recommendations of both the PBC and PSG 



Background and Project Overview     7 

an information forum, and the creation of the ARB. The ARB per- 
forms more active review and decision functions focused on re- 
sources but inclusive of the entire Army PPBES than those previously 
assigned to the SELCOM and with a streamlined membership that 
includes the senior Army decisionmakers. These changes provided 
increased civilian leadership involvement and visibility of the PPBES 
and related policy matters, but elimination of the SELCOM also re- 
duced the direct involvement in resource matters of several senior 
military staff principals including the deputy and assistant chiefs of 
staff except for the DCSOPS. Other PPBES organizations, such as the 
PBC, were retained without changes in function. 

Shortly after the creation of the formally constituted ARB, another 
PPBES, policy review, and executive-advisory group was formed on 
an ad hoc basis, called the ARBSG. Its initial and continuing purpose 
is to inform, coordinate, discuss, review, and advise the ARB mem- 
bers on headquarters PPBES issues and policy matters before their 
formal presentation to the ARB. 

The Army Programming Process 

Army programming is an ordered, event- and schedule-driven, hier- 
archical decision process. The process is centrally managed at the 
Army Headquarters with input from the MACOMs and PEOs that will 
ultimately execute many of the programs that Congress approves for 
funding in the budget. The process is normally initiated with senior 
Army leadership approval of TAP, which in Section III provides spe- 
cific objectives, program priorities, and resource guidance for pro- 
gramming.9 TAP employs an iterative method of establishing 
requirements and providing guidance and priorities to PEGs, which 
are responsible for interpreting TAP guidance and performing the 
detailed allocation of resources against requirements within their 
areas of responsibility, also detailed in the form of MDEPs. 

Each PEG resource allocation iteration is reviewed by oversight or- 
ganizations, such as the PBC, that give detailed guidance to the PEGs 

9Section III of TAP is titled the Army Programming Guidance Memorandum (APGM). 
The APGM is developed within the Directorate for Program Evaluation and Analysis 
(PA&E). 
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and adjust resource allocations to balance the broader program. 
After several iterations, the process identifies key resource issues, 
usually those requirements or programs that are not allocated suffi- 
cient resources to achieve their stated objectives, for discussion, 
guidance, and option development at a higher level. The process 
progresses through the oversight hierarchy, with each separate level 
attempting to winnow the issues until only a small number remain. 
These issues are then presented to the Army leadership with recom- 
mendations for decision. Options for addressing the final few issues 
are provided, and decisions are normally made that result in the 
resource allocation presented in the POM. 

Throughout this programming process, the DPA&E is responsible for 
maintaining a current and timely record of the resource allocation 
decisions in the Program Optimization and Budget Evaluation 
(PROBE) database. The PROBE database is a fiscally constrained tool 
that iteratively records Army programming decisions and provides 
visibility of Program Elements (PEs), MDEPs, and resources, i.e., 
funds by appropriation and manpower. The DPA&E is also empow- 
ered to analyze and evaluate the activities of the PEGs and PBC, 
assist in the development of program options to respond to issues, 
and oversee the balance of resource decisions between competing 
requirements, programs, and priorities established by the DCSOPS. 

Evaluating the Output of Programming 

External to the Army, the POM is expliciüy evaluated on the basis of 
the level of resourcing provided to a number of stated objectives 
provided within the Defense Program Guidance (DPG). The DoD 
Program Review Group (PRG) closely scrutinizes high-priority re- 
quirements and objectives and develops resource and program 
issues during the OSD issue cycle, which the Defense Resources 
Board (DRB) subsequently reviews. The DRB recommends issue de- 
cisions to the Secretary of Defense. The senior staff in OSD and JS, 
plus the CINCs, judge how well the Army POM responded to the 
established objectives and requirements in the Defense Planning 
Guidance (DPG), the National Military Strategy (NMS), the CJCS's 
Program Recommendations, and CINC Integrated Priority Lists 
(IPLs). These views often shape the debate of the issue cycle and de- 
cisions.  These decisions are announced in the form of Program 
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Decision Memorandums (PDMs), which provide direct feedback on 
the resourcing of high-priority programs and ultimately establish the 
total obligation authority (TOA) allocated each service, and more 
specifically the Army's portion of the DoD budget. 

Internal evaluation of the Army POM considers the effects on the 
allocation of Army resources after the PDM is compared to the POM. 
However, the barometer in measuring overall success of the POM 
has normally been the measure of Army TOA in the POM versus the 
Army TOA after the PDMs. An increase in TOA for the Army usually 
signals a successful programming phase. However, the specific out- 
comes of key issues and the allocation of resources to major pro- 
grams may cloud the comparative measure of TOA; in some cases 
where overall TOA has been increased, these individual outcomes 
may cause the ARSTAF to judge the programming phase to be less 
successful. However, prior to 1995, the Army seldom established in 
TAP or the APGM objective measures which could be used to evalu- 
ate the outcome of their programming efforts. 

Some Major Criticisms of the POM: 1993-1995 

Constraints on total resources notwithstanding, the general consen- 
sus of judgments, both internal and external to the Army, is that the 
FY92-97 and FY94-99 Army POMs did not adequately resource many 
established objectives and that resource allocation was not balanced 
across several competing high-priority requirements. For example, 
the investment area had been under-resourced since POM FY92-97 
and throughout successive FYDP periods through 1995. While readi- 
ness and force structure (through resourcing of end-strength) had 
received the highest resource priorities for these same program 
cycles, several programs had been allocated insufficient resources. 
These included the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) program, 
with underestimated implementation costs and overestimated sav- 
ings; military construction and housing; operations and mainte- 
nance functions, such as barracks modernization and depot mainte- 
nance; modernization programs, including technology development 
and equipment recapitalization; and more recentiy, active Army per- 
sonnel support operations, including incentives and promotions. 
During the same period, the lack of Army resources to support re- 
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quirements in CINC IPLs had been another cause of program 
criticism. 

OSD and the JS have also raised significant issues with the Army con- 
cerning its resource allocation decisions. They suggested that the 
active Army force structure was too large, that the ratio of Army 
combat to the combat support (CS) and combat service support 
(CSS) structure was not in balance with the needs of the military 
strategy, and that the Army National Guard force structure was not 
based upon validated force requirements. They further suggested 
that these issues were the principal foundation for the Army's 
resource shortage and program imbalance problems. 

As a counter to some of this criticism, the Army has argued that the 
program imbalance was caused by a lack of TOA coupled with pri- 
orities directed in the DPG. Further, the Army has strongly defended 
both the size and composition of its force structure without regard to 
its related high cost. The Army maintains that OSD has not allocated 
sufficient resources to achieve assigned program objectives and that 
reallocation of TOA within DoD is the key to solving its many identi- 
fied program problems. 

Review of these past criticisms and related arguments provided the 
initial basis for the project team to suggest ways to improve the pro- 
gramming process by developing specific measurable program ob- 
jectives that were supportive of external needs, such as operational 
capabilities, or derived demands from the Army's statutory func- 
tions. 

PROGRAMMING PROBLEMS AND ISSUES 

Review and analysis of the Army programming organization and 
process has revealed some issues that should be addressed when 
considering any future improvements. Our observations were based 
upon interviews with senior members of the Army Secretariat and 
ARSTAF, JS, and OSD with recent program or resource experience. 
Some of these observations deal with internal perspectives of needed 
programming improvements, and others are externally suggested 
from experience with Army program outputs and OSD issue cycles. 
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Lack of Visibility and Participation in Programmatic 
Decisions 

We mentioned previously that in 1995, the Army made some changes 
in the program review hierarchy. Those organizational changes were 
in response to criticism which cited the lack of participation from 
within the Army Secretariat. The ARB, and later the ARBSG, were 
designed to improve Army Secretariat involvement and increase 
civilian control of the PPBES and, more specifically, the program 
phase. The MACOMs have also voiced criticism over lack of partici- 
pation in the program decision forums. A response to improve the 
latter was to focus the agenda of the annual Winter Senior Comman- 
ders' Conference on key issues in the program phase and to expand 
the information included in the MACOM POM submissions. While 
these improvements have been generally well received, they have not 
eliminated the basis for continuing criticism. 

Another persistent criticism was the lack of visibility of programming 
choices, i.e., decisions, at the various levels of the program hierarchy 
and throughout the process. Usually, this criticism stemmed from 
lack of knowledge of specific resource changes at the detailed MDEP 
level and an absence of discussion, review, or debate in the formal 
organs for programming. This criticism was often voiced by mem- 
bers of the PBC, who are charged with review responsibilities and 
PEG oversight. As a result, the PROBE database was improved and 
made available to the entire ARSTAF and the Secretariat through an 
unclassified Army headquarters local area network to increase ac- 
cessibility to the resourcing decisions. The creation of the ARB and 
ARBSG has caused other players to become involved and has re- 
quired more senior headquarters executives to be informed on pro- 
gram requirements and resource-allocation activities. However, few 
executives with program responsibility had the time or inclination to 
use this tool. Lastly, the fourteen PEGs that initiated the resource 
allocation process in the programming phase continued to be the 
almost exclusive domain of the uniformed military members of the 
ARSTAF. The result was that increased visibility of decisionmaking 
remained elusive. 
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Program Oriented on Meeting Internal Army Objectives 

The external DoD community found that the Army programming 
process was internally focused and did not have outputs linked to the 
requirements of the joint warfighting environment and to the na- 
tional security goals. Army presentations often cited the DPG as the 
basis of their resource objectives but offered little rationale as to how 
programs met OSD and CINC needs. Further, it was apparent to 
many that the Army provided little specific guidance on support for 
the combatant commands at the initiation of programming and of- 
ten measured its support for CINC IPLs at the conclusion of the 
resource process. This suggested that joint warfighting needs and 
issues were not objectively resourced in Army programming, a con- 
tention that raised concern at the highest levels in DoD as to the 
importance the Army assigned to supporting the combatant com- 
mands. Further, most program presentations provided by the Army 
within OSD and the IS were criticized for the lack of program ratio- 
nale linked to these external needs. 

Subjective Overall Program Evaluation 

Both internally and externally, most people involved in resource and 
program activities believed Army programs through 1995 lacked bal- 
ance and gave inordinate priority to retaining military force structure 
(and related end-strength), that the investment area had long been 
sacrificed to support readiness and quality of life programs, and that 
TOA had been allocated to programs that were both costly and inef- 
ficient—e.g., infrastructure costs lacked detailed visibility, and the 
operational impact of changes in resourcing was not evident. 
Explicit measures of TOA and issue decisions aside, the overall 
evaluation of the Army POM was largely subjective. Our purpose was 
not to grade specifics of this process but merely to identify generic 
problems and their solutions that may help improve the 
programming organization and process. From these general internal 
and external statements on program output, there appeared 
sufficient motivation for improvement. 
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PROJECT OVERVIEW 

In early 1995, the DPA&E asked the RAND Arroyo Center to help the 
Army improve its ability to present and justify its resources. Mem- 
bers of OSD and the JS criticized the Army for not being sufficiendy 
responsive to the current DoD environment. They argued that the 
Army was identifying and justifying resources only internally, rather 
than within a joint context and based on the current fiscal realities.10 

The DPA&E asked the Arroyo Center project team to devise a frame- 
work and methodology for developing the Army POM 98-03 that 
would accomplish three main goals: 

1. Help the Army PA&E respond to the issues the Secretariat had 
raised concerning the Army POM-development process, the 
number of MDEPs, and their linkage to Army resource decisions. 

2. Provide visible linkage between the MDEPs and Army resource 
decisionmaking. Ensure that the proposed framework will help 
the Army develop resource options and make tradeoffs. The 
framework must link all resources to decisions. 

3. Ensure that any proposed improvements can be implemented for 
POM 98-03. 

The Arroyo Center indicated that a new, comprehensive framework 
should address the resource process concerns of the Army, OSD, and 
the JS already discussed. The framework had to consider such criti- 
cal issues as jointness and the integration of the service staff to link 
the Secretariat into the resourcing process (a recommendation made 
in the final report of the Commission on Roles and Missions of the 
Armed Forces [CORM]) (CORM, 1995, pp. 4-23 and 4-24). The 
framework also had to tie to the current Army PPBES organizational 
streamlining initiatives such as the Army headquarters redesign ef- 
forts.11 The framework needed to ensure that the Army program was 

10This viewpoint is based on a series of Arroyo Center interviews in late 1994 and early 
1995 with members of the OSD and JS concerning the Army's program and its ability 
to justify its resource decisions. 
nIn response to the CORM's recommendations, the Army conducted an 18-month 
analysis of alternative organizational structures for the Army headquarters. The final 
recommendations were provided in the Ottstott Report in early 1997. 
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balanced, i.e., the Army's priority demands had to be identified and 
resourced through an objective-based allocation of its supply of 
available resources, albeit constrained. Any proposed framework 
and process would have to be incrementally implemented because of 
the difficulty of fully implementing an entirely new organizational 
structure and process in POM 98-03. 

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT 

Chapter Two presents the new framework and process, and Chapter 
Three discusses the implementation of an interim framework. Chap- 
ter Four outlines the lessons learned and the next steps. There are 
three appendixes: Appendix A describes the former Army program- 
ming organization and structure. Appendix B discusses the founda- 
tional strategy-to-tasks resource management (STRM), which is the 
basis for the Objectives-Based Planning Resource Management 
framework (OBPRM). Finally, Appendix C provides an example of 
the briefing formats that the functional PEGs used to report their 
resource allocations to the PBC. 



 Chapter Two 

THE NEW FRAMEWORK AND PROCESS 

This primary project activity focused on identifying a framework and 
a supporting process that would enable the Army to identify its re- 
source objectives, requirements, and priorities in such a way as to 
develop a fiscally constrained program that was responsive to OSD 
and JS guidance and issues (top-down developed by leadership and 
given to the Army). Additionally, the framework and supporting pro- 
cess would support the Army's vision, institutional goals, and critical 
programs (bottom-up developed by the MACOMs, functionals, and 
staff and passed up to the Army leadership). 

We developed several essential criteria for the proposed framework. 

• The framework had to be both top down and bottom up. For in- 
stance, resource choices could be audited from the highest 
leVei_DPG or national security objectives—and resource deci- 
sions could be audited up the chain, beginning at the program 
element level. The generation of hierarchical sets of options is 
inherent to the process. The options could be within a particular 
Title X function, such as manning or training. The leadership 
should also be presented options that cut across resource areas: 
greater equipping versus reductions in manning; reductions in 
equipping versus greater technology investment, long-term re- 
search and development, etc. 

• All the Army's resources had to be considered within capability 
packages. For instance, the identification of the Patriot missile 
system as a defense against incoming Scud missiles has to in- 
clude all the associated resources, including those needed for de- 
ployment and sustainment of the system. Capability packages, 

15 
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therefore, would link resources for the service's Title X functions 
to the total set of capabilities they are able to provide to the joint 
force commander. Such an approach eliminates the practice of 
resourcing totally within stovepipes (a single functional area) be- 
cause all the resources associated with providing a capability 
have to be accounted for within a single package. 

The framework also had to ensure that tradeoff analyses are per- 
formed in a disciplined and consistent manner. Intertemporal 
(near-, middle-, and far-term) issues are addressed within the 
tradeoffs, giving the Army's program a longer time horizon than 
the six years associated with the DoD program. The framework, 
therefore, had to ensure the auditing of decisions over time. This 
is more than freezing the databases at particular points in time, 
which is the practice now. 

The framework had to accommodate the Army's culture and en- 
hance the Army's core capabilities. The Army's culture is 
grounded in centralized decisionmaking (with some MACOM 
participation) and decentralized execution. Additionally, the 
Army is an organization that finds it easier to accept evolutionary 
change than sudden change. It finds it difficult to incorporate 
change into the organization and more acceptable to change 
incrementally. 

For the military services, core capabilities must contain several 
attributes: 

— To claim a core capability, a service must have the skills and 
expertise that provide an important national security capa- 
bility. 

— The skills and capabilities must create and maintain real dis- 
tinctions among the services. The Army, along with the other 
services, must preserve and even strengthen these distinc- 
tions because that is what makes them unique. In addition, 
the services' skills and capabilities must be critical to the 
achievement of a strategic concept. 

— The capabilities that a service provides must also be impor- 
tant in the future. 

— The capabilities must be applicable across most mission sce- 
narios, and their utility and efficiency must be demonstrable. 
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— Core capabilities must also enhance an organization's com- 
petitiveness in the future, i.e., a core capability must provide 
long-term benefits. Therefore, to own a core capability, a 
service must be a key player in the critical strategic decisions 
that affect that capability even though other services might 
also have interest and investment in that capability area. 

The Director PA&E provided some ground rules to limit the project 
and to ensure the project was primarily focused on defining a new 
programming framework: 

1 The MDEP structure was not to be altered. MDEPs would con- 
' tinue to account for all Army resources. Shrinking the number of 

MDEPs would continue as a separate activity internal to the Army. 
In addition, the internal structure of individual MDEPs was to be 
considered as adequate. 

2 PROBE would remain the resource database. However, this proj- 
' ect would address the enhancement of the Army's overall analytic 

tools to support PPBS activities. 
3 Concepts for the resource decision architecture would be ad- 

dressed. This would include joint missions, the Title X functions, 
and their mapping to the joint missions. 

4 Processes that affect Army resource requirements would be iden- 
tified and some of their shortfalls would be discussed. These 
would include TAP, Total Army Analysis (TAA), and the Long 
Range Army Modernization Plan (LRAMP). Specific recommen- 
dations for change in these areas, however, would be deferred to a 
later phase of work. 

5 The new framework and process must support the Army's evolv- 
ing Resource Campaign Strategy, an effort to develop a resource- 
constrained approach to program development. 

NEW FRAMEWORK AND PROCESS 

The research team began by developing a conceptual overview of the 
basic elements of a resource strategy (see Figure 2.1). The mputs to 
the Army's strategic vision are (top left) external guidance from OSD, 
the JS, and Congress and (top right) the joint missions for which the 
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Army is expected to provide capabilities. This vision is the basis from 
which the Army defines its objectives, requirements, and priorities 
(center box), all of which are essential to a resource strategy These 
essential elements are refined by feeding the results of policies, pro- 
cesses, and measures of effectiveness back into the process of defin- 
ing the objectives, requirements, and priorities. The final output of 
this refinement process is a fiscally constrained resource strategy.i 

The sponsor specifically requested that the recommended frame- 
work and process be consistent with and responsive to the joint envi- 
ronment and, in particular, the JWCA process.2   In addition he 
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wanted the project team to build on earlier RAND work done for the 
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans, Force De- 
velopment (ADCSOPS-FD). We concluded that a modified applica- 
tion of the RAND-developed strategies-to-tasks resource manage- 
ment framework, the OBPRM,3 fit the criteria. The framework was 
modified to allow a mapping of service issues and programs into the 
broader joint framework while concurrently enabling individual 
analysis of Army-specific issues. The backbone of the existing STRM 
database is a set of joint operational objectives and their associated 
tasks; these enable CINCs to perform joint missions.    Since 
Goldwater-Nichols directed the services to provide the CINCs with 
the capabilities necessary to perform joint tasks in support of joint 
operational objectives, the Army needed to be able to link its activi- 
ties to joint operational objectives and tasks. We concluded that the 
key element of the crosswalk was the identification of Army mission 
areas, which are broadly defined activities, specific to a particular 
service, that allow the joint objectives to be filtered through a service- 
centric perspective. The mission areas in turn are defined by major 
operational objectives and tasks or capabilities. The joint structure 
could be linked to specific service issues that were denned and de- 
bated within a joint context but in sufficient detail to ensure that all 
service capability issues were addressed. Figure 2.2 depicts the top- 
down structure, showing the crosswalk from the RAND-developed 
OBPRM structure to the first level of the proposed Army structure.4 

The Army did not have a preexisting set of Army mission areas that 
could be directly applied. Instead, the Arroyo Center project team 
working with ODCSOPS derived them from several sources: The 
Army Modernization Plan, The Army Focus, POM FY94-99, and the 

intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance; overseas presence; joint readiness; 
combating terrorism; and reengineering infrastructure. The JWCA process provides 
inputs into the JROC deliberations and provides the VCJCS and CJCS with information 
for critical decisionmaking. 
3See Appendix B for a complete description of the STRM framework. 
4Army mission areas are also an assessment tool for measuring how well the Army 
program provides its share of the joint capabUities required by the CINCs. Assess- 
ments would be focused on identifying operational capability shortfalls, deficiencies 
or possible excesses. These assessments should precede the programming phase and 
might also be done at the completion of the POM. The former would inform the PEGs 
for resource allocation, while the latter assessment would identify issues not solved m 
the POM that could be raised to OSD in the program review cycle. 
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Figure 2.2—Army Mission Areas Provide a Connection to the Joint 
Operational Environment 
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Army LRAMP. The derived list captured all of the capabilities pro- 
vided by Army forces to combatant commanders in a concise, readily 
understood form. We then refined the list based on the previous 
RAND work for the JS on the integration of the JWCAs (Lewis, 
Schrader, Schwabe, and Brown, 1998). The Army mission areas were 
discussed with the sponsor prior to their modification. 

The assessment of Army mission areas and associated required ca- 
pabilities enabled us to define major Army resource objectives and 
tasks. Army-specific operational objectives and tasks allowed a par- 
ticular Army mission area to be linked to the resource objectives and 
tasks that enabled required capabilities. They also established hier- 
archical measures of effectiveness because they allowed evaluation 
of both the Army's ability to perform and how well the task was being 
resourced vis-ä-vis the associated objectives. Finally, one could 
measure the Army's ability to perform in joint mission areas through 
an examination of its mission areas and their ability to meet the joint 
operational objectives and tasks. 

The proposed framework now had to be linked to an Army decision 
process or architecture that enabled the Army leadership to manage 
all Army capabilities objectively and to focus on those issues that af- 
fected the Army's performance of its organizational Title X functions. 
Within this framework, the mission area assessments had to inform 
the resource allocation process. We proposed a three-tiered decision 
architecture (Figure 2.3) that tied together the three major elements 
of the framework: 

1. resource goals and objectives 

2. resource subobjectives and tasks 

3. MDEPs. 

This hierarchy linked orthogonally to Army mission areas, major 
Army operational objectives, and operational tasks or capabilities. 

The major issues brought before the senior leadership (top level) 
should focus on the'ability of the Army to perform its primary func- 
tions and provide capabilities and forces in support of the National 
Security Strategy. The number of objectives should be small, some- 
where around 20. 
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Figure 2.3—Recommended Resource Decision Architecture 

The second level of the decisionmaking process should concentrate 
on Army resource subobjectives and their associated tasks Each 
subobjective and task responds to demands for capabilities and is 
orthogonally associated with enabling resources. It is at this level 
that various resourcing options and alternatives for objectives and 
tasks should be addressed. The ARBSG and PBC are the principal 
review groups involved. 

The third tier (bottom level) of the hierarchy focuses on the PEGs 
This provides the bottom-up efforts of the PEGs an opportunity to 
resource against specific resource tasks and priorities. Resulting al- 
locations should account for all resources, including those that do 
not have visibility at the senior leadership or ARB level. Issues here 
consist of the directed activities that are resourced at the MDEP level 
but are not satisfied with the resources allocated to PEGs. 
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OBJECTIVE-BASED PROGRAMMING STRUCTURE 

The second element in defining a framework and process is the link- 
age of the Title X functions to the Army mission areas (Figure 2.4). 
The Tide X functions are critical because the services must perform 
them, as required by Goldwater-Nichols, to fulfill (to the maximum 
extent practicable) and enable the current and future operational re- 
quirements of the unified and specified combatant commands. The 
Tide X functions provide the CINCs with the capabilities necessary to 
perform their joint operational missions. Thus, the functions must 
be provided to all the mission areas. 

Six broad functions drawn from the 12 cited in Tide X statute were 
identified as critical to resourcing the Army:  Man, Train, Equip, 

RANDMH934-3.4 
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Organize, Sustain, and Installations.5 In our proposed scheme, the 
six functions intersect with each of the Army mission areas. 

The MDEPs provide a measure of how well the Army is resourcing a 
mission area capability; they are allocated to the PEGs based on the 
resource objectives and tasks that support required functions. Thus, 
functional decisions would then be evaluated within the mission 
areas. For instance, in the mission area of "deploy the force," a ca- 
pability assessment would have to address the adequacy of major 
regional contingency (MRC) deployment assets (the metrics of ade- 
quacy have yet to be determined). These assets would be associated 
with specific functional tasks and their associated MDEPs. The 
iterative adjudication of the assignment of resources within the 
Army's functional responsibilities assigned to PEGs provides the 
mechanism by which resources would be assigned, balanced, and 
ultimately linked to the support of the U.S. National Security Strat- 
egy. Figure 2.5 shows the illustrative crosswalk among mission areas 
and the corresponding orthogonal functional resource objectives 
and some sample MDEPs. 

As outlined earlier, the resourcing decision processes prior to 1995 
were not sufficiently interactive to support the proposed framework. 
The new process had to ensure development of hierarchical alterna- 
tives or options. It had to support an integrated participatory organi- 
zational structure that included the Secretariat, ARSTAF, and 
MACOMs. The review of the resources and their allocation across 
the Army's Title X functional responsibilities had to link the Army 
mission areas to joint operational missions and objectives. In addi- 
tion, the Army needed increased visibility of its total resources during 
its deliberative processes, which could improve its identification and 
review of program issues. The proposed deliberative process 
(bottom-up) and organization are shown in Figure 2.6. 

The initial iteration of resource allocation and program issues would 
be done within the Army Title X PEGs (lower left of Figure 2.6) with 
assessment inputs from the Army Mission Areas Review Groups (on 

The original six Tiüe X functions developed in 1995 were Man, Train, Equip Orga- 
nize Supply, and Facilities. These were altered in 1996 by changing Supply to Sustain 
and Facilities to Installations to be more consistent with the broader contexts of those 
respective functions. 
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Figure 2.5—Examples of Mapping Current MDEPs into Mission Areas and 
Title X Functions (PEGs) 1997 

the right). The Army mission area assessments, which assessed pro- 
grams versus Army mission area objectives for support of joint 
requirements, would be considered along with the MACOM's input. 
The MACOM's inputs were critical for ensuring incorporation of 
MACOM viewpoints on what and how capabilities could be provided 
into the resourcing process. 
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Figure 2.6—1996 Program Review and Decision Structure 

The interactions between the Army Title X PEGs and the Army Mis- 
sion Areas Review Group were intended to result in subprogram 
options and assessments. For instance, an area of potential discus- 
sion could be the capabilities required for the Support Peace Opera- 
tions Mission Area. Assessments of the status of these capabilities 
could inform the Organizing and Equipping PEGs that there are in- 
sufficient CS/CSS units and specific types of equipment to ensure the 
capabilities to support the joint operational objectives and tasks as- 
sociated with that Army mission area. The two groups would inter- 
actively and iteratively posit several alternative ways to overcome the 
shortfall, with the PEGs recommending the final resource allocation. 

Proposed subprograms and issues identified for future option devel- 
opment would be elevated to the PBC for review, integration, and 
higher-level cross-cutting option development.  For instance, the 
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PBC might address the CS/CSS force structure issue by developing 
and proposing options that fund increases in the size of the CS/CSS 
and pay for it by proposing changes in the Army's operational tempo 
(OPTEMPO). The subprogram options and recommendations are 
then raised to a senior Army integrator for higher-level integration 
and evaluation. 

The Army established an AVCSA office in September 1996 to handle 
some of the requirements and program integration issues within the 
paradigm of the ARSTAF's responsibility for requirements identifica- 
tion. The AVCSA's job would not be to make resource decisions but 
to ensure that options are developed, evaluated, and proposed to the 
senior Army leadership that are balanced across priority objectives 
and with appropriate allocations of the resources being demanded. 
This integration task is critical to ensuring that issues and, ultimately, 
the Army program are in balance—its supply (total available 
resources) and demand (requirements) are balanced in a manner 
that provides the best set of capabilities to perform the joint mis- 
sions. For instance, the AVCSA might go back to the PBC with the 
CS/CSS-OPTEMPO option and argue that OSD guidance prohibits 
any reductions in the services' OPTEMPO because of near-term 
readiness concerns. He could ask the PBC to identify other, more- 
feasible options to increase the CS/CSS force; request a stronger 
justification for why the increases should be funded from the 
OPTEMPO accounts; or suggest alternative tradeoffs between unre- 
solved issues and force structure. 

The PSG is responsible for establishing priorities for major outstand- 
ing unfunded requirements and funding sources, and recommend- 
ing options for solution to the ARB for review, comment, and guid- 
ance. The PSG must assure support for key operational capabilities, 
as well as, critical objectives related to Army functions. This interac- 
tion defines the highest tier of our three-tiered review and decision 
structure (Figure 2.3); it identifies the key issues that must have se- 
nior leadership review and decision because they affect the Army as 
an institution. 

The DPA&E's guidance to the Arroyo Center project team stated that 
in each phase of the programming decision process members of the 
Secretariat were to have full participation in and visibility into the 
Army's resource decisions. The MACOMs were also to be given vis- 
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ibility. In response to this guidance, the project team recommended 
that the Tide X review and analysis groups (PEGs) should be co- 
chaired by senior members of the Army staff and the Secretariat (e.g., 
general officers, SES staff, and deputy assistant secretaries). The or- 
ganizational aspect of this recommendation was directly responsive 
to the guidance. This action also supported the higher purpose by 
providing the necessary representation to assure decisions on the 
allocation of the Army's resources in functional areas would support 
the full range of capabilities across mission areas. This requires the 
consideration and review of those members of the headquarters 
staff, both civilian and military, who are responsible for executing 
those decisions once they are finalized. Figure 2.7 is an illustration of 
how the functional program evaluation groups could be co-chaired. 

SUMMARY 

The new resourcing framework and process are a mechanism by 
which all Army capabilities are assessed and programmed. The ob- 
jective is to provide a repeatable process that provides a mechanism 
for the Army leadership to establish priorities with clearly defined 
measurable objectives. The framework links to the joint arena 
through the Army mission areas and concurrently supports the 
Army's core functional responsibilities. Subsequent to the develop- 
ment of this approach, a foundation was laid for rebuilding Army 
long-range strategic planning by demanding that investment deci- 
sions be based on objectives and assessments of needed capabilities 
that look beyond the POM years. 

The framework also integrally links Army program choices to the 
joint warfighting objectives and to the national security goals. In 
program-building activities prior to 1996, joint considerations were 
often incorporated into the program only after the resource choices 
had been determined. This approach integrates joint considerations 
into the process through the Army mission areas, which are derived 
from joint mission areas and enabled by resourcing the Army func- 
tions. Such an approach will allow the Army to build and justify its 
program within the context of joint missions and the CINCs. 

The approach also demonstrates that the Army is a critical provider 
of capabilities to the joint warfighting arena. For instance, the Army 
provides essential capabilities to the mission areas of sustaining 
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Figure 2.7—Tide X Functional Review 

forward-deployed forces and conducting peacetime operations. The 
Title X functions delineate the responsibilities of the services in pro- 
viding capabilities and forces to joint-force commanders. In addi- 
tion, the functional areas provide natural groupings by which to ex- 
amine, in a balanced manner, the allocation of resources to meet the 
hierarchy of resource goals, objectives, and tasks. 

The orthogonal linkage of functions to mission areas will enable the 
Army to assess the total demand against available resources. De- 
mands for certain resources are not mutually exclusive. For instance, 
the demand for forces to support MRC combat and peace operations 
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might be the same set of units; however, the training requirements 
for each of those demands could be significantly different and would 
require separate resourcing. 

The proposed framework will also enhance the ability of the Army to 
perform hierarchical tradeoff analyses and build options in a disci- 
plined and repeatable manner. To meet the objectives and capabili- 
ties defined within the mission areas, internal options must be 
developed and assessed, because the demand for resources most 
often exceeds the available supply, which is being heavily competed 
for in other mission areas. Conversely, the functional areas have 
only a finite amount of resources that they can provide to meet the 
demands across mission areas. At a higher level, the Army must de- 
cide how it will balance its resources across functional areas to meet 
its total resourcing obligations in all mission areas. Therefore, it 
might have to trade off manning resources to increase its training 
resources to meet increasing demands for peace operations. 

The process is participatory in that the MACOMs and the Army Sec- 
retariat are involved at critical points in the decision process. The 
functional review groups (PEGs) are co-chaired by and composed of 
senior members of the Army and Secretariat staffs, thus ensuring that 
military judgment is linked to civilian policy perspectives and sensi- 
tivities. This integration is consistent with the intent of the 
Goldwater-Nichols legislation. 



Chapter Three 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW FRAMEWORK 
AND PROCESS 

The DPA&E was concerned about the Army's ability to implement 
the new framework fully, given the POM schedule. Any change could 
induce some organizational and process turbulence. TAP had been 
approved and published in October 1995; by November, the POM 
process had already begun, still structured around the 14 functional 
PEGs. The PBC had fully institutionalized the existing PEG-MDEP 
structure. The existing PEG representatives had already articulated 
strong resistance to changing the current PEG structure or even 
eliminating a few marginal PEGs. 

The new framework and process discussed in Chapter Two required 
phased implementation by the Army leadership; the Arroyo Center 
made modifications concerning implementation of the process in 
late 1995. The then-current Army POM development organization 
and processes could only partially support the framework and re- 
quired modification. For instance, the existing PEG structure was 
very cumbersome and narrowly stovepiped by a combination of 
functional and organizational groupings that needed to be restruc- 
tured according to the six broad Tide X functions. Subsequent work 
has focused on full implementation of the framework, including the 
mission areas. 

The process by which these PEGs allocated resources, adjudicated 
resource issues, and were assigned MDEPs also needed to be altered. 
The then-current process lacked discipline and did not explicidy 
identify resource objectives, set priorities, or provide an audit trail of 
resource decisions and tradeoffs. For example, why were certain re- 

31 
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source demands given priority over others? What requirements had 
resources traded away to fund other demands? 

The DPA&E, in coordination with ODCSOPS, assured TAP would be 
incorporated into the new process. Prior to 1996, all the MDEPs were 
individually assigned to one of the 14 PEGs, based on the broadly 
stated resource objectives found in TAP. Importantly, since each 
PEG prepared the objectives associated with its corresponding re- 
source area, TAP did not explicitly identify priorities within or across 
the PEGs, priorities within the total Army, or measures of effective- 
ness. Effectiveness was most often measured by the number of 
MDEPs resourced without any determination of the capabilities 
provided the Army. 

TAP was built around the existing PEG objectives rather than the ca- 
pability needs recommended Army mission areas. As late as early 
January 1996, the mission area proponents had not been identified, 
and the new panels were not operational. Members of the office of 
the DPA&E expressed concerns over the Army's ability to formulate, 
prepare, and fully operate the mission area assessment panels in the 
time available. In addition, MDEPs had not yet been realigned ac- 
cording to the new Title X-six PEG organizational structure. 

INTERIM PROGRAM ORGANIZATION 

These concerns were sufficient to cause the DPA&E to ask for an in- 
cremental implementation of the new framework and process. An 
incremental implementation would allow the Army to gradually put 
into place key elements of the new framework and process with less 
turbulence at the time of the on-going programming phase. The in- 
cremental approach, however, would strongly signal to the Army 
staff the leadership's concern with developing a balanced program 
that responded to OSD's and the JS's issues and that could be justi- 
fied in the budget to Congress. Further, such an approach supported 
other needed improvements, such as increased participation by the 
Army Secretariat, improved visibility of the resource-allocation pro- 
cess, more discipline in resource decisionmaking, and open consid- 
eration of alternative resource tradeoffs. 

The most contentious area for implementation was the alteration of 
the current PEG structure. Many existing PEG chairs argued that re- 
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aligning the MDEPs among new PEGs was institutionally too hard to 
do within the allowable time. Nevertheless, the DPA&E decided that 
the existing PEG structure and its associated MDEPs would be re- 
aligned according to the six broad Title X functions. Lacking the or- 
ganization to assess operational objectives, capabilities, and tasks 
within new Army mission areas, the Mission Area Teams, the Army 
would program for this POM solely according to resource objectives 
and tasks supporting the six primary functions of the Army derived 
from TAP. The Army leadership would also establish and approve 
functional goals, objectives, and priorities for their associated re- 
source tasks. The new PEGs would be required to allocate assigned 
resources according to their resource tasks and priorities and among 
their MDEPs. 

To increase the involvement of the Army Secretariat, each new PEG 
would be co-chaired with a representative from the appropriate 
cognizant office in the Secretariat and a representative from the 
cognizant ARSTAF agency. For example, the training PEG is co- 
chaired by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Manpower and Reserve Affairs) and the Office of the Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Operations and Plans (ODCSOPS). Further, the rank of these 
co-chairs was raised to be equivalent to general officer or SES to en- 
sure early, continuous, and responsible senior management over- 
sight and involvement. The full PEG membership was then enlarged 
to accommodate those Secretariat and ARSTAF agencies with policy, 
program, or execution responsibility. 

PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW FRAMEWORK 
AND PROCESS 

The partial implementation of the new framework and process re- 
quired that a different set of linkages be identified before the com- 
mencement of Title X functional PEGs' deliberations. The focus was 
now on establishing measures of effectiveness for allocating re- 
sources within the modified resourcing stovepipes (PEGs). At some 
point in the process, the operational objectives and tasks associated 
with mission areas would have to be integrated back into the delib- 
erations to rebalance the Army-centric perspectives and choices with 
those of OSD and Congress. 
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It was determined that a structure similar to that of OBPRM would be 
built, focused on adjusting PEG resource allocations. The process 
used to support the framework would focus on programming to re- 
source objectives. It would also adhere to the three-tiered decision- 
making construct discussed in Chapter Two. The hierarchical 
framework would be organized according to total Army goals and re- 
source objectives, subobjectives, and tasks. Figure 3.1 shows the 
partial framework, the Mission Area teams being the only element 
missing from full implementation. 

ARMY FUNCTIONAL GOALS 

The Arroyo Center team drew up an initial set of total Army func- 
tional goals, since they formed the highest level of the new resource 
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framework. Army functional goals were identified within the context 
of the total Army as a provider of capabilities. The goals were drawn 
primarily to support the 12 functions assigned the Army in Title X of 
the United States Code but streamlined to support the six represen- 
tative functions most often noted in existing Army policy statements, 
Army doctrinal documents, and several recent Army publications. 
They were further modified to ensure that only qualitative references 
to resources were included.1 ARSTAF reviewed and revised the goals, 
which the Army leadership ultimately approved. These goals identify 
the enduring values of the Army as an organization and change little 
over time. The following six institutional-level functional goals were 
identified in 1996:2 

1. Man—Resource programs at levels that attract and retain suffi- 
cient high-quality personnel. 

2. Train—Achieve directed levels of readiness to meet the needs of 
warfighting CINCs and execute other Title X functions. 

3. Equip—Extend current technology overmatch into the future 
through modernization and recapitalization. 

4. Organize—Provide the Total Army force structure required to 
achieve directed capabilities. 

5. Sustain—Ensure sufficient support for CINC Operation Plans and 
other direct operational missions. 

6. Installations—Maintain at least minimal essential infrastructure 
to execute Title X responsibilities. 

Resource Objectives 

The second level of the new resource framework is the resource ob- 
jectives. The Arroyo Center project team derived the initial set from 
TAP and discussions with the Army leadership and staff. Resource 
objectives were developed for each of the goals supporting the six 

JSuch terms as "providing sufficient" or "maintain the minimal essential" capabilities 
were used to establish the baseline for the resource objectives needed to meet a goal. 
2It should be noted that these goals were subsequently evolved with each edition of 
the APGM, Section III of TAP. 
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streamlined Title X functions. The resource objectives form the 
highest level of review (the top tier of the three-tiered structure). Ul- 
timately, the resource objectives that were not adequately resourced 
in the program would form the key issues for leadership review and 
decision. ARSTAF revised the initial list of resource objectives, and 
Army leadership approved the final one. Seventeen resource objec- 
tives were initially identified across the six PEGs (functions). The 
1996 resource objectives are listed in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1 

1996 Army Resource Objectives 

Function Number   Resource Objective 

Man 

Train 

1.1 

1.2 

2.1 

2.2 

Equip 

2.3 

2.4 

3.1 

3.2 

3.3 

Maintain an affordable end strength of no more than 
495,000 AC, 575,000 RC, and civilian manpower to support 
the required warfighting force and to meet essential force 
sustainment functions 
Provide for special programs and quality-of-life initiatives 
that contribute to Total Army Readiness 

Provide for DPG-specified force elements at directed levels 
of readiness at reduced costs by investing in modern 
training technologies 
Provide for officer acquisition, initial entry, leader devel- 
opment, and other training and education programs that 
link critical individual skills to unit skills by reducing: man 
days; temporary duty status; permanent change of station; 
trainees, transients, holdees, and students infrastructure; 
and manpower costs by investing in training technology 
Provide the Army for a continental U.S.-based power 
projection capability 
Ensure that Army's military operations support the 
national military strategy across the full spectrum of 
conflict 

Efficiently support the requirement of the Army Modern- 
ization Program and Plan to meet joint warfighting 
requirements 
Provide for resource-efficient research, development, and 
acquisition infrastructure required to support essential 
science and technology, and test and evaluation and 
munitions management 
Invest in the Total Army standard for Horizontal Technol- 
ogy Integration of digitization, automation, and informa- 
tion management to improve resource efficiency 
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Table 3.1—continued 

Function Number   Resource Objective 

Organize 4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 

Sustain 5.1 

5.2 

Installations     6.1 

6.2 

Establish MTOE force structure and TDA direct support 
forces to meet wartime requirements of the NMS as 
articulated in DPG Illustrative Planning Scenarios 
Provide minimum essential table of distribution and 
allowances structure to provide peacetime sustainment 
and training and wartime mobilization and power projec- 
tion capabilities for the Army modified table of organiza- 
tion and equipment force structure 
Support programs that serve special needs of the Total 
Army 
Provide the necessary civilian workforce to implement the 
Army's portion of the NMS 

Provide affordable investment in core logistics programs 
that support Army warfighting capability and the Army 
Strategic Logistics Plan as it develops, integrates, and fields 
initiatives vital to improvements in logistics effectiveness 
and efficiency 
Provide essential Army War Reserve capability to support 
warfighting needs 

Provide an efficient base operations support program that 
ensures essential services and facilities to support readi- 
ness of the force at the same standard for all Army 
installations 
Invest in barracks, family housing, and other critical 
facility programs to achieve standards on an affordable 
schedule 

The Army resource framework objectives specify both qualitative and 
quantitative measures. For instance, a qualitative subobjective in the 
manning function for objective 1.2 was "restore investment in 
barracks, housing and facility revitalization to achieve established 
standards and schedule," while in the training function, a quantita- 
tive measure was assure "'X' force elements at 'Y' level of readiness 
(per DPG)."3 Seventeen resource objectives were identified across 
the six functions. 

3Of course, we have used the generic "X" and "Y" values to substitute for the classified 
values provided in the actual APGM. 
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Resource Subobjectives and Tasks 

Once the Army resource objectives were approved, resource sub- 
objectives and tasks were developed. These were also derived from 
TAP and staff knowledge of capability needs. A subobjective ampli- 
fies and disaggregates a resource objective into component ele- 
ments. It provides a mechanism to gain greater functional specificity 
of an objective and ensure fidelity of associated tasks. A resource 
task is the lowest level of resource guidance and is an enabler of the 
resource objectives and subobjectives. The ARSTAF developed the 
resource tasks and recommended priorities to the Army leadership 
for approval. For POM 98-03, 187 resource tasks were approved, 
allocated to the appropriate PEGs, and assigned priorities. 

Priorities for Resource Tasks 

Resource task priorities were developed to ensure that the PEGs 
would have sufficient guidance to support their allocation of re- 
sources. The priorities consider, at the highest level, the relative im- 
portance across all functions of the Army, and at other levels, the 
relative importance within a specific functional area or PEG. The 
priorities are in four hierarchical groupings but were not directiy re- 
lated to specific resourcing levels (i.e., there are no established 
minimum amounts or percentages of funding required by a priority, 
and priorities do not direct a specific hierarchy of resources). These 
priorities also address the criticality and associated risk of an activity 
relative to other activities. The risk to the achievement of Army goals 
and resource objectives is also a direct consideration within these 
priorities, with higher priorities having little margin for risk and 
lower priorities having the potential to assume increased risk. Once 
again, risk should not be directly associated with resource levels. For 
instance, a Priority III task could be resourced fully, since partial re- 
sourcing might produce excessive risk (e.g., breach a contract 
threshold). The priorities used for the Army POM in the Spring of 
1996 are shown below: 

• Priority I: These tasks are of fundamental importance to the 
overall achievement of the specified goals of the Army as an insti- 
tution {not the individual components or commands within the 
Army, such as the Training and Doctrine Command [TRADOC]). 
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They have major influence on the Army's role of providing for the 
operational needs of the CINCs. The tasks are generally endur- 
ing, and their achievement is directly related to the objectives of 
the NMS. Tasks assigned this priority are the most important to 
the Army leadership, and very little risk to their achievement 
should be accepted. 

• Priority II: These tasks are important to the achievement of the 
key resource objectives within a primary function of the Army 
(Man, Equip, Train, etc.). They either broadly or directly support 
the principal elements of their related function and are consid- 
ered critical to its achievement over the long term. There should 
be low risk associated with the achievement of these tasks. 

• Priority III: These tasks are important to enabling some portion 
or subsystem of a primary function of the Army. They are sup- 
portive of narrow aspects of resource objectives. Their achieve- 
ment usually supports or enables a key resource subobjective of 
that function. There should be no more than moderate risk as- 
sociated with the achievement of these tasks. 

• Priority IV: These tasks are of lesser importance (i.e., not Priori- 
ties I—III) and require either program visibility (i.e., in response to 
Army, OSD, CINC, or congressional special interest or directed 
guidance), close coordination among more than one PEG, or 
exchange of resource information among one or more staff 
agencies and MACOMs.4 They can be related to one or more 
primary functions of the Army or a number of key resource 
objectives. Generally, these tasks do not pose any significant risk 
to the achievement of the overall Army goals or key resource 
objectives. 

Resource Allocation Process 

The six functional PEGs were also assigned a process framework and 
a schedule of events to guide their resource deliberations and deci- 
sions. Data were provided to the PEGs to establish a baseline for 

4It should be noted that the Priority IV tasks have subsequently been replaced by 
Priority 0 tasks that require multiple PEG coordination or special visibility and are not 
ranked according to their strict resource priority (i.e., Priority I- II). 
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their assigned MDEPs based upon the recent Army budget and 
FYDP, new unprogrammed requirements and requested adjust- 
ments, and information on MACOM programmatic decisions. The 
PEGs reviewed and validated the many requirements supporting 
their assigned resource tasks and MDEPs. Using their specified re- 
source objectives and tasks, along with stated priorities, the PEGs 
were provided a structure for allocating resources within their func- 
tions. Next, DPA&E allocated Army program resources to the six 
PEGs. A schedule for resource-allocation decisions, data outputs, 
and related PBC briefings from the PEGs was then established! 
Together, these provided the PEGs a structured process for produc- 
ing functional subprograms for review, adjustment, and integration 
that are the foundation of the Army POM. Other levels of review and 
adjustment, such as the ARB, ensured program balance and issue 
resolution in progress to a final program review and approval by the 
Army leadership. 

A TRANSPARENT AND DISCIPLINED PROGRAMMING 
PROCESS 

The DPA&E also required mechanisms to ensure that the resource 
allocations of the PEGs were both transparent and disciplined. To 
support this requirement, an interactive spreadsheet connected to 
relational databases that contained the resource objectives and tasks 
(already covered) and the joint operational missions, objectives, and 
tasks was developed (see Appendix B). These spreadsheets guided 
the PEGs in developing and providing information on their review of 
requirements, deliberations on alternative ways to meet assigned 
tasks, and later their resource-allocation decisions among tasks and 
MDEPs. The information the PEGs provided in these spreadsheets 
allowed the establishment of a baseline for requirements prior to any 
decisions on allocation of resources. Later spreadsheet information 
documented the PEG resource-allocation considerations, tradeoffs, 
and decisions. Comparison of these sets of PEG information pro- 
vides an audit trail for review by both the PBC and elements in 
DPA&E that are responsible for reviewing these resourcing decisions 
m relation to the operational needs of Army mission areas. 

The PEGs were also asked to assess their allocation of the resources 
assigned to them. An assessment scale was devised to score each re- 
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source task. The assessments were included with other information 
entered in the spreadsheets corresponding to the decisions support- 
ing PROBE data inputs for POM File 1.0. In addition to the assess- 
ments, resource tasks that were not changed from the original re- 
source baseline (PROBE Base File 3.0)5 were listed as No Change. 
The three possible assessment scores are as follows: 

• A: Adequately resourced to ensure all validated requirements so 
this task can be accomplished. 

• P:  Partially resourced but will not accomplish all validated 
requirements of this task. 

• U: Unfunded and validated requirements of this task will not be 
accomplished. 

Use of relational databases allowed the review and analysis of re- 
source allocations to individual resource tasks, allocations to the 
tasks that support each subobjective, and allocations that support 
each of the resource objectives in each of the functional areas. This 
allowed visibility of resourcing decisions versus assigned priorities 
and knowledge of tradeoffs made from the baseline. The data also 
supported the development of alternative funding sources for se- 
lected resource issues. Further, this information allowed application 
of the initial OBPRM architecture to consider resourcing adjust- 
ments, with the assistance of the PEGs, to improve support for joint 
operational needs during the PBC's deliberations. 

Common information briefing formats were also developed (see Ap- 
pendix C) and provided to the PEGs for presentation of their resource 
decisions to the PBC. These formats focused on assessments of re- 
sourcing at the objective level, summarized assessments of tasks 
within priority groupings (A, P, and U), identified resource issues, 

5This was the situation in the spring of 1996, but it should be noted that the number of 
Base FUes and POM Files is often unique to the specific programming year. Additional 
data files are used as needed, in particular, some POM Files have recorded 
intermediate decision points of the PSG and ARB. 
6PROBE database positions during Army programming fall into two categories. Base 
Files record current resource positions and new requirements, usually irornthe 
MACOMs POM Files iteratively record new resource-allocation decisions until the 
creation of POM File 3.0 (or the appropriate number), which records the final program 
decisions of the Secretary of the Army and the CSA. 
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and made an overall assessment of the capability to accomplish the 
function in both the near and far terms (budget years and program 
years, respectively). Use of common presentations allows the PBC to 
identify cross-cutting issues, to determine potential sources for issue 
resolution, and to develop a sense of the program balance across the 
six functions. Subsequently, the PBC can issue guidance to the PEGs 
to make resource allocation adjustments that will address many of 
the identified but unresolved resource issues. 

MISSION-AREA OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

During the program development process in 1996, the outputs of 
these six PEGs—both initial validation of requirements and resource 
allocation decisions-were assessed within DPA&E against joint op- 
erational requirements using the new mission areas and their asso- 
ciated joint operational objectives and tasks. These assessments 
provided a cross-cutting examination of how Army resource deci- 
sions addressed joint and OSD needs, including those identified by 
the CINC IPLs. The DPA&E recommended appropriate alternative 
resource adjustments to enable key operational needs to the PBC for 
consideration and direction to the PEGs for execution. This opera- 
tional assessment, albeit limited by the knowledge and experience of 
PA&E personnel, was accomplished concurrently with the PEG 
briefings of their POM File 1.0 decisions to allow timely discussion 
and direction to the PEGs for inclusion in POM File 2.0 resource 
adjustments. 

Mission Area assessments were then reviewed, adjusted, and pre- 
sented to each subsequent resource review body (e.g., PSG) to pro- 
vide information on outstanding operational issues and the overall 
level of support the Army program provided to address joint opera- 
tional needs. This ensured that resource decisionmakers understood 
how their resource decisions affected joint operational objectives 
and tasks during their reviews. While the Mission Area assessments 
were limited in depth, they were provided a basis for adjusting 
resource-allocation decisions. However, these assessments did not 
provide the necessary foundation for the resource allocation as they 
were developed and accomplished in-process. While they ensured 
that joint operational needs received increased visibility and direct 
consideration during the Army's programming process, the need to 
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begin earlier in the process with dedicated Mission Area teams was 
recognized in subsequent full process implementation. 

The analytic utilization of the new mission areas during the 1996 re- 
view of the PEG resource decisions, however, became a concern to 
members of the PA&E staff. They concluded that because the mis- 
sion areas had not been sufficienuy vetted within the ARSTAF, their 
use for adjudication of resources would not be valued and could 
contribute to unnecessary debate within the ARSTAF that detracted 
from the POM process. They favored reliance on the IPLs as the final 
basis for assessing PEG decisions in meeting CINC requirements. 
The Arroyo Center project team maintained that such an approach 
looked retrospectively at resource decisions and identified where 
they coincidentally satisfied IPL requirements. As a result, these de- 
cisions did not significanüy weigh long-term CINC needs, but rather 
focused on near-term resource needs. The project team also rea- 
soned that the approach was not significanüy different from how the 
Army had previously evaluated its resource decisions in the joint 
arena. 

The DPA&E subsequentiy concluded that the mission areas should 
be used for internal assessments of how the PEG decisions met joint 
requirements. He also wanted the mission areas to provide some 
indication of where any remaining funds should be allocated, provid- 
ing only marginal utility to these assessments. In addition, there 
were a number of areas that the DPA&E felt were overresourced and 
from which some funding could be reallocated to those areas that 
were not sufficienuy resourced. However, he wanted these decisions 
based on some qualitative and (if available) quantitative analysis. 

Several action officers from PA&E, with the support of the Arroyo 
Center project team, performed the operational assessment. The 
evaluation was designed around the tasks associated with each of the 
mission areas, the demands identified in the CINCs' IPLs, and the 
allocation of resources within the PEGs based on the agreed-upon 
resource goals, objectives, and tasks. The assessment focused on 
both the number of times a single issue was raised in the IPLs and its 
association with the tasks contained in the mission areas. For ex- 
ample, several of the warfighting CINCs raised the issue of sufficient 
CS/CSS units to support both their MRC requirements (modeled and 
supported by the Army) and their ongoing peacetime mission activi- 
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ties (not separately resourced by the Army). The need for the Army 
to provide sufficient numbers of CS/CSS units appeared many times 
in the IPLs. The combination of the requirements for CS/CSS for the 
Army to perform certain tasks associated with several mission areas 
and the need the CINCs articulated vis-ä-vis the IPLs enabled the as- 
sessment team to determine that the demand for CS/CSS units and 
equipment was quite high.7 This qualitative assessment was pro- 
vided to the Army to assist in the final adjudication of resources and 
to help ensure that a balanced POM was developed. 

Bottom-Up Review guidance indicated that Army peacetime requirements should be 
met with the resources for wartime missions. 



 Chapter Four 

LESSONS LEARNED AND NEXT STEPS 

The evaluation of the new POM process was completed in two parts. 
First, the DPA&E directed that an after-action, lessons-learned activ- 
ity be conducted to assess what needed to be changed and improved 
upon for the next POM. In early July 1996, the PEG executives and 
administrators from across the ARSTAF, as well as, representatives 
from Director of Information Systems for Command, Control, Com- 
munications, and Computers (DISC4); the National Guard Bureau 
(NGB); Office, Chief of Army Reserve (OCAR); and the Army Budget 
Office (ABO) met to discuss their views and make recommendations 
on how the newly implemented process might be further improved. 
Second, the Arroyo Center project team conducted its own inter- 
views with several key participants from the offices listed above and 
from offices within DCSOPS, DPA&E, and AVCSA, who represented 
various perspectives on the revised process.1 

Generally, the participants in the revised POM process agreed that 
the Army had needed to change its process and realign it to better 
reflect the current resource environment. Few participants had 
problems with the new framework, although it was clear from the 
project team interviews that most of the participants viewed the new 
process as being a reconfiguration of the PEGs along the six stream- 

JThe 1996 POM FY98-03 After-Action Review (AAR) is contained in a memorandum for 
distribution dated July 18, 1996, from the Chief of the PA&E Program Development 
Division The Arroyo Center conducted interviews with members of the ARSTAF and 
participants in the POM process from July to August 1996. Individuals were inter- 
viewed from the DCSOPS, Installation, and Modernization and Force Development 
directorates. 

45 
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lined Title X functions and the development of resource objectives 
and tasks. However due to the limited involvement during the POM 
with Mission Area assessments, few knew about or understood the 
intended role of the mission areas in the revised process. Most 
agreed that the resource goals, objectives, and tasks enabled them to 
assess how well they did in allocating available resources within their 
new PEG structures. The Army National Guard and Army Reserve 
participants viewed themselves as having done well in the process 
and indicated that sharing their resource concerns within the context 
of the total Army enabled them to better articulate their resource 
needs. Many of the Reserve Component resource requirements were 
assessed as adequately funded. 

Some general criticisms of the framework and process used during 
the 98-03 POM emerged: 

• Limited audit trail of decisions and challenges to perceived or- 
ganizational prerogatives 

• Lack of consistency across the PEGs in terms of resource objec- 
tives and tasks 

• Problems with the assignment of the MDEPs to the PEGs 

• Army's compressed POM schedule 

• Questionable future relevancy of TAP and the APGM 

• Need for more participation of the Secretariat and MACOMs 

• Problems with coordination. 

The Arroyo Center project team developed the following recommen- 
dations for improving the partially implemented framework and 
process based upon our involvement in the process, in depth staff in- 
terviews, and review of the criticisms: 

• Align MDEPs with PEGs based on resource capability packages 

• Alleviate the pressures of a compressed Army POM schedule by 
maintaining an Army resource process throughout the year 
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• Refocus and revise TAP and the APGM so that they are more 
strongly linked2 

• Increase MACOM participation in debates on alternatives and 
options during PEG meetings 

• Encourage more active Secretariat participation in their role as 
PEG co-chairs while ensuring that PEG guidance meetings and 
co-chair meetings are used to address concerns and the cross- 
cutting issues rather than recreating old stovepipes 

• Develop a single resource database and analytic tool architecture 
that enables the planning process to link the programming ac- 
tivities and the programming function to map to the budgeting 
function 

• Redesign TAP to incorporate Army mission areas to provide the 
capacity to measure the Army's ability to perform the tasks and 
provide capabilities associated with the mission areas.3 

LIMITED AUDIT TRAIL 

Many participants in Army POM 98-03 were divided on the ability of 
the process to ensure that decisions were audited. Some argued that 
the revised framework enabled them to measure iteratively how well 
they were allocating their resources to meet objectives and tasks. 
They were able to perform "what if" drills and trade-off analyses 
within their respective PEGs. This approach enabled them to better 
defend their decisions within the review bodies and to garner more 
resources. Others argued that the framework and process challenged 
their traditional modes of operation. The process forced them to 
disaggregate single, large MDEPs containing billions of dollars to 
demonstrate how they were meeting their respective resource objec- 
tives and tasks. They felt that the process challenged their organiza- 

2This recommendation recognized that ODCSOPS had already published TAP prior to 
the development and implementation of the new process along with the expanded 
APGM, which established the resource goals, objectives, subobjectives, and tasks and 
their related priorities. A more conventional ordering of guidance was intended and 
needed for future program iterations. ODCSOPS agreed with this recommendation. 
3ODCSOPS also agreed for the need to assure that long-range strategic planning was 
accomplished to provide specific near-, mid-, and long-term guidance and objectives 
in TAP to the Mission Area Teams and PEGs. 
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tional prerogatives. Some argued that several PEGs did not "play the 
game" fairly, in that they refused to show how they allocated their 
resources across the objectives and tasks of their respective PEGs. 
However, many PBC members applauded the increase in visibility of 
the resource allocation done by the PEGs. 

LACK OF CONSISTENCY ACROSS THE PEGs IN TERMS OF 
RESOURCE OBJECTIVES AND TASKS 

Many interviewees contended that the resource objectives and tasks 
were internally consistent within a functional area but were not at a 
consistent level across the PEGs. Therefore, the total resourcing of 
the Army could not be evaluated because of the lack of uniform stan- 
dards and measures. The DPA&E had anticipated this problem prior 
to the partial implementation of the new framework. 

In part, this is attributable to the allocation of resources (MDEPs) 
within the six new functional areas. In the fully implemented 
framework, the integration function would be the iterative assess- 
ment of the Army's ability to support the various capability needs 
found in the Army Mission Areas. 

INADEQUATE LINKAGE OF THE MDEPs TO THE 
FUNCTIONAL AREAS 

The MDEP alignment according to the functional areas (PEGs) was 
another concern raised by several interviewees. They contended that 
many MDEPs did not completely align with the six functional areas. 
Instead, elements were distributed across several functional areas. 
Some PEG chairs found this to be confusing and believed that it lim- 
ited their ability to make resource decisions. Some PEGs, such as 
sustainment, had no MDEPs in specific areas of their interest and felt 
obligated to hand off their resource recommendations to a number 
of other PEGs. 

This difficulty is attributable to problems with the MDEP structure 
extant in 1996 and selected Army practices. The first was the devia- 
tion of the MDEP structure from its original design, focused on 
resource capabUity packages, to a focus on appropriation categories. 
The next problem was the Army's concentration on resourcing indi- 
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vidual items down to appropriation level through the prior 14 PEGs, 
who believed that they "owned" the resources found in the MDEPs. 
Further, some PEG chairpersons were preoccupied with the con- 
struct that to resource a function, they had to own the associated 
MDEPs, rather than viewing MDEPs as categories that account for 
resources after the resources have been allocated to programs. 

The project team also identified two structural problems: First, a 
small number of resource objectives contained billions of dollars that 
literally covered the entirety of a PEG's function and resources. For 
instance, the equipping PEG had one resource objective that con- 
tained all the funding for Army modernization.   The amount of 
resources and large number of MDEPs associated with this single re- 
source objective prevented the equipping PEG from robustly debat- 
ing the allocation of its resources based on the existing needs with 
equipping. The second problem was that some MDEPs contained 
such a large amount of resources as to conceal the allocation of re- 
sources to specific objectives and tasks.  For instance, within the 
manning PEG, a single MDEP covering the pay, allowances, PCS 
travel, and bonuses for active military amounted to over $20 billion 
per year. This failed to provide the necessary transparency for the 
appropriate review bodies, such as the PBC, to determine the actual 
adequacy of funding for several included programs. These problems 
resulted in several sessions in which the ARB and Army leadership 
asked the PEG co-chairs to provide better justification for their 
choices rather than relying on a description of how much funding a 
particular MDEP had received. 

THE ARMY'S COMPRESSED POM SCHEDULE 

The participants in the process were unanimous in their criticism of 
the POM-development timeline. Some of these problems were in- 
ternal to the Army; others arose because OSD was slow to provide 
critical documentation, such as the Defense Planning Guidance 
(DPG) and fiscal guidance. The POM process began late, and then, in 
early December 1995, the Army leadership approved changing the 
process. As a result, much of the staff was rushed, and many felt that 
some critical issues were not thoroughly coordinated. Several prob- 
lems were not resolved until quite late in the process. 
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We observed that many of these frustrations could be eased if the 
Army maintained a resource process throughout the year. The POM 
process within the Army is responsive to OSD guidance and sched- 
ule, and the Army leadership recognizes that resource requirements 
and allocation are a main activity of a service headquarters. How- 
ever, the development of key documents that provide resource guid- 
ance across the Army is integral to the implementation of a total 
resourcing framework and process. Similar problems had been ob- 
served in the Army's difficulties in supporting the JS's JWCA. We 
believe that, in part, this was attributable to the Army's narrow focus 
on the key resource allocation, review, and decision events of the 
POM process during that period rather than on the broader activity 
of organizationally and functionally supporting year-round require- 
ments and resources strategies. 

All the services, no matter how well the process was organizationally 
and functionally supported, had problems meeting the OSD dead- 
lines in the preparation and delivery of their POMs. The POM 
schedule has always been dominated by some glitches and last- 
minute decisions. The goal, therefore, is to develop a schedule that 
enables the staff to handle the glitches. Some Army staff members 
recommended that the POM-building process commence one 
month earlier. The Army After Action Review recommended the staff 
should go with the best fiscal guidance that it has at the time and 
then adjust its data after receiving final fiscal guidance.4 

THE FUTURE RELEVANCY OF TAP AND THE APGM 

The relevancy and linkage of TAP and APGM to the POM-develop- 
ment process was an issue raised by many members of the ARSTAF. 
Functionally, TAP described the total demand for resources as de- 
fined by various internal Army processes.5 Traditionally, the PEGs 
have defined the resource requirements in TAP and then resourced 
them in the POM, a very parochial process. The APGM prior to 1996 

4ArmyAAR, July 18,1996. 
5For instance, the Total Army Analysis (TAA) that determined the composition and 
structure of the Army, and which drove the active and reserve component end- 
strength, was one such process. The Army leadership decisions within the TAA 
became directed guidance in TAP. 
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contained the instructions for the preparation of the POM and some 
final resource guidance. Some participants indicated that, with the 
definition of Army resource objectives and tasks and the proposed 
changes to TAP that would reorganize it along Army Mission Areas, 
the APGM might also be changed to more clearly reflect changes in 
the resourcing process. Some even suggested that the APGM should 
be merged with TAP and that TAP should become the integrating 
mechanism for the overall POM process.6 

We concurred that both documents need refocusing and revision 
that would link them more strongly. TAP should both establish the 
demand for Army resources vis-ä-vis the Mission Areas and shape 
the institutional demand. It should also provide an integration 
mechanism through its linkage to the functional areas (PEGs). The 
Army could then evaluate how well the functional areas have allo- 
cated their resources in support of the mission areas and their asso- 
ciated objectives and tasks. In this schema, the DPA&E maintains 
responsibility for integrating the functional areas in addition to the 
larger activity of balancing total resources against total demand vis- 
a-vis the APGM. 

The APGM is a guidance document that defines what objectives and 
capabilities the POM is expected to yield. It sets the programming 
priorities. It should identify the priorities being placed on the insti- 
tutional objectives, the measurement criteria and standards for 
them, the identification of all available resources, and the initial 
division among the competing functional areas. It should also up- 
date the schedule of events and any changes to desired outputs. It 
could also become a portion of TAP but would need to be timed in 
publication to be germane to the programming phase. 

NEED FOR GREATER PARTICIPATION OF THE 
SECRETARIAT AND MACOMS 

Some of the participants argued that given the time schedule for the 
POM and the introduction of the new process, the process was not as 

Subsequent to this research the APGM was configured to be Section III of TAP and 
performed the recurring function for which it was first used during POM 98-03 of 
establishing resource goals, objectives, tasks, and their related priorities. 
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participatory as it should have been. They also noted that the pro- 
cess relied on the resident knowledge of the former PEG chair- 
persons who had overseen the original 14 PEGs. The lack of timely 
guidance from the DPA&E and ODCSOPS to the new Title X PEG ex- 
ecutives and/or administrators resulted in the ARSTAF PEG co-chairs 
disseminating critical information which placed the Secretariat co- 
chairs in a dependent role. The ARSTAF PEG co-chairs, through their 
participation in Resource Batde Staff meetings, resolved the cross- 
cutting PEG issues.7 The AAR called for the PA&E to reestablish the 
regular PEG executive and/or administrator meetings, the forum in 
which concerns, solutions to problems, and cross-PEG issues could 
be raised and resolved. These meetings would assure the both PEG 
co-chairs were informed in a timely fashion prior to PEG resource 
allocation decisions. 

We found that the lack of participation by the MACOMs and the Sec- 
retariat was attributable to several observed organizational and 
functional disconnects. Although the MACOMs were asked to partic- 
ipate in the headquarters process, their early POM submittals con- 
tained their resource decisions, thereby constraining their active 
participation in the PEGs to a "damage limiting" activity. Alterna- 
tives and options to proposed MACOM programs were debated 
within the MACOMs but on occasion were not shared with the 
MACOM representatives at the PEG meetings. MACOM representa- 
tives were sometimes unaware that agreements had been struck 
between the MACOMs and the PA&E staff. 

The Secretariat's participation was designed into the process through 
the development of PEG co-chairs. Several participants from the 
Secretariat contended that, given the tight POM schedule, they had 
insufficient time to become fully knowledgeable about the issues. 
However, in retrospect they supported the goal of the revised process 
to be more inclusive and participatory and felt that the Secretariat's 
involvement would be stronger in the next POM iteration, given that 
the process was now familiar to them. They indicated that they 
wanted to play a greater role in the development of the resource 
goals, objectives, and tasks, which would provide a strong knowledge 
base for working in the PEGs.   They did not disagree with the 

7ArmyAAR, July 18,1996, slide 8; Arroyo Center-conducted interviews, July 1996. 
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reestablishment of the regular PEG executive and/or administrator 
meetings, but they had some concerns about the process becoming 
too bogged down in coordination meetings. 

We felt that the reestablishment of the PEG executive and/or admin- 
istrator meetings could recreate the old stovepipe. We recom- 
mended that the guidance meetings and co-chair meetings be used 
to address concerns and the cross-cutting issues. This approach 
would be consistent with the new process and eliminate additional 
coordination meetings while providing improved coordination 
across the entire programming process. 

COORDINATION 

Although the issue of coordination was similar to the above- 
discussed issue of participation of the Secretariat and the MACOMs, 
sufficient differences were identified to make it a separate issue. 
Coordination included three key topics: (1) the timeliness of the 
PEGs' inputs to the DPA&E; (2) the alignment and ability of different 
databases used for POM development to link to one another and 
provide quality information for decisionmaking; and (3) the Army's 
ability to provide timely information to the Joint Staff and the OSD 
concerning their POM issues. 

The most difficult problems were with the PEGs not meeting dead- 
lines and the lack of databases that could provide sufficient detailed 
information. Some asserted that a few PEGs deliberately refused to 
meet imposed deadlines for briefing their findings, believing that 
they could "better play the game" by withholding information on 
how their decisions were reached. Other participants contended that 
the schedules were unreasonable and could not be met, given the 
added briefing requirements being demanded. We concluded that 
these contending perspectives were both, at least, partially accurate. 
Some PEGs may have deliberately missed deadlines and attempted 
to bypass specific review meetings; often they attempted to negotiate 
agreements informally. On the other hand, some PEGs struggled 
over hard decisions and, lacking consistent standards and measures 
across PEGs, could not reach clear decisions on some critical issues. 

Everyone agreed, however, that current Army databases were insuffi- 
cient to support the new process. Some even contended that the lack 
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of robust databases and automated tools contributed to the sub- 
optimization of the process. Some of the problems identified were: 
(1) inconsistencies in data between the acquisition agency of the Sec- 
retariat (ASA(RDA)) and Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and 
Plans-Force Development (DCSOPS-FD); (2) the inability of the 
PROBE database to provide in-process summaries of PEG committed 
resources against MDEPs;8 and (3) the lack of access to the PROBE 
database to share data iteratively with the Secretariat members of the 
ARB. Another example was that the acquisition community provided 
data baselined against the President's Budget rather than according 
to the POM files developed by PROBE. In turn, this necessitated the 
rebuilding of the database once it was turned over to the equipping 
PEG and the DCSOPS-FD before it could be entered in PROBE. 

The need to develop compatible databases and an array of analytic 
tools is not new to the Army; it has been a contentious point for sev- 
eral years. The Army would greatly benefit from a single resource 
database and analytic tool architecture that enables the planning 
process to link to the programming activities, and the programming 
function to crosswalk to the budgeting function. An array of analytic 
tools that enable the programmers and financial managers within 
the PEGs, DPA&E, and other agencies to develop alternatives, assess 
the effects of their decisions, and provide an audit trail should be 
embedded in the architecture. The architecture should be consistent 
internally, as well as with OSD and Joint Staff models. Further study 
is required to determine the precise requirements of this architecture 
of analytic tools. 

IMPLEMENTATION AND NEXT STEPS 

The further implementation of the OBPRM-based framework and 
process will occur in subsequent years. The Army was sufficiently 
satisfied in 1996 with the results of the partially implemented frame- 
work and process that it wants to utilize the entire framework and 

PROBE was updated for the various final POM File positions once the PEG had 
completed its resource allocation decisions. However, most PEG administrators had 
to rely on separate data bases to determine in-process summaries of resource alloca- 
tion. Several participants suggested that PROBE should be modified to provide data 
for this PEG decision support need. 
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process with some modifications to the resourcing processes and al- 
ternative implementation strategies. 

Soon after the Army POM 98-03 process, the Army leadership con- 
cluded that the new six PEG structure along the Title X summary 
functional areas was sufficient and adequate for the programming 
process. The future goal is to institutionalize the new framework and 
process. The DPA&E wants to retain the six PEGs, structure the 
MDEPs to better accommodate the functional PEGs and to refine the 
resource goals, objectives, and tasks. DPA&E requested the Arroyo 
Center project team to assist him in the development of a consistent 
set of standards and measures by which it is possible to look across 
all the PEGs and consistentiy evaluate their outputs. The DPA&E and 
DCSOPS also concluded that the PEGs should have ARMY Mission 
Area assessments of required operational capabilities as inputs to 
their future resource goals, objectives, and tasks. 

The Chief of the Resource Analysis and Integration Office (DAMO- 
ZR),9 who has responsibility for TAP, concluded that the document 
needed to be modified in such a way as to provide better guidance on 
the allocation of Army resources and their relative priorities. Since 
the Army had moved away from the 14 PEGs to the six Title X func- 
tional areas, he wanted to use the change as a way to restructure 
TAP. He asserted that TAP must be redesigned in order to be more 
usable and relevant to how the Army resourced itself. TAP should 
both provide the mechanism for identifying and setting the Army's 
resource priorities and become a mechanism for assessing how well 
the functional PEGs had done their work. 

The DAMO-ZR, Arroyo Center, and the DPA&E agreed that TAP 
should be redesigned along the foundation of Army Mission Areas. 
The mission areas could provide the ability to measure the Army's 
ability to perform the operational tasks and provide the related op- 
erational capabilities associated with the mission areas. Because the 
Army mission areas were subsets of the joint mission areas, a direct 
link into the joint environment was established into which resources 
could be subsequently tied. Furthermore, the mission areas would 
provide the backdrop for the assessment of how well the functional 

9COL H. W. Lord, Jr., discussions and interview, March and June, 1996. 
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panels had distributed their resources to support capability needs. 
Assessments could be made of both how well the resource goals, ob- 
jectives, and tasks had been met within a PEG and of how well the 
Army provided capabilities to joint force commanders through an 
assessment of the Army's Mission Areas. 

RAND ARROYO CENTER'S FUTURE ROLE 

The Arroyo Center project team agreed to assist the Army in re- 
designing TAP and completing the full implementation of the new 
framework. The project team will help the Army further flesh out the 
mission areas and restructure TAP. In addition, the project team will 
address TAP's linkage to both the Joint Operational planning process 
and the Army POM process. TAP must clearly define the spectrum of 
demands (via the mission areas) being placed on the Army for op- 
erational capabilities and assist in balancing the allocation of re- 
sources to these demands in view of both the demands on the insti- 
tution through the functional areas and the availability of resources. 
Therefore, TAP would define the total demand and provide a struc- 
ture for integration of the supply to meet the demand. Balancing 
(integration) the resource allocations across the demand would fos- 
ter the need for options and alternatives, thereby supporting the 
framework's original objective of providing visibility into the ramifi- 
cations of resource choices while enabling the Army leadership to 
identify, review, and decide on the critical issues that most affect the 
current and future needs of the institution. 

The development of key documents that provide resource guidance 
across the Army is integral to the implementation of a total resourc- 
ing framework and process. For instance, a vision document would 
provide some insights into what the Army leadership wants the Army 
to look like in the next 15 to 20 years.10 Similarly, a long-range 
strategy coupled with a strategic resource plan could inform the 

. Army on how the leadership intends to achieve the goals and objec- 
tives laid out in the vision incrementally over near-, mid-, and far- 
term encompassing more than the period of a normal POM cycle. 
The strategic resource plan could provide guidance to the functional 

10 
As noted earlier, the Army CSA provided an Army Vision in 1996 that subsequently 

provided for this need. 
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areas in terms of the mid- to long-term priorities for certain resource 
areas, and it would define the standards and measures across the 
functional areas. An Army strategic resource plan would also provide 
the guidelines for the development of strategic resource plans for 
each of the functional areas. DPA&E requested that the Arroyo Cen- 
ter develop the strategic resource plan. Initial work on this com- 
menced in the fall of 1996. 

IMPLICATIONS 

The full implementation of the new POM process has implications 
far beyond the actual POM. The new framework could provide a 
mechanism for how the Army defines, allocates, and manages its to- 
tal resources within the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting Pro- 
cess (PPBS). For instance, TRADOC—the organization responsible 
for the development of new concepts, the writing of Army doctrine, 
and the design and management of Army training—could begin to 
define its new concepts and doctrine according to Army Mission 
Areas rather than its current process, which is aligned according to 
its branches and schools. Importantly, TRADOC's LRAMP, which 
provides non-fiscally-constrained modernization requirements to 
the ARSTAF, is currently structured around the branches' require- 
ments, thus creating a potential disconnect between the ARSTAF, 
which is aligning its resources according to the demands of Army 
Mission Areas and the Title X functions. 

The strongest impediments to the full implementation of the new 
framework and process are the lack of personnel stability and the 
lack of a cadre of trained and experienced resource managers. The 
constant turbulence of personnel on the ARSTAF brought on by re- 
ductions in both military and civilian headquarters personnel and 
the Army's rotation policies, which often transfer officers in under 
two years, hinders the Army's ability to sustain long-term institu- 
tional knowledge in the resource management area. The Army's fo- 
cus continues to be on the training and development of field officers, 
generally ignoring the need for a cadre of headquarters staff officers 
well trained in the various resource processes within the Army, OSD, 
and the JS. Such a cadre could enhance the Army's ability to com- 
pete for resources. The latter difficulty can be remedied if the Army 
leadership identifies the strategy, planning, and resource program- 
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ming functions as priority specialties and requires development of 
career paths that include formal and informal training in these spe- 
cialties with the career incentive of advanced promotion. 

The new framework and process aligns the Army much closer to the 
joint operational needs and the realities of the OSD and JS resourcing 
processes and activities. When fully implemented, these changes 
will give the Army the capability to assess resources within a joint 
operational context, evaluate their programs against the new capa- 
bilities being demanded for and fielded in the next five to ten years, 
and ensure that the Army's core functional competencies are sus- 
tained or modified according to changes in the strategic environ- 
ment. 

Since this research was conducted, the Army has initiated the 
reengineering of TAP in 1997. The reengineering has focused on es- 
tablishing the Army Mission Areas, defining their key supporting ob- 
jectives, and identifying critical capabilities that must be provided by 
the Army in the future. 

In addition, in 1997 the Army, with the assistance of this project 
team, initiated development the Army Strategic Planning Guidance 
(ASPG), which will identify institutional and goals and objectives and 
operational capabilities for the near-, mid-, and long-terms. The 
ASPG will provide the non-fiscally-constrained institutional direction 
for the Army, a strategy for transforming the Army to meet the needs 
of the changing operational environment. This activity will 
strengthen the important planning phase of the Army PPBES 
process. 

Also, Army Secretariat participation in the planning phase of Army 
PPBS has been enhanced through membership in the Strategy and 
Planning Committee (SPC) and the subordinate Strategic Planning 
Working Group. 

Subsequent Arroyo Center projects for the Army will focus on inte- 
grating standards and measures for the PEGs and Army Mission 
Areas into TAP, refining the mission areas, and incorporating the 
ASPG initiatives. Next will be a supporting effort to institutionalize 
the changes in the planning and programming phases of PPBS in 
Army regulations. 



Appendix A 

ARMY PROGRAMMING PRE-1995 

OVERVIEW 

Programming is a major function within the Army's resource man- 
agement and decisionmaking process: PPBES. This appendix dis- 
cusses the purpose, organization, and process of the programming 
function during the early 1990s through 1995.1 

THE PURPOSE OF ARMY PROGRAMMING 

The purpose of Army programming is "to distribute available man- 
power, dollars, and materiel among competing requirements per 
Army resource allocation policy and priorities."2 The programming 
function allocates resources to requirements that achieve the 
national security objectives and priorities established in the planning 
phases of DoD PPBS and Army PPBES. Decisions on resource allo- 
cation complete the programming phase. In addition, resource allo- 
cation decisions are the foundation of the budgeting phase, during 
which the needed resources are obtained from Congress.3 

x
Army Regulation 1-1: Planning, Programming, Budgeting and Execution System, 

January 30,1994, p. 1. 
2U.S. Army War College, 1995, p. 14-11. 
3U.S. Army War College, 1995, Ch. 14. 
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1991-1995 ORGANIZATION OF ARMY PROGRAMMING 

The programming function and related decision-making are central- 
ized within the Army Headquarters staff but allow for inputs from 
MACOMs, which are the principal field operating agencies, and from 
PEOs, who are the materiel developers. The ASA (FM&C) provides 
oversight for the entire Army PPBES, with DCSOPS responsible for 
the planning phase along with establishing requirements and priori- 
ties, DPA&E responsible for the programming phase, and DAB re- 
sponsible for the budgeting and execution phases. Several formal 
and informal organizations within Army Headquarters assist DPA&E 
in developing and reviewing program requirements, allocating re- 
sources, and helping the Army leadership make the resource deci- 
sions that result in the POM. The POM is the official documentation 
of Army resource decisions and is the primary input to the DoD 
program review and issue cycle process. We describe the organiza- 
tion of Army programming in the following subsections, beginning 
with the lowest level depicted in Figure A.l. 

Management Decision Package Points of Contact 

The MDEP, the official Army record for individual program informa- 
tion, describes the program; indicates the levels of manpower and 
financial resources allocated throughout the fiscal period; and iden- 
tifies the staff proponent, MDEP POC, and other interested staff 
members.4 

The MDEP POCs are the primary headquarters staff-level program 
managers and for several programs may represent the MACOMs and 
PEOs or Program Managers (PMs). These POCs ensure the accuracy 
of the MDEP information and monitor the allocation of resources to 
their individual programs throughout the programming, budgeting, 
and execution phases. They also justify program requirements, in- 
cluding any changes, and argue for priority in the resource allocation 
process. Decisions by the PEGs to allocate or change MDEP re- 
sources must be coordinated with the appropriate MDEP POC. 

4AR1-1, Section 2-12. 
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Figure A. 1—Army Resource Hierarchy Pre-1995 

Program Evaluation Groups 

The PEGs are the lowest organizational level in the hierarchy at the 
Army Headquarters involved in programming. Through 1995, the 
Army had 14 PEGs organized along a combination of staff functions, 
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responsibilities, and major programs (See Figure A.1). The PEGs 
validate requirements, interpret resource guidance and priorities, 
and allocate assigned resources among assigned MDEPs. PEG mem- 
bership consists of headquarters staff with interest in that particular 
program or functional area. The PEG chair was assigned from the 
staff agency that has the principal responsibility for either require- 
ments determination or program development and performance 
within the established program or functional area. For example, in 
the case of the Modernization PEG, there were co-chairs, with the 
DCSOPS providing the manager for requirements and the ASA (RDA) 
providing the manager for program and performance. Staff repre- 
sentatives from offices of the DPA&E, the program sponsor, and the 
ASA (FM&C), usually the appropriation sponsor, serve as core mem- 
bers on each PEG. Other PEG members are from interested Army 
Headquarters staff elements. The PEG chairperson exercises ulti- 
mate decision authority for resource allocation but is charged with 
bringing unresolved issues to the PBC for review and guidance. PEG 
chairs are normally assigned to officers in the grade of colonel or 
their civilian equivalents from within their respective agencies.5 

Council of Colonels 

In the late 1980s, the DPA&E formalized the use of an ad hoc body 
called the COC to assist in execution and review of the programming 
function. The COC includes the PEG chairs or their representatives; 
the colonel-level representatives of the PBC members, including the 
colonels assigned to DPA&E and ASA (FM&C) as co-chairs; and for 
special subjects, colonels representing the interests of selected 
MACOMs or PEO/PMs. Since both PEGs and PBC memberships are 
represented on the COC, it provides a forum for discussing priorities, 
issues, resource allocation, program balance, and options for the 
complete program across all the PEGs. The COC conducts critical 
reviews of program presentations in preparation for reviews by the 
PBC and other PPBES review and guidance organs. The COC also 
serves an important role in disseminating program administrative 
guidance and information throughout the Army headquarters re- 
source staff. 

5AR1-1, Sections 2-16 and 4-8, and Tables 1-4 and 1-5. 
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Major Army Commands and Program Executive Officers 

The MACOMs are the principal field operating agencies, and the 
PEOs (and their subordinate materiel system Project Managers) are 
the principal acquisition agents of the Army. These two organiza- 
tional groups provide inputs into the PPBES to establish require- 
ments and obtain resources to conduct their separate activities. In 
the case of the MACOMs, they submit command budget estimates 
for resources; command plans for manpower and force structure; 
and more recenuy, command POMs to support programming. The 
PEOs oversee the research, development, and acquisition of major 
weapon systems and submit the program costings to support MDEPs 
for their respective systems. Throughout the programming phase, 
the MACOMs and PEO/PMs are informed of and respond to issues, 
resource allocation recommendations, and decisions at each level of 
the resource hierarchy. MACOM representatives are selectively in- 
vited to attend the PBC and COC as observers to assist in resolving 
issues. 

Program and Budget Committee 

The PBC is the Army's principal PPBES oversight and executive-advi- 
sory organization. It is composed of ARSTAF and Secretariat mem- 
bers, normally of general officer and SES rank. Its membership 
includes all program, resource, and requirements principals and se- 
lected functional areas with program, appropriation, or manpower 
oversight responsibility. It iteratively reviews the program, budget, 
and execution phases of PPBES; develops issues and options for 
Army leadership decisions; ensures consistency with policy and 
guidance; and recommends the draft program and budget estimate 
to more senior-level PPBES review and decisionmaking organiza- 
tions.6 

Prioritization Steering Group 

The PSG is the next executive-level oversight and review organization 
senior to the PBC for the Army program process. The PSG is chaired 

6AR1-1, Section 2-14. 
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by the DCSOPS. It is composed primarily of ARSTAF member prin- 
cipals at the lieutenant general rank and selected invited participants 
from the Army Secretariat members at the assistant secretary rank 
with program or requirements management and oversight respon- 
sibilities. The DPA&E and the Director of the Army Budget partici- 
pate in PSG deliberations and assure continuity of discussion. The 
PSG establishes priorities for major outstanding unfunded require- 
ments and recommends funding sources to the ARB for a decision. It 
has specific responsibilities for developing options to solve critical 
unresourced requirements, ensuring consistency of priorities and 
guidance, and recommending issue decisions and an optimal inte- 
grated and balanced program for approval to the SELCOM (see AR 
1-1, Section 2-14). 

Select Committee 

Until the changes made in 1995, the SELCOM was the senior execu- 
tive review and integration organization at the Army Headquarters; it 
included both ARSTAF and Army Secretariat principals. The 
SELCOM was co-chaired by the USA and the VCSA. The principal 
purpose of the SELCOM was to provide oversight on all PPBES and 
major policy matters, review key issues, and recommend decisions to 
the Army senior leadership.7 

Senior Army Decisionmakers 

The senior Army leadership includes the Secretary of the Army, the 
CSA, the Under Secretary of the Army, and the VCSA. Key decisions 
are normally recommended to the CSA and Secretary by the VCSA 
and USA as the co-chairs of the SELCOM for joint consultation and 
decision. By law, the Secretary has the ultimate decision authority 
for Army functions. The Secretary of the Army, with the advice of the 
CSA, approves the Army POM. 

7AR 1-1, Section 2-14. 
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THE ARMY PROGRAMMING PROCESS PRE-1995 

Army programming is an ordered, event- and schedule-driven, hier- 
archical decision process. The process is centrally managed at the 
Army Headquarters with input from the MACOMs and PEOs that will 
ultimately execute the programs that Congress approves for funding 
in the budget. The formal programming process is normally initiated 
with senior Army leadership approval of TAP, which provides specific 
objectives, program priorities, and resource guidance for program- 
ming. TAP is developed within ODCSOPS through an iterative pro- 
gressive process of coordinated staff inputs that develop the future 
strategic environment, implications for the Army, leadership guid- 
ance, and leadership decisions, including those from other major 
processes such as the Total Army Analysis (TAA), which results in 
decisions on the future force structure of the Army. The PEGs assist 
the development of TAP by providing their strategy supporting mid- 
and long-term objectives. These planning objectives are intended to 
guide the PEGs in their subsequent programming actions on re- 
source allocation. 

Subsequent to the publishing of TAP, the PEGs assigned MDEPs ap- 
propriate for their areas of responsibility. Generally, the assigned 
MDEPs in each PEG change little from one cycle to another and re- 
flect changes in requirements and programs or shifts in staff interest 
or responsibility. The PEGs are provided data (in the form of PROBE 
Base File extracts) on the current resource positions and appropriate 
changes needed to prepare a baseline to begin the programming 
process. In addition to assignment of MDEPs, the PEGs receive 
guidance on their respective total allocations of resources (funding 
and manpower by fiscal years). Finally, DPA&E provides a schedule 
of events that requires the PEGs to reach decisions on resource allo- 
cation, provide input data reflection these actions to the PROBE 
database, and brief the PBC with an overview of their decisions, ra- 
tionale, and remaining issues. 

Each PEG resource allocation iteration is followed with a review by 
oversight organizations, such as the PBC, that give guidance to all the 
PEGs and adjust resource allocations among the PEGs to balance the 
broader Army program. After two or more iterations, the PBC review 
process identifies key resource issues (usually those requirements or 
programs that have not been allocated sufficient resources to achieve 
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their stated objectives), and potential sources for resource realloca- 
tion (lower priority programs that the PEGs have resourced), for dis- 
cussion, guidance, and option development at a higher level. 

Throughout the various iterations within the programming process, 
the DPA&E is responsible for maintaining a current and timely 
record of the resource allocation decisions (usually automated in the 
PROBE database). The DPA&E is also empowered to analyze and 
evaluate the activities of the PEGs and PBC, assist ODCSOPS in the 
development of program options to respond to issues that are raised 
to the PSG, SELCOM, and Army leadership, and oversee the balance 
of resource decisions between competing requirements, programs, 
and priorities. 

The process progresses through the oversight hierarchy, with each 
separate level attempting to winnow the issues until a small number 
of remaining issues are presented to the Army leadership with rec- 
ommendations for decision. It is normal practice within the Army to 
reserve some unallocated resources for Army leadership use in their 
final decisions to resolve outstanding issues. Options for addressing 
the final few issues are provided, and decisions are normally made 
that result in the resource allocation presented in the POM.8 

The following sections discuss aspects of the Army programming 
process in more detail. 

MDEPs Record Program Requirements 

Establishing the requirements to meet strategic military objectives 
and departmental functions is fundamental to the programming 
process. To enter the program process, requirements must have full 
programmatic and fiscal descriptions, or MDEPs. 

Any requirements sponsor in Army Headquarters may request 
DPA&E to initiate MDEPs to support new requirements. In addition, 
the DPA&E may assign requirements in MACOM POMs to separate 
MDEPs to increase visibility. The DPA&E validates and approves the 

8AR1-1, Section 1-4. 
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assignment of MDEPs and provides oversight of all MDEPs through 
the PROBE database, which is used to manage all the MDEP records. 

The collection of current MDEPs, representing programs in the cur- 
rent FYDP and as updated with congressional decisions on the 
current-year budget and OSD decisions on the next budget, is the 
initial resource baseline for initiating the programming process. 
Additional or new MDEPs representing emerging requirements are 
added to the existing MDEPs for resource consideration in the pro- 
cess. DPA&E assigns each MDEP and MDEP POC to one of the 14 
PEGs, according to their appropriate functional or programmatic 
responsibilities, to validate requirements, interpret priorities, and 
allocate resources. 

The MDEP is the Army's primary internal resource management tool. 
With final leadership decisions on resource allocation for the 
program, the collection of resourced MDEPs becomes the founda- 
tion of the Army's POM. 

TAP Provides Initial Resource Guidance 

The Army initiates the programming phase with Army leadership's 
approval of TAP. This document is normally issued in the fall of the 
year preceding the required delivery date of the POM to OSD. As the 
DPG does for the entire DoD, TAP gives the Army its resource priori- 
ties, major objectives, and program guidance. It also contains spe- 
cific guidance sections for each of the PEGs (the Army Reserve and 
Army National Guard PEGs are excepted from this requirement in 
TAP but develop independently their objectives for programming). 
The PEG chairs normally write these respective guidance sections, 
which TAP proponents in DCSOPS integrate into a completed docu- 
ment. DPA&E works closely with DCSOPS to ensure that the re- 
source guidance and priorities are sufficiently comprehensive and 
consistent with identified leadership positions and anticipated OSD 
guidance. 

TAP has preceded the DPG by almost six months in recent years. 
This requires the DPA&E to issue periodic program guidance updates 
as draft iterations of the DPG arrive, concluding with the approved 
DPG and program Fiscal Guidance. In this regard, both the final 
DPG and OSD Fiscal Guidance generally are issued within six to eight 
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weeks from the date the POM must be completed and delivered to 
OSD. Hence, while TAP provides an important benchmark to allow 
programming to proceed, there are important elements of subse- 
quent guidance provided during the programming phase that may 
challenge aspects of TAP guidance.9 

Program and Budget Links to Congress and the Warfichtine 
CINCs 

The Army also receives program input from other external sources. 
As mentioned earlier, the budget phase for the last submission to 
Congress is usually completed by December of the year prior to POM 
submission in May. Additionally, OMB and OSD provide all portions 
of DoD with the apportionment of the most recentiy approved con- 
gressional appropriation and authorization, usually between mid- 
November and late December, depending upon the timeliness of 
Congress. All these activities are of keen interest to those involved in 
programming. The actions taken on programs in the current and 
next budget years must be understood and feasibly continued during 
the program phase. DPA&E, in concert with the Director of the Army 
Budget, provides this information through the PROBE database to 
each MDEP POC. This ensures the connection from budget to pro- 
gram from the outset. 

Each fall, the CINCs of the combatant commands submit their re- 
quirements in the form of IPLs through the CJCS to the Secretary of 
Defense. The IPLs are then distributed to the services for program- 
matic use. This becomes the link between requirements and re- 
sources for the operational commands. Normally, the Army receives 
IPLs after TAP is published, and the individual PEGs must consider 
them during their resource deliberations. TAP usually provides only 
general guidance on support for CINC requirements and does not 
establish separate priorities. DPA&E monitors those Army programs 
that relate to CINC IPLs throughout the programming process and 
assesses the corresponding program support provided to the CINCs 
by the Army POM. 

9AR1-1, Chapters 3 and 4. 
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Function of Programming Is to Allocate Resources to 
Requirements 

The primary function of the programming process is to allocate 
resources to requirements that are represented programmatically by 
MDEPs The ultimate goal of the programming process is to develop 
a feasible program, i.e., resources supporting a set of activities to ac- 
complish a needed objective. In the aggregate, the total resources 
required to support all the Army's requirements generally exceed the 
expected fiscal allocation from OSD. Controls from other Army 
management processes, such as the Total Army Analysis process, 
constrain military force structure and selected other programs and 
often decide their respective resource allocation among the MDEPs. 
The DPA&E iteratively allocates fiscal guidance to the PEGs and re- 
quires them to further reallocate resources to their assigned 
MDEPs.10 The PEGs program output is a listing of MDEPs m priority 
order for funding against their assigned fiscal guidance. 

The PEGs have the basic responsibility to allocate resources to 
MDEPs MDEPs can be resourced to meet their programmed re- 
quirements in full, in part, or not at all, depending on the decision of 
the PEGs as to the relative priority of the program(s) within an 
MDEP. MDEPs that are not resourced or only partially resourced by 
the PEGs are generally the basis for issues raised to the PBC. MDEPs 
that are given resources, in full or in part, and lack high priorities of- 
ten become the sources of funding for remaining resource issues. In 
the iterative cycles that this draft programming follows, many of the 
MDEPs that deal with funds will be selectively reduced below total 
program requirements. For example, for modernization MDEPvthe 
system quantities to be procured within one or more of the FYDP 
years may be reduced, along with a commensurate reduction in 
funds. Conversely, the MDEPs recording the military force structure 
for organizations seldom change during programming as they were 
decided in advance by the Army leadership within the TAA process. 

l°DPA&E apportions the expected fiscal guidance between the 14 PEGs based upon an 
estimate of the value of the highest-priority MDEPs assigned This is an iterative 
pr™ that is not Finalized until the receipt of OSD Fiscal Guidance. Nonmdy.the 
DPA&E withholds a small bank of resources to support ^^ptom, 
often amounting to between $0.5 and $1.0 billion per year over the FYDP. This bank is 
normally used to broker the final POM issue decisions. 
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The Program and Budget Committee Reviews the Outout of 
the PEGs 

The programming efforts of the PEGs are generally driven by sched- 
ule. The PEGs are required to input data to PROBE to record their 
initial and subsequent resource allocations, which are followed by 
briefings of program status and issues to the PBC. The DPA&E re- 
views the total program for balance, meeting TAP guidance, and is- 
sue identification. In conjunction with the PEG briefings, the DPA&E 
reviews the overall program with the PBC. The PBC provides sup- 
plementary guidance to each PEG on specific issues, and the DPA&E 
may reassign MDEPs and reallocate resources to the PEGs for the 
next iteration. This process of resource allocation, issue identifica- 
tion, review, and adjustment of guidance usually proceeds for three 
or more cycles of PBC involvement. 

The principal function of the PBC is to reduce the number of issues 
through a process of tradeoffs among MDEPs, both within and be- 
tween PEGs, that provide a rough balance of resources to priority re- 
quirements. This portion of the programming process concludes 
with the PBC endorsing a select set of major program issues and rec- 
ommending the resulting allocation of resources to the next-higher 
review organ, the PSG, for its consideration and guidance. There- 
after, the PBC continues to be informed of the actions of higher 
review organizations and occasionally is tasked to consider a specific 
issue and provide options and recommendations to higher bodies 
such as the PSG and SELCOM. Additionally, the PBC continues to 
function throughout the program phase as a discussion forum and 
source of information for the headquarters staff and selected invited 
MACOMs. 

Draft Programs for Review and Option Development 

The PSG and SELCOM review the programming results of the PEGs 
and PBC. However, the PSG is normally the most senior organ to re- 
solve issues and adjust resources in the program on the basis of pri- 
orities. The PSG primarily involves the application of senior military 
judgment to develop options for solving the remaining issues. The 
PSG usually reduces the number of issues by making fiscal adjust- 
ments that the DCSOPS determines based upon the priorities of 
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competing requirements. The appropriate PEGs implement guid- 
ance received from the PSG and record it in PROBE; the resulting 
draft program is presented to the SELCOM with any remaining issues 
intended for resolution by the Army leadership. 

Normally, the PBC reviews the output of the PSG to ensure a full un- 
derstanding of how priorities affect resource allocation in the pro- 
gram. Issues not raised at the PSG may be developed in the SELCOM 
based upon the expanded perspectives of the Army Secretariat 
membership. This final SELCOM review allows an opportunity any 
final issues to be explored prior to the program briefing to the senior 
Army leadership. 

The SELCOM (and beginning in 1995, the ARB) provides a senior- 
level forum of both military and civilian staff leaders for final discus- 
sion of the draft program and issues in the presence of the CSA and 
the Secretary of the Army. In rare cases, issues briefed to the 
SELCOM are solved through the mediation and eventual unanimity 
of the members. Since the SELCOM has no decision authority over 
the program resources withheld for the senior Army leadership, it 
normally endorses the draft program and remaining issues as re- 
ceived from the PSG and recommends an allocation of funding from 
the Army leadership's resource bank. The SELCOM is the last and 
most senior formal organ to review the draft POM prior to the final 
decisions of the Army leadership. 

Final Program Decisions 

Subsequent to the SELCOM review and recommendations, the CSA 
and Secretary of the Army are briefed on the draft POM. There are 
usually a number of separate informal interim reviews for the CSA 
and the Secretary during the programming phase. Each discusses 
the outstanding issues and options for solution with their principal 
advisers and, where applicable, MACOM commanders. The CSA and 
Secretary often conduct private discussions to exchange views and 
information prior to a final decision. In addition to solving outstand- 
ing issues, the Army leadership is also concerned with the balance of 
the entire program, issues that will be raised to OSD, and strategies 
to improve their program and fiscal posture. These items give focus 
to final decisions on resource allocation that yields the basis for the 
Army POM. 
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Completion of the POM 

The POM is a comprehensive document with voluminous data and 
narrative that responds to requirements stated in the DoD Program 
Preparation Instructions (PPI). There are two major portions to the 
POM. The first is the narrative that provides a strategic justification 
for how resources were allocated and usually highlights major pro- 
gram achievements and unresolved issues. The narrative addresses 
the Army's objectives on a functional and detailed basis articulating 
the Army's program responses to OSD guidance. The second major 
portion of the POM consists of the tabular data displayed quantita- 
tively, that relate the detailed resource allocations among programs 
in format prescribed by OSD in the PPI. 

In the final analysis, the POM consists of a collection of MDEPs that 
are synthesized among Army themes." In general, the Army POM 
did not attempt to link to the joint operational requirements; rather, 
it noted the resource applied to joint requirements after the resourc- 
ing decisions had been made. Thus, the joint requirements served as 
a scorecard type of assessment against which the Army could mea- 
sure the amount of joint requirements that it had met in its POM. 

Decisions on resource allocation are coupled with their correspond- 
ing rationales and linked to the strategy, objectives, and priorities 
from TAP and DPG with an assessment of their expected outputs. 
Sections focus on the major Defense Program categories and high- 
light resource support for selected programs, such as the CINC IPLs. 
The Army often provides an appendix identifying critical shortfalls 
and program issues to justify the allocation of additional resources 
by OSD. The DPA&E oversees, compiles, and edits the inputs from 
staff elements and PEGs and writes the executive summary of the 
POM. Subsequently, the DPA&E develops the POM briefing, an 
overview of resource allocation and key issues, which is then pre- 
sented to the Defense Resources Board (DRB), the JS, and the CINCs. 
Receipt of the POMs, usually in May, signals the beginning of the 
DoD program review and issue cycle, which is conducted throughout 
most of the summer. 

Following the implementation of the modified framework, the Army found it easier 
to satisfy ttself that the POM reflected resource objectives that were based upon joint 
requirements, not merely a reflection of internal Army requirements 
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STRATEGY-TO-TASKS RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

DEVELOPING A STRATEGY-TO-TASKS RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

The STRM framework,1 developed at RAND during the late 1980s, is a 
decision-support process for linking resources to the National 
Security Strategy. It is included in this analysis because it forms a 
backdrop for the assessment of functions and tasks. If used cor- 
rectly, the framework links resource decisions to specific military 
tasks that require resources, which in turn are linked hierarchically to 
higher-level operational and national security objectives. The 
framework establishes the downward connection from strategies to 
programs and tasks, as well as the upward connection from tasks up 
through strategies. As defined by Goldwater-Nichols, the CINCs are 
the demanders of resources because they perform the operational 
missions and tasks. The services and defense agencies are the sup- 
pliers, providing resources or functional capabilities to the deman- 
ders. The adjudicators (integrators) are the OSD and Chairman, as 
assigned by the legislation. 

Figure B.l illustrates the STRM operational framework. At the high- 
est levels of the hierarchy, we consider national goals. The national 
goals form the basis for all U.S. statements on national security. 

^he framework used in this analysis is essentially the same as that being used by the 
Joint Staff for JWCA analysis and by a number of DoD organizations The objectives, 
strategies, and tasks identified here are based on discussions with the Joint Statt, the 
services, and the CINCs on the current articulation of the national security and 
national military strategies. The specifics of the structure continue to evolve. This 
appendix describes the framework as it was configured in 1995. 
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National security objectives include political, economic military 
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Joint operational missions are attained by a combatant commander 
within a concept of operations or a campaign plan to accomplish his 
mission.2 

Joint operational tasks define various military strategies. They de- 
scribe how forces will be used to support the national military objec- 
tives and define the military strategy for a particular region. A par- 
ticular regional military strategy is defined within the framework of 
the national military strategy and from the Secretary's and Chair- 
man's guidance. Functional objectives indicate the support activities 
that must be present to sustain any military operation. 

Military support functions are the activities on the supply side of the 
defense resources equation that underpin all operational missions. 
These functions are derived from law but are specified most clearly 
in DoD Directive 5100.1, "Functions of the Department of Defense 
and Its Major Components." 

Military support tasks are the supply-side activities performed to ac- 
complish military support functions. They decompose the broader 
functional assignments of DoD Directive 5100.1 into more manage- 
able pieces for assessment. Like joint operational tasks, they may be 
linked to more than one higher-level objective. 

Force elements are the sets of resources that are used to accomplish 
tasks. These can be standing Joint Task Forces with members from 
more than one service or more traditional units, such as Army or 
Marine battalions, Air Force squadrons, or Navy ships. The appro- 
priate force elements to consider in assessing the capability offerees 
are determined by consideration of a concept of operations for ac- 
complishing an operational mission. 

Programs are the ultimate focus of resource decisions. The ade- 
quacy of funding and the timing of new force elements or systems 
entering the inventory can only be assessed by considering the mis- 
sions that they support and the alternative programs that can pro- 
vide capabilities that meet the same objectives. Programs are linked, 
through force elements, to both the supply side and the demand side 
of our framework. For example, budgets are prepared by the services 

2See Pirnie (1996) for the most recent formulations and detailed definitions. 
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as a "supply-side" support function and include funding to support a 
specific number of units with a standard set of equipment. How the 
number of units meets national requirements requires linkage of 
programs up through the "demand-side" joint operational missions 
that those programs and units support. Consideration of both sides 
is necessary for program integration. 

BUILDING THE CURRENT STRM FRAMEWORK 

The change of administrations in 1993 required reviewing the ele- 
ments of the STRM framework for consistency with the emerging 
policies and priorities of President Clinton.  Official public state- 
ments and published materials3 were used to evaluate what changes, 
if any, occurred in our national security policies. As expected, there 
were no changes in the national goals.   Despite a change in 
terminology for the National Security Strategy—A National Security 
Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement (Clinton, 1995)—the 
political, economic, military, and diplomatic activities deemed 
necessary to achieve U.S. wartime and peacetime national security 
objectives remained the same. However, there were shifts in em- 
phasis from the use of military force to increased utilization of 
diplomatic, interagency, and cooperative efforts to thwart threats to 
our national security. The basic operational framework is shown in 
Figure B.l.4 The national security objectives also did not change 
significantly, but again there is increased emphasis on cooperative 
defense initiatives, particularly in the Third World (The White House, 
1994). From the Clinton administration's documents, we discern the 
following national security objectives and associated tasks or regions 
of interest: 

•    Enhancing Our Security 

— Maintain a strong defense capability 

— Decide when and how to employ U.S. forces 

— Combat the spread and use of weapons of mass destruction 
and missiles 

3The public statements of the President, SECDEF, and the CJCS. 
4These are the demands placed on military forces. 
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— Support arms control 

— Participate in peace operations 

— Maintain strong intelligence capabilities 

  Protect and improve the environment 

Promoting Prosperity at Home 

— Enhance American competitiveness 

— Create partnerships with business and labor 

— Enhance access to foreign markets 

— Strengthen macroeconomic conditions 

— Provide for energy security 

— Promote sustainable development abroad 

Promoting Democracy 

— Cooperate with other democracies 

— Enlarge community of democratic and free-market nations 

Regional Security Objectives 

— Attain economic cooperation and democratization in 

Europe and Eurasia 

East Asia and the Pacific 

The Western Hemisphere 

Africa 

The Middle East, Southwest and South Asia. 
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National Military Objectives 

Typically, national military objectives are drawn directly from the 
national military strategy.5 The six military objectives we discern are 

• Deal with major regional conflicts 

• Provide a credible overseas presence 

• Counter weapons of mass destruction 

• Contribute to multilateral peace operations 

• Support counterterrorism efforts and other national security ob- 
jectives 

• Maintain joint readiness. 

Joint Operational Missions 

The national military objectives must rationally link up to the na- 
tional security objectives and down to the more operationally fo- 
cused military missions. Operational missions differ from military 
objectives in that they are the "how to do" or description of the vari- 
ous elements of a military objective. Joint operational missions pro- 
vide the crosswalk from the policy objectives contained in the upper 
tiers of the hierarchy (see Figure B.l) to the operational and resource 
elements, or the lower tiers. The joint operational missions are what 
we call the "spine" or backbone of the framework. The list of joint 
operational missions below has evolved from examination of opera- 
tional plans and military science by RAND analysts and military 
professionals. Alternative formulations are possible, but the current 
list of 20 operational missions captures all of the operations envi- 
sioned in the National Security Strategy (and the national military 
strategy document). They were fleshed out according to each na- 
tional military objective. Although operational missions could cross 
military objectives, we initially identified a supporting list of opera- 

We drew from A National Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement, July 
1994, because the new national military strategy document had not been released at 
the time of the analysis. The national military strategy released in February 1995 
reflects the same objectives. 
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tional missions for each military objective. The joint operational 
missions we identified are 

Control weapons of mass destruction 

Rapidly transport and sustain an overwhelming force 

Control enemy ability to initiate and sustain combat operations 

Control land operations 

Control maritime operations 

Control air operations 

Control space operations 

Control information/intelligence operations 

Conduct routine training operations in forward areas 

Sustain forward deployed forces 

Maintain prepositioned equipment and stocks 

Deter hostile major powers from attacking with weapons of mass 
destruction 
Prevent/deter/defeat attacks from other hostile nations with 
weapons of mass destruction 

Control ability to acquire, produce, or employ weapons of mass 
destruction 

Participate in traditional peace operations 

Participate in multinational peacekeeping operations 

Support humanitarian activities 

Support counterterrorism efforts 

Provide domestic military support 

Support other national missions. 

Joint Operational Tasks 

With the identification and agreement on the first five tiers of the 
hierarchy—national goals, National Security Strategy, national secu- 
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rity goals, national military objectives, and joint operational mis- 
sions—we turned to the operational tasks. For example, in the U.S 
Southern Command and U.S. Forces Korea (USFK) applications of 
the STRM, we identified tasks that were unique to those commands. 
The post-Desert Shield/Desert Storm environment stresses joint op- 
erations and the need for the services to compete for key roles in 
joint operational missions and for associated resources.6 Thus, all 
tasks were defined within the context of joint operational tasks. The 
tasks are not service specific. Tasks were iteratively identified by 
consulting published literature on the various military roles and 
missions, consulting with experts in the area of joint operations, and 
debate among the project team, which contained members with 
service and joint staff experience.7 Forty-eight joint operational tasks 
were identified, along with many subtasks; they range from concept 
and doctrine formulation to the provision of disaster relief. 
Examples of the joint operational tasks are listed below: 

• Formulate concepts, doctrine, and requirements 

• Conduct joint exercises 

Maintain stationed forces • 

Rapidly transport military forces and material into and within 
theater 

Evict enemy force from critical areas 

Destroy/disrupt enemy information and intelligence operations. 

6The concept of competition among the military departments for missions and roles 
SdSte£?ier SUbstantiated in Con&ess' formation of the Commission on Roles 

7The manuals consulted were FM 100-5, Operations, June 14, 1993; FM 100-1 The 
Army, December 1991; and the Universal Joint Task List, CJCSM 3500.04, May 1995. 
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BFPORTTNfl RESOURCE ALLOCATIONS" 

The functional PEGs were required to report their resource alloca- 
tions to the PBC during the POM build using the following briefing 
formats. These formats focused on assessments of resourcing at the 
objective levels (See A, P, and U below), summarized assessments of 
resource tasks within priority groupings (I, II, and III), any identified 
resource issues, and an overall assessment of the capability to ac- 
complish the function in both the near- and mid-terms (budget years 
and program years, respectively). Use of common presentations al- 
lowed the PBC to identify cross-cutting issues, to determine potential 
sources for issue resolution, and to develop a sense of the program 
balance across the six functions. Subsequently, the PBC issued guid- 
ance to the PEGs to make resource allocation adjustments that will 
address many of the identified but unresolved resource issues. 

The PEGs were asked to assess their allocation of the resources as- 
signed to them. An assessment scale was devised to score each re- 
source task. The assessments were included with other information 
entered in the spreadsheets corresponding to the decisions support- 
ing PROBE data inputs for POM File 1.0. In addition to the assess- 
ments, those resource tasks that were not changed from the original 
resource baseline (in 1996, this was PROBE Base File 3.0) were listed 
as No Change. The three possible assessments are as follows: 

• A: Adequately resourced to ensure all validated requirements of 
this task can be accomplished. 

• P: Partially resourced but will not accomplish all validated re- 
quirements of this task. 
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•    U: Unfunded and validated requirements of this task will not be 
accomplished. 

Resource task priorities consider, at the highest level, the relative im- 
portance across all functions of the Army, and at other levels, the 
relative importance within a specific functional area or PEG The 
priorities are in four hierarchical groupings but are not directly re- 
lated to specific resourcing levels (i.e., there are no established 
minimum amounts or percentages of funding required by a priority, 
and priorities do not direct a specific hierarchy of resources) These 
pnonues also address the criticality and associated risk of an activity 
relative to other activities. The risk to the achievement of Army goals 
and resource objectives is also a direct consideration within these 
priorities, with higher priorities having little margin for risk and 
lower priorities having increased risk. For instance, a Priority III task 
could be resourced fully, since partial resourcing might produce ex- 
cessive risk (e.g., breach a contract threshold). The priorities are 
shown below: 

• Priority I: These tasks are of fundamental importance to the 
overall achievement of the specified goals of the Army as an insti- 
tution («of the individual components or commands within the 
Army, such as the Training and Doctrine Command [TRADOC]) 
These tasks have a major effect on the Army's role of providing 
for the operational needs of the CINCs. The tasks are generally 
enduring, and their achievement is directly related to the objec- 
tives of the NMS. Tasks assigned this priority are the most im- 
portant to the Army leadership, and very little risk to their 
achievement should be accepted. 

• Priority II: These tasks are important to the achievement of the 
key resource objectives within a primary function of the Army 
(Man, Equip, Train, etc.). These tasks either broadly or directly 
support the principal elements of their related function and are 
considered critical to its achievement over the long term. There 
should be low risk associated with the achievement of these 
tasks. 

• Priority III: These tasks are important to enabling some portion 
or subsystem of a primary function of the Army. These tasks are 
supportive of narrow aspects of resource objectives    Their 
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achievement usually supports or enables a key resource subob- 
jective ofthat function. There should be no more than moderate 
risk associated with the achievement of these tasks. 

• Priority IV: These tasks are of lesser importance (i.e., not Priori- 
ties I—III) and require either program visibility (i.e., in response to 
Army, OSD, CINC, or congressional special interest or directed 
guidance), close coordination among more than one PEG, or ex- 
change of resource information among one or more staff agen- 
cies and MACOMs.x They can be related to one or more primary 
functions of the Army or a number of key resource objectives. 
Generally, these tasks do not pose any significant risk to the 
achievement of the overall Army goals or key resource objectives. 

xIt should be noted that the Priority IV tasks have subsequently been replaced by 
Priority 0 tasks that require multiple PEG coordination or special visibility and are not 
ranked according to their strict resource priority (i.e., Priority I-III). 
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