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Memorendum For: General Ellis

Subject: Integration of Force Planning and
Development Planning

1. BACKGROUND

S e Kb i
Over the past year, AF/RED hag conducted easbwrriove gtudy
of how the Alr 38taflf sghould do Developmeht Planninz. Our -
Lindings are attached to thls mempréndum. We have conceluded
that Development Planning 1 n%@rdep@ndent with Force Plan-

-ning and that the Alr Staf{ wwel pursue an integroted (as
‘digtinguished from coordinated) gpprosch to both, 'Lhis

concluglion 1s baged upon the Lollowing fundamental consld-
erationg: :

&, There 1z a sgubgtantial bagliz for the bellief thst

‘forthcoming Congresglonsl Appropriations will be sipgnifi-
.cantly lees than those required to procure the programmed

force structure., This 1s bosed upon the coneclusionz of oup
detalled analysls of the Alr Force's historic budget Crends.
Flrst, unlesgs there 18 on expllclt reason to Justlfly why
future appropriations will grow at a rete gignificantly
greater than haée been hlstorically possglble, even the mogt
optimietlc projectlon of a future growth rate indlcates
that the programmed force gtructure cannot . be procured,
And gecond, although we can te peasonably certaln of these
future restrictions, we are uncertaln of thelr abgolute
magnitudes, : 7O

be The increasging complexlty of weapon systemg leads
to production economids of scale and contractual rigldlities
that make it very expensglve to change gcqguisgition rateg once
production plang are sget and conbtracts are gligned. Clearly
& restrlicetive budget would force changes %Q/Oﬂrtﬂﬁfﬁﬁﬁt,x
sequiaition program leading to increased chsts, The strong
1ikelihood of zuch & budget suggests that we should examline
alternative acquialition etretegles to cope with lower appro-
priations. By #ntidipating lower appropriations we can
develop our scqulsition progrom g0 ag to reduce the adversge
effects of provable production changes which would arlse
from emerging budget regtrictions.

"@. , Force Structure decisions must provide the context
for declglons affecting & weapon system's acqulzition rate;
however, the opposite 1z also true, That 1s to say, L7
emerging appropriatlons force ug to conslder zlternative
acquisition strategles, such strotegles by necesslly provide
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the context for force structure declpions.  The fact that
future appropriations are ungertaln gugpests thot we should
examine multiple ﬂtrﬂtﬁéAmﬂn

d. Thusg ﬁQPLQ Planning and Developnent Planning sre
interdependent sctivitles, each with the objective of pro-
viding balance tw the Aly Fopce Progrom.  Pecognlzing that

TENTa

the Prograw ig the out;ut of the PPRES, it followg that we
mast integrate the refource inputs to the PPBS.  Input
categorieg can be dellined Lln terns of resources belng &llo-
cated to Operations and Support (0&3), Invemtment, and
Regesrch and Development., In additlion te belng grated
in the deslred Program, these regource eateborie mu*t also
be internally consistent, That ls bto say, each category
ghould be in harmony with the other two., For exemple, vwe
do not want to expend RE&D regourceg for the englneering
development of eyatems that we will be ungble Lo prggurv'
we do not want to procure systemsa that are too coptly to
operate; and QLS considerationg should impact our RED
efforts, but not Lapalr our *Pahﬁﬁiﬁﬂiu 1l capability through
exceagive emphagls on near term problemg.

The Alr Force's emerging economic environment coupled with
the interdependencles between Force and Development FPlon-~
ning, end among the budgst categories, lesd ug to the con-
¢lugion that we must Atagrn“, our planning/decision pro-
ceged. We do not Lelleve that routine coordination cap
effectively surmount the intnwnal gtraing belng created by
our emergling economic streswg,

2.  RECOMMENDATIONS

a, Under the segls of the Aly Force Mouﬂfkl, i u* dc oL
level gteering group ﬁh3m74 be establighed to Wunezvi B
working group chart 5 op & #cheme for nuoLr LL““
Force 'nd Developnent Plonning Thls Luﬁ”inﬂ groupn would

be compoged of XOX, 0D Lﬁm ACE and RDG.
& #

b. Az lts objective, the working group will develop
the atafl capobllity {o provide you with informstion on
probable future congequences of current declsions., This
will help you a2 ©» declslon maker by expliclitly providiwg
integrated informetion on the gtreling to the AF Prograr
whilch are the reagult of our changlng economic nwvlrgauenh.
To do thisg, the working group should be accountable to you
through the steering committee ond the Alr Force Council.

¢« Proceecding from the premige that Development Plan-
ning 18 dependent upon Force Planning, and vice verega; this
working group would develop the interfoce neceggary to provide

2
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the requleite procurement and development prograns needed

to deternine the giz

¢ and compoBition of future forces,

The complex interdependencies gtated In the preceeding
parsgraph guggest that there ig no & priori way of deter-

mining the detalls of this integration,
a conceptual approach sg & candidate for conzlderation

We have identi?ieﬁ
Lo,

Atch 1); however, we feel that the working group should

malke the finel determinstion. In order to do this,

working group ehould
1zed activitien:

(1)

Select

(2) Determine
“the concept.

the
e toaked with the following general-

8 conceptual approach.

.

bhome tagks necegsory to lmplement

(3) Identify what information lg needed ond what
the flow of information should be.

Shape €
the act

(5)

d. In order to

Tune the t
budget cye

taake and information flow to the

le,
he orgenizstionsl structure to accomplieh
ivities discusged above,

offectively implement and teet thig

approach, we feel that the working group wmust be establighaed

by March 1975 1f we are to

impact the FY 78-82 POM.

Menhers

of thig group (it need not be large but 1t must reprezent
he gpectrum of relevant Alr Staff deciglong) muet not be

congbralined by other work commltmente

ig to be productive,

rrsarmerseats

if this complex effort

1 Ateh / y
HEDG 1tr, 1 Nov T4, Development
Planning

RDQL Coord Cy

RDAQL Read File Cy
RDQ Read Flle Cy
RD Read Flle QCy
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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. Directeorate
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 Sk
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.

i T e S




DEVELOPMENT PLANS
& ANALYSIS GROUP

1 06 Chief - Boyd
1 P5/06 Deputy - Burton
,J_*“w‘ﬁec

V]

RDQLR

1 05 Coifee

1 GS-13 Dwyer
1 GS-@ Johnson
1 Sec

. RDQLM ;
2 0-5 Conn, Eastman

1 24
1 GS-7 Lumsden
1 Sec / i

RAND/ANSER
PE 65101 RAND
PE 65102 ANSER

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

RRG Secretariat -
Congressional Focal P01nt
Pre-PRG Member

PE 63101F, Preliminary Design

RDQL :

19 Professionals
S5 Secretaries

24 People

3 03/04 Analysts, Spinney

B R b | b o e A S i ol iy

RDQLP**
1 05/06 Chief

w3

6 Planners ;7
-(2) Strategic/Airlift
-(1) GP
~(1) EW
-(1) Munitions
“{1ned
2 Sec
Function: Development Plans
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- force structure with our RDT&E efforts. = R e

. 3. 'Also, the points on restrictive budget trends, the
‘large investrment bow wave in the out years, more emphasis

. PRPR A/Lt Col Reynolds/59978/drc/10 Apr 75 . = . " . .
Enhanéing'the Airlstaff brocess (Your’Memq,i4"Apr 75)‘;  H

A agree with many of the points in the Air University
‘study on enhancing the Air Staff process. After.ny ;
‘experience with the FY 76-30 Program Objective Memorandum

(POM), I will be among the first to agree that the Air
Force nceds a Planning, Programning, and Budgeting System
(PPBS) that better links threats, operating concepts, and

oy

o T pérticular, I agree with the study recommendation -

‘that planning, programming, and budgeting should be done

primarily by mission area (stratcgic offense/defense, c3,

'ageneral purpose forces, general support; etg.) rather than

Major Force Program (MFP). The mission arcas are, in the

general sense, an easier and more correct way to look at the |

basic tasks performed by the Aiy Force. These basic tasks
(combat and support) are logical subdivisions of the mission
arcas and rust be the basis of an integrated planning and

. Programming system. Unless such tasks ‘are clearly defined,

justified, and prioxitized, the job of distributing Ailr
3 i k . . =
Force resources -anong competing necds is, "all too often,

an ad hoc proposition.

on long- versus short-term problems, and clearer definition
of relevant missions are valid arguments for changing some
features of our current planning and programming systemn.

4. I should point out, however, that most of the study

findings have been pretty much overtaken by events. ' For
instance, bascd on our exuerience with the FY 75 POM and
previous PO!s, wo began FY 76-30 POM preparations in
September 1973 with the Defense Planning and Programming
Guidance (DPPG) as the baseline; panel particivpation began
in January 1974--well ahead of the February 1974 Planning

- and Programming Guidance Memorandum (PPGM); for the first .
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‘time, all pane ls-partici?~t a’ fully in thc PO devclopmeyt
. and reccormended program funding levels for their xespective
. w51 areas based on functional stan and major command regquire-
: ments; the functional staff worked closcly with the major
commanda, panels, rogram Review Committce (PRb), ang Force
tructuxre Cormmittee (TS throughout the POI1 cvecle to help
l : “..‘dBVOlOﬁ a balanced procraw, there were numerous formal and
"¢+ " informal contacts with OASD(PA&E) to resolve fssuns during  .h
l ""s-. " POM preparation; and the Alr Staff Board (ASB), Air Force s s
e 1% Council (ArC), major commands, Chief of Staff Air For ce, and
" :  Secretary of the Air Force participated in comnlete reviews
., . of the POM, some on two or three OCRABLONR L w0 i< H il bl e e

.

Yot 80 Tha PY 77-31 POM pret aratlon bcgan even cariler and is
S following the same basic gquidelines.  For instance, the

. il panels began program reviews in November 1974 using the -0 7o el et
" DPPG -as a bascline.  As in the FY 76 POM, the functional == T .70

o ‘'staff and major commands developed the program regquirements -

reviewed by the panels. Panel reviews were completed and
panel differcnces on program levels were reconciled before
.. the first PRC szession on the FY 77 POM. ' The tining of the
.- panel reviews and the decision to use the panel proqranm level,
y rccommendations as a basic-guideline for PRC POHM h31¢b°*1
) GRS tions were baued on lessons learnud in the FY 76 POW QuVClOP“
Lo Y mont, : A Ui ! .,
Wt B Additlonally, sinco “arch 197ﬁ, we have bccn workinq w1th b
-,.2 .. DF/RDQ to develop an improved framework in which to better S
‘;_allocate Air Force resources. Zhe orlgiﬁ of this developament = -
e “planning effort goes back approximately four-five vears to '
"o 4.. ,an AFSC program that attempted to link all RDTEE projects to

. -+ actual or recguired conceptual svstems. The currceat AF/RDQ- . . -
g AF/PRP effort is an extension of the AFSC program and, if fyehs

“v - successful, would provide a better framework for judging
'; competing nceds and allocating all Air Force resources.
"..Resource allocation would, of coursc, be kased upca the
"~ ¢¢ relative priorities of the basic tasks parformod by the Air
.- Force. 1 understand that much of the data in the preliminary
‘analysiu of such a frgmeworh were given to the Air University .
study group. Thus, the similarity of some of the Air

J+of: Undiversity findings with those of AF/RDQ and AP/PRP may not'
B be entirely coinCLdeutal ' . o St

. 5

g

bt 7. At any rat 1@ planning and prograrrmlng S‘{"’te"l we
ks currcu_Ly cnvivlon io conoloerably moxra extens;ve than that' « o
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nropoécd_in the Air University study.' The;majorAfcaturcs

.= areas, and the basic tasks (combat and spppqrt)v
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-c. A systen of prloritles for the baélc ta"ka dcvoloaed

‘;iat‘tho ASB, LFC, Chief of Staff Air Force, and Sccret ary of
-the Alr Foxce lQVOlu. g R ot R G S el 3 St

2

il Duveloﬁ? snt of strategics and operating concepts

“ii,fof the basic tasks.

e. Alternative program levels, force structures, and

'aupno*t prograns based on rasource uncertainties for bouﬁ
the P 4 and ExLeaguc Pl anning Annex c*io&a.

alternatlve £orce structurcs ad sSuppoxt programs.

. Ul imately, a computer program to simplify pricing
5 X 3

- and development of alternative nrogramns (’o*cc structure and
;_support) for the altcrngtlvc PYOgram lmvels.

8, "'While uhere is much to agrea with in the Air Unive:sxty
study, therc are gscveral points with-which I cateqgorically
disagrea. For instance, I disagrec with the statements that "the

adversary fuaction is not sufficiently organized..." aid "what

arpears to be missing... i3 a stzong 1ntenrating funution, o7
In the organizational sense, the roles played by the PIC and
FSC (as wall as AP/PJ”) would appcar to be more than adegquate
as integrators of the PPRS and as adversaries to counter-
balance advocates. In f£ackt, some members of the Alr Staff

" probaily bzlieve at the currant stage of the POM that these

roles arc too strongly plavca.*‘Also, while "outside inputs"’
are v ry important to POM GOVﬂlooﬂsn,, they simplv cannot bhe
the “primary” inputs considexing the competing necds of

advocates (major commands). An effective PPBS will have to

Y B ape e 8
be ultxr tely b¢sc£ on a. yogal ﬂis ion aﬂalysis rcgulaucd bv.'
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.past system analysis, the payoff
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9. Also, I disagree with the emphasis on Air staff
organization in the Alr University study. Cextainly, ve
need to tale another lcok at the usefulness of panel reviews
and the role of the pancls versus the functional staff in

PO develepront. Our current coifort with AF/RDQ would do
just that. However, the primary problem is not who develops
the Air Force program. Rathex, the problem is how we develop

. it and how well we define our basic goals or objectiwves.
- Unless we have the propcer framework that links missions,

thrests, strategies, operating concepts, basic tasks, Iarce

» structure, and hardware onLloﬂs—~all governed bv a qysbom of
Ciprioritics=-—then no Mir Staf £ agency, regardless of siz
- ox oxrganilzational location, caﬁ develor a truly effecti

Air Force program. I helicve the key to a'better POM is q
through a development planning system like that described .. 7% i’
in paraqraph 7, above, and not necessarily any dras tic Alr [l g

>“10. Al olgy, Jlm CLrvle, anad I plaﬂ to discu S the imcrovead
o plw.n*nJ and prograrming system with CGenerals Burrczs and

Lawson in the next wack or so. We hope to conve an Air
Staff working group to rafine and ecxpand the nrov¢0"" efforts
with the idea of using the new development planning system
for the FY 78-52 POM, 'This could be an ontimistic plan since
the task is rather awesome--: point that is minimized in tho
"wa believe the effort is

needed ahd, considaring the insigh ve gaine f*on our

d
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CY 74 POM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS (TY 76-80 PO“)

Action

AF/PR letter to AF/X0X and AF/SA
initiating BY W6-80/ RO actionsi

This letter was a request to
initiate analyses to support the
FY 76 POM.

Defense Policy and Planﬁing Guidance

(DPPG) Issued.

Program Review Committee Briefings

on FYDP Elements.

The Committee was briefed 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 (PPGM) Received

Review of Programs by Individual

R e

Panels.

thenglve 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 )Memorandum (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[flrst Program Exercise.

i

Brleflng to Corona Range on PPGM.

General Boylan presented a briefiing
on the major items in the PPGM, and
majoxr issues anticipated.

Date

‘21 Sep 73

28 Sep

4-8 Feb'

25 Feb

Jan

’A 4 Mar

4«12 Mar
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Program Review Committee Initiated

N

Action

Review of Candidates for Second

Program Exercise. )

"been completed;

Although the first exercise had not
the Committee began
reviewing items for the second one.
This included such things as request-
ing additional Panel reports.

First Program Exercise (76-A1)

Briefing to Program Review Committee

and Force Structure Committee on

76-A1.

These Comnlttees were briefed on the

results of the exercise and the
impact of the program changes.

. Briefing to Air Staff Board and MAJCOM

Representatives on 76-Al.

General Greenleaf briefed the results
of the first exercise to the Board and
a General Officer representative from

AFLC, ADC, AFCS, AESC, ATC, SAC and TAC,

MAJCOM Comments on 76-A1 Briefing.

Each MAJCOM attending the ASB meeting
provided written comments.

Briefing to Air Force Council on 76-Al.
General Greenleaf briefed the Council
on the results of the exerc1se and the
MAJCOM comments.

Briefing to SAF on 76-Al ;
General Greenleaf brieied SAF on the
results of 76-A1l, MAJCOM comments,
and recommenuatlons for the second
program exercise. :

" e

Second Program Exercise (76-A2).

.

Date

21 Jar

’j95Apr'

15-28 Mar

1 Apr

[

Wty

5 Apr

'8 Apr::

12 Apr'

11-22 Apr
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‘Action

Briefings on Second Program Exercise

to ASBL ARG HESA ST .
As with the first exercise, General
Greenleaf briefed the results and
recommcndaulons for changes. SAF

_was- briefed a total of three times

during the overall POM development

process” ; ; s
Pt ,LM &

"I
Third Program Exercise (76-A3)

POM Documentatlon and Coordlnatlon

R S TR,

A

“;1

POM Summary Sent to MAJCOMS
A‘ y Yot

Date

26 Apr - 1 May

2-10 May

- 10-17 May
. 16 May

® _
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CY 75 POM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS (FY 77-81 POX)

ACTION -

AF/PRP Letter to Air Staff Board Panels and

24 Oct 74

Committees Directing the Larly Review of Programs

All of the Program Elements in the FYDP were divided

among the Panels,
them for changes.

AF/PRP Letter to MAJCOMs Requesting General

and they were directed to review

. 24 Oct 74 .

Participation in the CY 75 POM Development Process

MAJCO)Ms were told of early start of POM reviews
and requested to assist. :

Panel and Committee Review of Existing Programs

and Potential Program Changes

and Committees conducted an extensive reviews,.

AF/CVSB Message to MAJCOMs Inviting Briefings
The MAJCOMs were invited to present orieiings on
proposed program changes to the Program Rev1ew
Committee.

i
°

Fifst Program Exercise (77—A1)

SECDEF Plannlnv and Programming Guldance
Memorandum (PPGJ) Received s

Summary of 77-A1 Provided to CSAF

Program Review Committee and Force Structure

Committee Development of Recommendations for

~ Second Program Exercise

Second Program Exercise (77-A2)

Summary of 77-A2 Provided to CSAF . - e

-8

Briefing on 77-A2.to Program Review Comﬁittee

f o

.~

!' 5 S S . | sl LR i
" e B = 553 S S
5 k il ¢ BT A
F ! - 1 ~ 3

I

. Dec=Jan

As requested in AF/PRP 24 Oct 74 letter, the Panel .

32 "Tan 75

20 Mar
‘ 4 Apr

ke

24 Jan-11l Feb

Feb

DATE

o e

12 'Jan 75

17 Feb

24 Jan-11 Feb

=

o
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ACTION

Briefine on 77-A2 to Air Staff Board and

MAJCOM Representatives
Gen Currie. briefed the Board and MAJCOM repre-
sentatives on the results of 77-A2 and recommenda-
tions.'| The UAJCOHS represented were ADC., AFCS,
AFLC, AFSC, ATC, MAC, PACAF, SAC, TAC, USAFE and
USAFSS il oo by

i

Wit 'scﬁEDULE OF FUTURE ACTIONS

i
! .

MAJCOM Inputs Due o

- The MAJCOM comments on the briefing are due on

this date.

l

Brleflng to B Force Council on 77-A2

DlSCUSSIOn with CSAF on POM

i ; t

Briafing o SamElLin BaRE on T A4S

Final PCM Exerciéé

FOM Documentatlon and Coordlnatloh

el Sl & LS ’

-3
»

‘DATE

10. Apr

14 Apr

17 Apr
21 Apr
21 Apr-3 May
2-9 May
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