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Memorandum Fer: Gener,:J 1 Ell is 

Subject: Integration or Force Planning and 
Develop~ent PlGnning 

l . BACKGROUND 

Over the pa et year, P,F/RD hf; s c,::.,nctt..w ted ~ ~lt . ..Ji11:1nc z tudy 
of how the Air Staff should do ~evelopment Planning. Our 
findings are attached to this memJrEndum. We hove concluded 
tho t Development Plannlng ~1~'3.t'dependent i•il th 'E'orc<2 Plan-

.·nlng and thot tho flir St:2fJ. firr:t~t pursue an int·e.J:'.,£2_tec1 (a s 
'dlstinguiehed from coordlnnted) epproach to both. This 
conclusion is bGsed upon the following fundamental cons1d­
erat1ons! 

. __ a. There is a eu.b:Jtanti,'.:ll bnzi~ for the lH':?lief th'1t 
forthcoming Congre~eionbl Appropriations will be s1gnlfi-

.cantly less than those required to procure the programmed 
force structure. This 1e based upon the conclusions of our 
detailed analysis of the .Air li'orce 1 1:1 hietorlc budget trendc. 
First, unless there is Dn exolicit reason to justify wr1y 
futur~ appropriations will grow at a rete eign1f1cantly 
grea ter than l1ae been b1.etor1cally possible, even the moet 
~ptimistic projection of e future growth rate lndicotes 
that the progranm~d force structure cannot .be procured. 
lmd second, al though v-ie can be rea sonDbly ·certain of these 
future reetr1ctione, we are uncertain of their absolute 
magnitudes. 

b. The increae1ng complexity of weapon systems leads 
to produc tlon economi~s of' ;sea lo and contrac tua 1 rir.;:idi ties 
thD t make it; very ('Xpenr~i ve to change acquisltlon :r·a te2 ~rnce 
production plans ere aet and contracts are eigned. Clearly 
a restr-:tctive budc:et viould f'1n·ce cl1D.ngcs ~ur 9.11.rront 1 

acquisition progr<J1':'1 l<>?.1ding to .incr0aEed,....,...costs. r.rbe ~tr-ong 
likelihood of euch a budget suggests that we should examine 
alternative acquisition strategies to cope with l~wer appr~­
pria tions. By anticip.:1 ting 1-:-)wer appr.-opr1a tions M:? can 
develop our acquisition pragrom so os to reduce the ndveree 
effects of proboble production changes which would ariz0 
from eme:rging budget :rei::tri.ctions. 

• c . . Force Structure dec.islons nmzt provide the cont ext 
for decisions affecting a weapon zystem 1 a scqu1sit1on rate; 
however, the opposite ls also true. That is to say, if 
emerging approprl.a tions f.-::;3: ce ut1 to coriside1• a 1 t0r·na ti vc 
acquisition strateciee, such strategies by necese1ty provide 
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the context for force atructure dec1s1ona. The fsct that 
future appropr1at1onB sre uncertain euggests thct we should 
examine multiple a-ti:•a tegiea. 

d . '1.'huta Force P1.LHm:'!.ng ~.1d De·v£dopment PlDrrnin[;., EH:·e 

interdependent activities., ec: eh with the ob;Jec ti 7e of p:i::o­
v1c1ing balance to tile Ail' F',Jrce P:ror;ram~ Hecogn1z:Lng thDt 
the Prog:ram 1a the ,,:n1tpu.t o.f' the PPBS,1 1t followa tba t \HJ 
must integreto the :resource inputs to the PPBS. Input 
c,Jtegor1ea can be deflned in terms of resources being allo­
catE:d to Operations and Support (O&S), Investment, and 
Research and Dev,Jlopment. In addition to being 1ntegr-at(-;,d 
in the desired Program, thcee rcnource cBtegories muet ~lao 
be internally cons1etent~ That 1s to say. each category 
ahould bo in ba:rmony with the other two . I1'or example., Ne 
ck.i not iwant to expend RB.:D res,:n.i.roes for the enginee:r1ng 
development of: eyatemo tl1at we i,zill be unsble to procure; 
we do not want to procure systems that are too costly to 
operate; and Q& .. '3 conr1h'.lerE1 tlons should impact ou:r R&D 
efforts, but not impair our technological cepeb111ty through 
excessive emphasis on near term problems. 

The Air Poree I s emt;;i~ging: economic environment coupled -i,·1ltb 
the interdependencies betwe1.rn F'oree 0nd .Development Plon­
ning , and among the budget categories, lead us to the con­
clusion that we must integrate our planning/decision pro­
cesaea . We do not believE: that routine coordination cnn 
e-ffectively surmount tbe internsl nt.r•a;tns being oreated by 
our eme1··g1ng i.::conomic stress . 

2 . RECOMN:ENDA'rIQN~ 

a . Under the aegle of the Air Force Council, a director 
level steering group t:!hould be eet;:iblitlbed to super-vise D 
working group charter-eel to dr.~·•relop a !::.?(:heme .f'or integr-,:.tinc; 
Force and Development Pl8nn1ns. Thie steering group would 
be composed of' XOX,. XOD1- PHP, PHM, LGX,,. JiCB and RDQ. 

b,. AE lta objective, the working group will develop 
the ataf:t' cap,,1b1lity to provide you 1',ith inform~,tion on 
probable future consequences or current decisions. Thia 
will halp you &Ci tl decision maker by explicltly providing 
integrated 1nformet1on on the stre1ns to the AF Program 
l>fh 1ch are the :result of our ch;.rng:t.ng economic environment. 
To do this, tl'le wor-ktng group should be ncoounteble to y\">U. 
through the steering comm1ttoe ond tho Air 1-ilorce Council. 

·c . PrOC(3eding frora the premise thn t Development Plan..:. 
n1ng is dependent upon F'orcc Planning, and vice vere;,,; th:ts 
working grot1p would develop the int0:rfocc neceei:u:iri.1 to provide 

2 

I 

I 
I 

i 
I 

I I 
I 

I 
I 
I 



_) 

• r 
L:........-' 

AF'/HDQL/Cap-t Spinney /7 Feb 75/T(OO7 /cpv 

the requlaite procurement and development programs needed 
to determine the size and compoeition of future forces. 
The complex 1nterdepondenc1cs stated in the preceeding 
paragraph 2uggeet that there is no a pr1or1 way of deter­
mining the details of thle integration. We have identi f ied 
a conceptual Epproach uE a candidate for conelderation (i.e. 
Atch 1); however. we feel that the working group should 
malce the :f'1nol dt?ter-minJtion. In order· to do this, the 
~ork1ng group ehould be tasked with ·the following general­
i zed activlt1es: 

• ( 1) Select .s c:onccptua 1 approach . 

( 2 ) Determtne L-hot::H? t,isks nccesi:wry to implement 
• the conc-spt . 

(3) Identify 1-.;hat information is ne~deQ oncl v1hBt 
the flow of infor·ma ticn should be . 

( 4-) Tune the t.s sk s ,:rnd information flow to tt;e 
budgE:t c;ycle. 

(5 ) Shape the orga niza tional structure to ~ccamplieh 
the activltiee discussed above . 

d. In order to effectively implement and test this 
appr orich, we feel thr.:l t the work ing gr:)up must be estc:i bl ieh1"2d 
by M"'r<·h lClrpi;::· ~ f ,, ,,., ,:•r·e •·o ., m"''·' ('•"' 1-l, r., Ii'Y ?8; _j'.\".) por,~ 1\.k, "1rl-,,.•"" r<:! 1 {1,';J, ~ ., ,.,1 { _) .J.~ V'f.~.,. ,,;j_ (.,1.. .t J _t'IC.~ • i.., Vl.a \.;; l VJ:.., • ·.!,. ~ 11,',;:.; l .1 l,., ,,,. ~ 

of this grou p (it need _Dot be l Brgc but tt must repre:!ent 
th<::l spect rum of relevant Air StGff decisione ) must n0t be 
constra i ned by other work commitmento 1f this cbmplcx e f fort 
is to be productive. 
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Development Plans and Analysis·Group (RDQL) 

Formulates policies, plans, and procedures for development planning, 
analysis and management studies. Manning includes Chief, Deputy and 
one secretary. 

RAND/ANSER OFFICE: (RDQLR) Provides PEM function for PE 65101F and 
65102F, Rand and Anser respectively. Propose no change to current 
organization, function, or manning. 

MANAGEMENT OFFICE: (RDQLM) Functions as Air Staff secretaria~ for 
Requirements Review Group. Serves as Air Staff OPR for disclosure 
of authorized requirements documentation to industry. Directorate 
OPR for official statements, backup data, inquiries, inserts for the 
Congressional Record and project status reports. Serves as the Air 
Staff Office of Record for all (ROCs); Class V modifications ~Program 
Management Directives (PMDs); and RDQ, RDR, and RDS PMDs for· require­
ment actions. Coordinates and submits Directorate inputs to Program 
Review Group (PRG) and the program budget cycle. Serves as PEM for 
PE 63101F, Preliminary Design and Development. Propose to add one 
0-4 slot to accomplish PRG budget and 63101F PEM functions currently 
accomplished by RDQL (Maj Colwell), and the restore secretary slot 
currently scheduled for RIF, 30 June 1975. 

DEVELOPMENT PLANS:(RDQLP) Develops techniques to relate RDT&E and 
investment actions . to operational requirements within fiscal 
constraints. Provides an overview and projection of research and 
development test and evaluation (RDT&E) and investment budgets, 
highlighting implicit operational, fiscal, and acquisition con-
straints. Provides guidance on fiscal matters to Directorate personnel. 
Integrates Force Structure/Development Planning activities across 
Air ' Staff. Provides membership on the Program Review Committee 
(Air Staff Board). Manning positions indicated on attached 
organizational chart are all additional (except 0-3 analyst, 
Capt Spinney) to current RDQL manning. 

JCS Focal Point. RDQL currently is RD JCS focal point. Function 
and one 0-5 slot should be transferred to an organization not 
affiliated with a -particular Directorate since actions cut across 
all RD functional lines. Recommend transfer to RDE or RDG. 



. 
RDQLn 
1 05 Coffee 
1 GS-13 Dwyer 
1 GS-q Johnson 
1 Sec 

RAND/ANSER 
PE 65101 RAND 
PE 65102 ANSER 

-

r1 06 
1 r5/06 

I 

. I 

DEVELOPMENT PLANS 
& ANALYSIS GROUP ; 

' 

Chief - Boyd 
Deputy - Burton i 
s ec. I 

: 
RDQLM I 

2 0-5 Conn, Eastman 
1 0-4 
1 GS-7 Lumsden 
1 Sec 

RRG Secretariat 
Congressional. Focal Point 
Pre-PRG Member 
PE 63101F, Prelimi'nary D,esign 

RDQL 
19 Professionals ""' 

5 Secre:taries 
24 People . 

** Assumes JCS Focal Point (0-5) will be assigned to RDE or RDG 

I I' 
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RDQLP** 
1 05 / 06 Chi cf 
3 03/04 Ana lysts, Spinney 

6 .-, ' 
,)4-Planners ~---

-(2) Strat cgic/ Airlift 
-(1) GP 
-(1) EW 
-(1) Munitions 
-(1) c3 

2 Sec 

Function: De velopme nt Plans 
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Enhancing ·the Air · Stu.ff 'Process {Your· Memo,·_ 4 •• Apr 75) 
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·· -:_ \.> 1. I agree ,vith. many of the points -.in the Air University 
• ; -: . • .. :_ . • study on enhancing the Air Staff process. After .my 
. ·., ~ _·· .. · ·· experience ·with the FY 76-'10 Program Objective Mer:.orandtu:l 
:· .' .. • (P0:-1), I will be among the first to agree that the l\ir 

• ·, ' Force nccd"s n. Planning, Program:1.ing, a.,."1d Budgeting System 
• • ~- •• {PP!3S) that better links threats, operating concepts, and 
• :·;: -: :- ·· · . force structure with our RDT&E efforts. ;:,·. ·,•.•·· 

j 

,-. ·•· ·. 't • : 

,, ·. : .. ·.- · ... 
. . .... . 2. In particular, I agree with the study r8comJ!lendation : • 

1 ,· '.J __ ,-;-_ ·: ·that planning, progra:mning, and budgeting should be done 
i ., . ~- , ·. primarily by mission area (strategic offense/dQfcnse, c3 , 

1

1 • ·-, ' · • general purpose forces, general suj?port, t::tc.) rat.her than 
Hajor Force Prograr:t (:-iFP) . The ri:.is3ion areas arc, in the 

• ~!~~~a!a!~~s~;r~~r~!~i~; :~~ ~~~-c F~~~~~ct T~::e t~a!~~k t~~k~he 
1 (con.bat and support) are logical subclivision3 of the r:rission 
J· _: • • - arcu.s a.nd must be the basis of an intcgr.:-.tcd plann:l.ng and 
l prograrmning systcl:l. linless sucn taslrn ---are clearly defined, 

justifiQd, a.'1d prioritized, the job of distributing Jl.:.r 

t 

I 
l 

i 

.,. •. r:)::-cc resources a'2on~i co1:1?eting nee:ds is, • all tco often, 
-.· -·.:. ;··· · • an ad hoc propc..si ti.on. • , 

.. :· : 

• _,--<.~ ·,:·- .. 3. ·, Also, tha ~ -ints on restrictive budget trends, the 
.:· . ·large investmGnt bow wave in the out years, m0rc er::~hasis 

on long- versus short-te!'."i-::\ problcras, a:1.d clearer definition 
of relevant missions are valid argc:-.cnts for changing some 
features of our current planning and prog:::-a"7L.Lling system . . 

lr . . :- -:- .· 
. ' 

,•• 

·: • 4. I should point out, however., that most of the study 
findings have been pretty much overtaken by events. • For 
instance, based on our e:q_::.e::rience with t..'1e FY 75 P0~1 and : 
previous P0r·1.s, w0. began FY 76-80 POM preparatio:1s in • 

• Se?te~~cr 1973 with the Defense Planning and Progr<1.'7ITTling 
?uidance (DPPG) ~s the baseline; panel partici?ation bcgnn 
in Janu:.lr.f 1?74--'.I<;ll ahead of the February 1974 Plunning . 
and PrograJ:1..,.'nng Guidance m~morandum (PPG?1) ; .- for the first . 1 
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·-·· time, all panels- p~rtici12~t~~ • fully in the POM. dcvcloprr.':1:t 
nnd rccm.1!:':cndccl prog:::-2.:::-, tu..rlcung levels for thcnr rcspc?civc 
nrcas bas :~d on functio~rn.l st;:i.ff ? .. nd najor corrJ";1<1nd rcqu.1.r0-
mcr:.ts; the fu.""lctional staff wor]~c.::.1 closely Hi th the mnj or 
commands, I' •:rnel.:;, Progran nevim-1 Corrmi ttce (PnC) , w.7.d Force 
Structure Con"'.'.ittcc (FSC) throughout the Po:-1 cycle to help 

,. , . 

" . . .. _,.. 

. < . . · develop a bal2.nced progrnm; there were nu.i"Tlcrous fo1.-mal and 
-.. , .. :·. •.•· infernal contacts with OASD (PJ\&E) to resolve issues . during 

... , ···- · 

:: POH prepar::tion; and the Air Staff Doard (l\.SD), Air Force 
··_ .·_; . .. • ... Council (AFC) , major cownands, Chief of Stnff Air · Force, .:1n.d 

1\ • ."... Secretary of the Air Force pa.rticipc1tcd in complete r0views 

1 
~ ., __ ~ ,:· . °.~ .. the POM, some on two pr three occasions. . • . _.-. • , •• 

i -·,-··: .. ,: .. . . __ ;_ ·s. · The FY 77-31 POM .prcparntion . bc.gan even earlier and is 
! . 

J .. _, •. -·:.::· · . . · following the sa~e bu.sic guidelines. • For instance ·, the · 
l • ;' . . •• _·: panels began program reviews in November 1974 _using the l DPPG -as a baseline. • As in the FY 76 POM, t.11.e functional • 
l • ,.:·. 'staff a.:id r.1ajor co:-:~1ands developed the progran rcquircr:-1ents 
j •• re~.riewed by the pa,.7cls. Panel rcviGws were conpleted and 

panel differences on pros-ram levels were reconciled . before 
the first ? RC session on the FY 77 POM. 'l'he timing of the 

.. . ., 
... ' ~ ' .. ·. 

. ;· ... _. _.:-:. ,- .. panel reviews and the decision to use the p~nel progra~ l0vel. 
rcconm<.:m<lu:~ion s as a b:-i.sic · ouiccline for PRC Pm-1 c.~libern.:.. 
tions were based on lessons., learnccl in the FY 76 P0!--1 develop- . 

j ' . ~ .•, 
:I .- ·-=- · .• 

mcnt. 

! '.\/~---;·__ 6.. iddi tionally, sinco March 197'1, we have· been working with 
1 • • :, ... • AF/RDQ to develop · an improved frarnework in which to b0tte:r: • 

- ,· . . 

-· t • • • 

·-. 
J ·_:·~--l,'../: _'.,·-: .. allocate Air Force resources. '.:'he origin of this clevclop;nent 
! ,·· , -... · • • planning effort goes bac.1.c appro:-r..imatcly four-.Z .i.vc y12ars to 
1 .-· : _ :.:_ . ... • • an .A.FSC prog;::-am that attempted to link all RDT&E projects to - .. •• ... 
. _- : .• _:: ·:·· _ _. . actual or required conceptual systems. The currc~1t l.F /RDQ- • :. • ·' . 
. . ·,: -: ' , ; AF /PRP effort is an ext.cnsio::.1 of the AF'SC program und, if -~ •• -· 

I ;_. •·· •. :-: ._-··.-. succes~ful, w~uld provide a. better f~amcwork for judging . . ·,.·. 
) • _· • ~- competing nccas .:!lid ~llocati.ng all Air Force rcsou::::-c-2s. . ., . 
l ·'" • •• ~enource allocation would, of course~, be biJ.sed u~.:,n the 
1J. .. _. . . ., rc.>lati ve priori ties of the basic tasks perforr.-.ed·· by th0 Air 
~-- '· . ,: . Force. I understand that much of tho data in the prclimin.iry 
1 -.. · ·;.-·,:· : . ana~ysis of such a framr;work were given to the Air University . 
1i • .. ·-.: ... stua.y group. Thus, t!1c similarity of some of t."1c l ... ir · . • 
'1 · · •·• ·: Uni vcrsi ty findings with .. those of AF /RDQ and AF /PRP may not -.· 
1 ·· -·.- be entirely coincidental. .·: .·. . :.- . • .• ... .. ,.,. • .'. , '<.. - . •, 

l. .'.. ' ~: ,_ < 7 • • At any. rnte~ ~{e pla~ning and prograrnrnin~- s;·ste~/we • • :, ,<:-.· ,· --_,.:· .• ,_,~:: . ·· 

l . . _ .. currcn:.:.ly envision is considerably narc c:,..,-tcnsive than -that · , ., • 
; • ,, .• _._'-:··;,-:.: .. • . .-. • ,,; : '· '. •.• .· .• . ,, .. -·~; ,'-.·>' 
', • '• .· .. . ',• _,_· .. , ·. . . ··. · ... · .·_·.... . .·; .. . \.:. ":·· .: •• -~. "·< -_._·.~ ·.! .•. .. " • \ • • • • 1 

.~:: . ~ ,· •. !· . • • :: . ~ ' .- ~ 

l .< · _;~ ;· '. ·:;·:: :..':-;_. ;,;•,C·-: _':'°.: _ .; · ;·: · :::/.:--~·\'::\· ·(. _ .. ._: / ,·,·, • ;'~ - . -•., 
• • · -> • ,. .., 1 -~- ·_:: . , , , , :- ·,· ••• •• · ·' • -· - , • '.'· .. . ~ . .. : 
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propo~cd _ .. in the Air University study. • The :ma,Jor fc;3.turcs •. 
. . n.rc: ,.~ • • •.· , . • ·. • .:--· ... . 

. ·•, 
' I o • ,. ... . 

,• ' . ~- . : ... . 

• a • . Cor:rr>leto aad pcri~C:.ic t,'1.rcat assessm~nts. • 

of relevant missions, mission 
(combat and support) . to perform .• 

b. · ·netter d~finition 
'i' . ,.,:; arcas, nnd the basic tasks 

.. ?>.- :_;_ ·i;. tho~o missions. . . . . ~ --"' . : .. _ 

.(-.. 

.· , •:·~ 

:'. ~·: . .. .._ :s-: c. l. svstcr.1 of priori ties for 
:~: .. ; < ·.::·_n.t · the A.S!3, !..FC, Chief of Stuff Air 

the · basic t;isks developed • 
Force I c:.:-l<i Sccrotar..1 of • 

• ~ ··,.:. · ·· the Air Force lcvola. . .. ..' ,_. . .. --.. · --- . 
' . f :, 1·· · · - _"' :,·. . 

_ .. _ . . ' ..... ·-, . 
!·• -~ ..... .. 

. , .. • • ·: • • d. Devclo"i'i-;;cnt of strategies and· operating ·concepts 
_:/ •. · .. ·-~ ,.: for the basic tc1sks. • ·' ·, .. 

.. . . . e.· 
suppo?:t 
tho P0:·1 

.i\.ltcrnat.ivc progril..T'.\ levels, · force structures, mid 
progr2....--::s based on r2:.::ourcc u."1cortn.inties • for bo·ch 
and Extc~1d.ed Planning lu'1.nc:x por1oc.1s. • . .... 

f. Tcc:mologs.1., hQrdwarc and support o:,tior.s • thnt i:::upr-ort • 
alternative force structures and support prograMs. 

, . r 

g. Ultir.1ately, a cor,1r,>utcr p::-ogr~rr-. to siml)lify pricir.(J 
-: ·: _-:_,,~ :.~ .'. •• an<l cevelopr:'.cnt of altcrnntivc r,rograr;s (force s·::ructu:cc and 

~ 

. , .. . -: nupport) for t.110 alternative progr.:,.;;-1 levels~ • 
: •• • • • ' . ..... . _ _ : : p. : .. , 

r·:~.:• 
~ .. .. , .... 

a. · · whil0 there is much to ngrec with'in· thG Air Univc:csitv 
study, there aro scvcrc1l point.n wit .. -:.i - ,1hici1 I catcgoric<1.lly 
disn.grco. For i~sta::1cc, I disaqroc with the stater,1cnts th;::i.t "the 

. adversnry fu:,ction is not; sufficiently org.::.nizcd ... •• &::~ci "what 
~~pea.rs to be missing ... •.i:3 a Dt::ong int2grating functio:1 .... " 
In the organizntim1al sc;:-isc, tho role3 plc:i.ye<l by V1e ?!.C and • • 
FSC (n.s well as AF/PIT?) would .:ippcn.r to be more than adequate 
as intcgr~tors of the PPBS nnd as adversaries to counter­
balance advocates. In fact, some r.r3r;;.bors of the Air Staff 
probal::.ly believe · at the current stngc of · the ~Ci-! th.1.t these 
roles arc too strongly playe:d. • • Also, while O out.side in!)u~s" 
arc very important to PON d0.v~lop::n~nt, they shnply car.not be 
tl ,.,. r1 • ., • .,_ • • ., • t' • d t;: 

1u primary· inpu ... s cons:.ucring -r:c conI)eting n0c s o_ 
<ldvocatcs (najor· cor::..r:1ands). An effective PPDS uill have to 
be. ul ~i:-:12.tl'"!ly bi.1.:-:;c~l on a. total misr;ion analT:d~ :.·cgulatcd by 
pr101.-~t.::. :~-.:: · cntabli~~.e:d by -the Air. $t.aff.· : . . · . .. · ·,. :_- .. =~ ... .. • • •• • •• • · .,·•. 

-· • .. ~ ·.-, . . . ,:· .. v ,:r • ·.; -:· · · ::: · :. : •· • .-,:• '", :( :_!>• · 

: :~ • . .- . . . .. :· ..... ! ~ •• .,,, . i'; : .. • ;, . • : ,• ·~ · •• ' • .': •. \ ~•. • • 
. ·.: ~. ... . ;.-., 

. . :' . ,, .:.: ' ... , ' . : ... , .; •, .. ~ • : · • . :; ... ; ·.·~ ·,. . ' ... . . ,. . _: .... ... : . . . .- ... ·. ·. • . 

: _,. • • •. • •· •,. . '• • . . ,~ •,: .. ...: . !. I.· • • • , , ~ • 

· .. ':··. . ,,. ;.,• •. 

. ·,: .. ,· 

J 
: • •· 

. I 
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j 

l .. 
,. . 

I ... . 
0 . .. 

. .. •.· • .•. \ • ' ,. ·, . . 

. , .. ... 
.,. .. · . -.. 

.... .. 

9. • l\.lso, I disagree ·with the emphasis on 1'-.ir Stuff. 
orgnnization in the Air U:-i ivcrsity study. Certainly, we 
nocd to ·cc::;:c a::1ot::.cr lco]: 2.t: the usofulnon;; of Dancl reviews 
_and the role of · the pa.'1ols versus the functionai staff in 
P011 dcvclo;;,rn2nt. Our cu::::-rc;nt e ':.:fort with AP /RDQ i·:ould do 
just that. However, the pri:r:i,:i.ry problem is not who develops 
the Air Porco pro':1r2rn. Rather, the problcn is how we c~cvclop 
it and how ,•;,ell we define our b,1sic goals o::: objectives. 
Unless \ ·1c hnvc the pro:,cr frame.,1ork thz.1t links missions, 
thrc~ts, strategics, operating concepts, b~sic tasks, ~0~c0 
structure, and hard,;1aro options--all governed by a system of 

. prioritics--ti1(~ri no Air Staff a~r0ncy, regardlcsG of siz0 
or organizational location, can develop a truly effective 
Air Force progra!:1. I believe the key to a · better P0!1 is 
through a (!.evclopnc:1t plannir-.g sy£tcn :J..ikc thut desc:cibed 

·. • ' .... 

in pc.1ra0-ra?h 7, above, and not ncccss~rily a."1y drastic A.ir. • · • -.. · 
Staft r9orga~1ization. • ~-• .. , . :·: .. . : ·:·,,, 

· ... • •, . . :- . ~ . : . ., ' 
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CY .74 POM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS (FY 76-80 PmI) 

Action 

AF/PR le'.tter to AF/XOX and AF/SA 
initiating FY 76-80 POi.l actions. 
This letter was a request to 
initiate analyses to support the 
FY 76 POM. 

I 

Defense Policy and Planning Guidance 
(DPPG) Issued. 

Program Re~iew Committee Briefings 
on FYDP Elements. 
The Committee was brief~d by the 
Air Staff OPRs on the current FYDP. 
These briefings included such things 
as Intelligence, · RDT&E, .Military 
Construction, WRM, and O&M. 

SECDEF Planning and Programming 
Guidance Memorandum (PPGhl ) Received 

Review of Programs by Individual 
Panels. 
Exten~ive reviews were conducted by 
the C~, Space, and Data Automation 
Panels. These included MAJCOM inputs. 

Briefing to Program Review Committee 
on SECDEF Planning and Programming 
Guidance ~iemorandum (PPGM). 

Program Review Committee Review of 
Candidates for the First Program 
Exercise. 

. : : : 

· -._ The Committee met almost continuously 
during this period. There were brief­
ings andidiscussions on 138 candidates 
for the I ~irst Program Exercise. • 

Briefing to Corona Range on PPGM. 
General Boylan presented a briefing 
on the major items in the PPGM, and 
major issues anticipated. 

Date 

·21 Sep 73 

. · .. . 

28 Sep 

·.-.-: p· . · ' 4-8 Feb 

.· . . 

25 Feb 

Jan 

. ., . , ,. 

4 Mar 

·_ 4-12 Mar 

i ._:_.. 

13 Mar 
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Action ---

Program Review Committee Initiated 
Review of Candidate s for Se cond 
Program Exercise. 
Although the first exercise had not 

-• been completed; the Cammi ttee began 
reviewing items for the second one. 
This included such things as request­
ing additional Panel reports. 

First Program Exercise (76-Al) 

Briefing to Program Review Committee 
and Force Structure Committee on 
76-Al. 
These Cormni ttees were briefed on the 
results of the exercise and the 
impact ~f the program changes. 

Briefing to Air Staff Board and MAJCOM 
·Representa tives on 76 - Al. 
General Gre e nleaf briefed the results 
of the first exercise to the Board and 
a General Officer representative from 
AFLC, ADC, AFCS., .. AFSC, ATC, SAC and TAC. 

MAJCOM Comments on 76-Al Briefing . 
Each 1~JCOM attending the ASB meeting 
provided- written comments. 

Briefini to Air Force Council on 76-Al. 
General Greenleaf oriefed the Council 
on the results of the exercise and the 
MAJCOM comments. 

Briefing to SAF on 76-Al 
General Greenlea f brief ed SAF on the 
results of 76-Al, MAJC01I comments;· 
and recommendations for the second 
p~ogram exercise. . ' ,. ~ 

• t ~ .. I ' ' 

Second ?rogram Exercise (76-A2). 
• . It . 1· • 

1 
2 

0 

I . 

· nate 

i1 Mar 

15-28 Mar 

1 Apr 

.. 5 Apr 

8 Apr . 

- ·. , ,. 

' . 
! ": 

12 Apr 

- : . 11-22 Apr 

,· :.· ··, 
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• • _f , ; : 
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Action 

Briefings on Second Program Exercise 
to ASB, AFC, CSAF, SAY . 
As with ,the f irs t e xercise, Genera 1 
Greenleaf ~riefed the results and 
recommendations for changes. SAF 
was· bri~fed a total of ·t hree times 
during the overall POM development 

I . • . 

proce~~ l-~---~ / 
Third Program Exercise (76-A3) 

' . 
POM Documentation and Coordination 

POM Summary Sent '·-to MAJCOMs . 
,,. 

I•" • • '••• 

I ,, .. . . . _ .... -
·: .· -·-· .. _ 

•.• _ .. _:,-

: '; :· · - . 
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.. • ~- ~ :: / ,_: 
,· · : ·· · . , :r 
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• I , 
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. :-· -· · . 

. . . ·. 

0 

-· ,· . . .. 
. ··. ·:."' .·,· 
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. . : : . '. 

Date 

2_6 Apr 

2-10 May 

10-17 May 

16 May 

' : . ' ' . 

1 .May 

.. 
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:-_ . . • I •,'.•~• •: .. - : ~ : : ( 
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CY 75 POM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS (FY 77-81 PO?'li) 

ACTION -

AF/PRP Letter to Air Staff Board Panels and 
Committees Directing the Early Review of Programs 
All of the Program Elements in the FYDP were divided 
among the Panels, and they were directed to revi~w 
them for changes. 

AF/PRP Letter t6 MAJCOhls Requesting General 
Participation in the CY 75 POf\1 Development Process 
1IAJC0:1is were told of early start of POM reviews 
and requested to assist. 

. . \ 

Panel and Committee Review of Existing Programs 
and Potential Program Chan ge s 
.As requested in AF/PRP 24 Oct 74 letter, the Panel . 
and Committees conducted an extensive reviews. 

AF/CVtB hlessage to hlAJCOMs Inviting Briefings 
The niAJCO;,;s were invited to present briefings on 
proposed progra~ changes to the Program Review 
Committee. 

i •· . . ···• . 
First Program Exercise (77-Al) 

SECDEF Planning and Programming Guidance 
Memorandum (PPGM) Received 

. . . 

Summary of 77-Al Provided to CSAF 

Program Review C_ommi ttee and Force Structure 
Committee Deveiopment of E.ecommenda tions for 
Second Program Exercise 

Second Program Exercise (77-A2) 

Summary of 77-A2 Provided to CSAF 

Briefing on 77-A2 . to Program Review Committee 
I . 

~ .. 
. . ' . 

·.- . 

DATE 

• 24 Oct 74 
•. 

24 Oct 74 

Dec-Jan 

12 Jan 75 

• 12 Jan 75 

24 Jan-11 Fe 

17 Feb 

Feb 
• 

... 

24 Jan-11 Fe 

20 Mar 

4 Apr 

.. .. . . . 

. :. •. 

. . . . . . • , .. . 
··:,. " i •: .. . . ... 

. - : .·. . • 
.. _ . ., 

" • ' • t " 

. ,·· . 
. . . . . - ,- . 

. . : ·.'· • 
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-- , ACTION 

Briefing on 77~A2 t6 Air Staff Board and 
MAJCOM Representatives 

0 

Gen Currie . briefed the Board and MAJCOM repre­
sentatives on the . results of 77-A2 and recommenda­
tions. The MAJCO~s represented were ADC, AFCS, 
AFLC, AFSC, _ATC, 11AC, PACAF, SAC, TAC, USAFE, and 
USAFSS. • • • 

SCHEDULE OF FUTURE ACTIONS 

, I 

MAJCOM Inputs Due • • 
The MAJCOM comments on the briefing are due on 
this date. 

. . , 

Briefink to Air Force Council on 77-A2 
i 

. . . . . . . 

Discussion with CSAF on PO:¥1 
(,· 

Brief ing1 
• to SAF and CSAF on 77,~A2 

I . 

.. _. : ... .. , . 

Final Pm1 Exercise . . : .. 

POM DocUi--nentation and Coordination 

... _ .. ,: . . -· 
.. , .- . 

·. .; . 

. • . ·, 

.. -~-: : •• -.· . .· _·. _._ 

. . ·--._ .. : . ·1· ; • , •• 
:·.•·1· •. • · ,· 

. . ', ., . . .-·· : 
·: . ,. 

:• . / · -· 

·nATE 

1O . Apr 

14 Apr , • 

17 Apr 

21 Apr 

• I 

•, 

-· : -· 
' •. 

21 Apr-3 Ma 

2-9 May 

. '- .'· 
- .. . . ' 
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