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FOREWORD

Advanced development covered in this report is in support of a Manpower Require-
ments and Resources Control System (MARRCS), which is being developed as a subproject
under Technical Development Plan P43-07 X, Manpower Management Effectiveness. The
overall objective of MARRCS is to test and evaluate technologies directed toward improved
manpower resources management. Phase | of MARRCS involves an analysis of the existing
Navy manpower planning and programming processes to establish a basis for improving
current systems and directing future systems development.

This report is a compilation of information about the Navy’s manpower planning
and programming processes at the onset of the MARRCS project. (June 1974-February
1975). It attempts to put into perspective the functional and organizational elements in
manpower planning and programming, their interlocking relationships, and the structure of
the system employed in determining manpower requirements. The work was conducted
under the direction of Mr. Elmer S. Hutchins, Jr., Phase I Project Director. Overall guidance
was provided by Dr. Richard C. Sorenson, Associate Director for Management Systems
Research and Development.

Acknowledgment is due Mr. Paul Conway for developing a MARRCS working paper,
upon which the “Overview of the PPBS and the POM cycle for FY 75 was based. Appre-
ciation is expressed to members of the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Manpower) Staff,
who assisted in assembling the information files for Navy Program Objectives Memorandum-
75 (POM-75). Special acknowledgment is due to staff members of OP-121, Manpower Analy-
sis and Systems Development Branch, for furnishing guidance and information essential to
the presentation of selected information in this study. Additionally, the Planning, Program-
ming, and Budgeting System Seminar, sponsored and conducted by staff members of OP-
090, Navy Program Planning Office, proved invaluable in describing and displaying the Man-
power Planning and Programming structure.

J. J. CLARKIN
Commanding Officer
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SUMMARY

PROBLEM

Previous systems definition studies in the area of Navy manpower planning have
attempted to define the existing manpower management processes of the Navy. While these
studies represent significant contributions to the concept of a “Total Manpower Planning
System,” they do not provide the necessary detailed identification and description of the
systems and subsystems that are embedded in the Navy’s current manpower/personnel
planning operations.

OBJECTIVE

The broad objective of Phase I of the Manpower Requirements and Resources Con-
trol System (MARRCS) has been to accomplish a detailed systems analysis of the Navy's
overall manpower planning function. In order to perfornm this systems analysis in an orderly
manner, with minimum disruption of the day-to-day work of individuals engaged in the
actual planning and decision-making processes, it was necessiary to develop a “road map™
reflecting the overall structure of these functions. This road map or point of reference had
to be broad in scope and retlect the essential features of DoD’s Planning, Programming and
Budgeting System (PPBS) and the Navy's participation in this system through its own inter-
related planning, programming, and budgeting processes. The purpose of the material com-
piled in this report was to serve as such a road map.

APPROACH

Development of a manpower planning structure based on communication flows in
sequential planning and programming events, points of initiation and impact, as well as the
resultant documentation within the PPBS. was undertaken as the initial step in this study.
Sccondly. the identification of the participants and management structure df the PPB proc-
ess was attempted. These two efforts were designed to provide a description of the various
actions generated by the formal system, as well as the Navy management structure that
coordinates the required responses within the system.

RESULTS

A description of the various actions required by the PPB process resulted in the de-
velopment ot an overview of the formal PPBS and a characterization of the Program Objec-
tive Memorandum (POM) processes. The overview depicts the Navy’s planning system in
relationship to DoD’s PPBS and provides an appreciation of the impact of these events with
respect to time phasing and specialized documents for which manpower constituted an in-
put. The description of these processes is based on the state of the systeimn at a single period
of time — late FY-1974 and early FY-1975.

The POM is characterized as a formal programming subsystem prescribed by DoD
which must reflect, for euch military service and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the recommended




allocation of total resources, including manpower, over a S-year range. As such, the POM
reflects complex planning decisions and detailed programming of resources to implement
these decisions.

A basic understanding of the Navy management structure was another step in the
development of the information base. An outline of the organizational structure of the
PPBS provides clarification of the broad responsibility echelons within the structure, the
manpower requirements development flow, the mission and organization of the Chief of
Naval Operations, the definition of sponsors, and the POM development structure by Major
Mission and Support Category Sponsors.

The material presented in this report represents the initial store of information as-
sembled as part of the systems analysis of the existing manpower planning and decision proc-
esses in the Navy. As with most reports/studies of this nature, it will soon be outdated be-
cause of the dynamic character of management systems. However, it can serve in the near
term as a source of reference for individuals who need an understanding of the Navy man-
power planning processes.

The primary objective of this study was accomplished in that it established a baseline
for use in future analyses of the Navy’s manpower planning system.

vi
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INTRODUCTION

PROBLEM

Previous systems definition studies in the area of manpower planning have attempted
to define the existing manpower/personnel processes of the Navy. While these studies repre-
sent significant contributions to the concept of a “Total Manpower Planning System,” they
do not provide a detailed identification and description of the systems, subsystems, and lesser
processes that are embedded in the Navy’s manpower/personnel planning operations. Addi-
tionally, prior to this study, no single document was available that described the interlock-
ing relationships between the formal Department of Defense Planning, Programming, and
Budgeting System (PPBS), the Navy Planning and Programming System, and the organiza-
tional components and elements responsible for accomplishment of the planning and pro-
gramming processes dictated by the formal system.

OBJECTIVE

The broad objective of Phase I of the Manpower Requirements and Resources Con-
trol System (MARRCS) Project has been to accomplish a detailed systems analysis of the
Navy’s overall manpower planning function. To perform this systems analysis in an orderly
manner with a minimum disruption of the day-to-day work of individuals engaged in the
actual planning and decision-making processes, it was necessary to develop a “road map”
reflecting the overall structure of these functions. This road map or point of reference had
to be broad in scope and reflect the essential features of DoD's Planning, Programming and
Budgeting System (PPBS) and the Navy’s participation in this system through its own inter-
related planning, programming, and budgeting processes. The purpose of the material com-
piled in this report was to serve as such a road map.

BACKGROUND

In FY 73 an advanced development project was carried out to determine the com-
puter modelling base upon which current manpower planning is being conducted. One
finding of this study (Hutchins, et al, 1973) was that there appeared to be redundant and
overlapping computer models in the manpower/personnel area. Further, it appeared that a
serious communications gap was inhibiting the flow of information and ideas. Based on the
results of this study, the designers of the Navy Manpower Planning System (NAMPS) realized
that, while the conceptual system was highly desirable and feasible, a detailed exposition of
the current planning system would be a requisite to further expansion and integration of a
modelling baseline.

Phase | of Project MARRCS was designed to examine the management of current
manpower planning at the CNO/claimant levels of the Navy. The material presented in this
report represents the initial store of information assembled as part of a systems analysis of
manpower planning and decision processes.

Clarification of the PPBS documentation structure, and the Navy’s management
organizational structure which interacts with the PPBS system, was viewed as an essential
step in establishing a starting point for analysis. Information thus assembled provided the




basis for entry through the maze of interacting offices within the CNO organization. The
focus was on those offices/elements whose operation influenced the manpower/personnel
variable within the Planning and Programming System. This outline of the organizational
structure is the framework through which interactions of system participants are identified
and traced.

APPROACH

GENERAL

A dual approach to the development of baseline information was undertaken. First,
a flow structure of the communications within the formal system was developed in terms
of the sequential occurrence of major events, the points of initiation, and the impact of
the events, together with the resultant documentation. Second, the identification of the
participants in the organizations responsive to the PPB processes was undertaken. The two
efforts were designed to provide a description of the various actions required by the PPB
process and the Navy management structure that coordinates the required responses within
the system. _

This approach offers a means of (1) tracing the PPB flow across 3 fiscal years in
order to depict the simultaneous occurrence of events in three different PPB cycles, and
(2) depicting the management structure in terims of mission and functional responsibilities
rather than sequential interface with the PPB cycles in progress.

The formal structure of the PPB System dictates a relatively rigid flow of informa-
tion through the planning, programming, and budgeting cycles. Although the formats,
content, and processing methods of information exchange vary somewhat from fiscal year
to fiscal year, the developmental sequence remains constant. Thus, a snapshot of the PPBS
can be constructed with any given fiscal year as the central point of departure. The FY 75
Program Objectives Memorandum (POM) development cycle, which occurred in FY 73, was
chosen as the central point of departure in this investigation. The sequential flow of events
and documentation of the FY 75 POM development was utilized to depict the formal PPB
process and to identify the major participants and interface points of the total system.

The organizational structure of the CNO and the various PPB sponsorship roles as-
signed to the elements of the CNO organization in the POM development cycle are utilized
to explain the interacting network of responsibilities prescribed by the PPB structure.

MANPOWER AND THE SYSTEM

OVERVIEW OF THE FORMAL PPBS

A preliminary examination of various directives and documents pertaining to the
Navy's overall planning system indicated that decisions involving manpower as a resource
occur most frequently during the POM development phase. Additional examination of
correspondence and directives indicates that the POM is an end product of a Navy planning
cycle which is itself related to DoD’s PPBS. To understand the impact of the interaction
between Navy planning and the PPBS, two tasks were undertaken. :




The first was to depict the Navy’s planning system in relationship to DoD’s PPBS,
at least through the POM cycle, to provide an appreciation of the impact of PPBS events on
the Navy’s planning, the time phasing associated with the events, and the specific documents
for which manpower constituted an input. As work under this first task progressed, three
planning systems were shown to be interrelated: (1) DoD’s PPBS, (2) the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) planning system, and (3) the Navy’s planning system. The depiction of inter-
action between the three planning systems was then included in the task to provide as broad
a planning backdrop as feasible.

The second task was that of setting forth the events, decisions, and time phasing
associated with development of the Navy’s POM. The POM, cited previously as an end
product of the Navy planning system, is a documentation requirement prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) which must reflect, for each military service and the JCS,
the recommended allocation of total resources (including manpower) over a 5-year range.
As such, the POM reflects complex planning decisions and the detailed programming of re-
sources to implement the decisions.

A thorough understanding of the development process for the POM is prerequisite
for analysis of the Navy manpower planning and decision-making processes. The task of
portraying the POM development cycle required the acquisition of extensive correspondence
on the subject and meetings and briefings with many individuals involved in the POM de-
velopment process.

ORGANIZATIONAL ASPECTS OF THE PPBS

A basic understanding of the Navy management structure was necessary to describe
the various actions required by the PPBS process and the management coordination em-
ployed to meet the PPBS requirements. The Department of the Navy Programming Manual,
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations Organization Manual, and other relevant documenta-
tion were utilized in developing this description.

The following elements of the Navy’s PPBS management structure were considered:
(1) the broad responsibility echelons within the PPBS, (2) the manpower requirements de-
velopment flow, (3) the mission and organization of CNO, (4) the definition of sponsors,
and (5) the POM development structure by Major Mission and Support Category Sponsors.
Each of these areas are discussed in later sections of the report.




OVERVIEW OF THE PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, AND
BUDGETING SYSTEM AND THE PROGRAM OBJECTIVE
MEMORANDUM CYCLE FOR FY 75

SYSTEM SCENARIO

The military planning, programming, and budgeting process consists of gathering
intelligence information through appropriate national and individual service agencies, ap-
praising the threat to the Nation as deduced from the intelligence, and then developing the
strategy necessary to meet the threat. Force levels in support of the strategy are generated
from various alternatives considered and the attainment of the force levels normally occurs
over a time span of several years through the process of programming weapons systems,
manpower, and support. Budgeting of annual allocations of dollars is required to acquire
men and materials to carry out the many specific programs called for by the force levels.

The general process by which planning, programming, and budgeting are accomplished
involves the timely initiation of long-range strategic studies, the development of long-range
guidance and long-range research and development objectives, as well as the establishment
of mid-range objectives and maintenance of short-range capabilities. Interactions required
between SECDEF, JCS, and the Navy Department within the context of the PPBS are re-
flected in the following paragraphs. An attempt has been made to portray the general
operation of the PPBS through the POM cycle with specific emphasis on events, interactions,
decision levels, time intervals, etc., associated with development and preparation of the
Navy’s POM-75.

PLANNING

The planning phase of the PPBS is accomplished primarily within the environs of
the JCS. No responsibility has been assigned to civilian executives of the individual military
departments in this phase of the PPBS. The considerations and decisions of the JCS with
respect to the evaluation of threat deduced trom intelligence sources, the strategy proposed
for meeting the threat, and the military forces objectives to carry out the strategy are record-
ed in various documents of the Joint Strategic Planning System. The individual documents
and their time-period relationship to cach other are presented in Figure 1.

JOINT STRATLEGIC PLANNING SYSTEM

Within the JCS and the military departments, planning begins with the Joint Intelli-
gence Estimate for Planning (JIEP). Published in three volumes, one each for the long-,
mid-, and short-range periods, the JIEP constitutes the intelligence basis for all other docu-
ments developed within the Joint Strategic Planning System.

Volume | of the JIEP, published in December each year, forms the intelligence basis
for the Joint Long-range Strategic Study (JLRSS) and the long-range period of the Joint
Research and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD). Volume 1l of the JIEP, pub-
lished in March of each year, forms the intelligence basis for the Joint Strategic Objectives
Plan (JSOP), Joint Force Memorandum (JFM), and the mid-range period of the Joint Re-
search and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD). Volume 111, published in October
of each year, forms the intelligence basis for the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP).




SHORT-RANGE MID-RANGE LONG-RANGE
PUBLICATION|  PERIOD! PERIOD! PERIOD!
PORTION OF TARGET
DOCUMENT DATE! FY 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92
JIEP Vol. | 1 Dec 71 JIEP Vol. 1 JIEP Vol. 11 JIEP Vol. 1
FY 74 FY 74-82 FY 83.92
Vol. I I Mar 72
Vol. 11 1 Oct 72
JLRSS Entire Study 1 Apr 72 JLRSS
FY 8392
JSOP Vol. | 1 July 72 jsop
Y 75-82
Vol. Il 23 Dec 72
ISCP Vol. I and 11 31 Jan 73 1scr
1Y 74
JRDOD Entire 15 Jan 73 JRDOD FY 75 - 92
Document

lln subsequent planning cycle years, the publication target dates shown and the fiscal years in the short-, mid-, and long-range periods
should be advanced onc year cach year.
(Format from Department of the Navy Programming Manual)

Figure 1. Joint Strategic Planning System plans and documents for the
FY 1972-1973 planning cycle.

The Joint Long-range Strategic Study (JLRSS), which views the military power of
the U.S. in terms of its role 10 to 20 years in the future, is prepared by the Joint Staff of
the JCS but includes inputs made by each of the military services. The JLRSS is published
biannually and distributed to the military services, SECDEF, the Department of State, and
others. Included in the JLLRSS are the strategic implications of various factors (political,
technological, socioeconomic, etc.) which are expected to influence our world environment
over several years. The importance of military force in the implementation of national
policy is also included as well as the capabilities that the U.S. Armed Forces should have to
carry out their responsibilities in the long-range interval.

The Navy input to the JLRSS flows from the Navy Strategic Study (NSS), a basic
guidance document for Navy long- and mid-range planning. The NSS is one of the docu-
ments in the Navy and Marine Corps planning system. The Marine Corps Long-range Plan
(MLRP) and the NSS support the JLRSS. Additional documentation within the scope of
the Navy and Marine Corps planning system is displayed in Figure 2.

The NSS is issued annually on 1| January with two annexes and covers the time
period 5 to 20 years in the future from the end of the current fiscal year. Annex A to the
NSS is the Navy Mid-range Guidance (NMRG) and projects qualitative force and research
and development guidance for a S-year interval beginning | July, S years after the end of
the fiscal in which it is approved. The NMRG combined with the basic NSS constitutes a
source for Navy input to the Joint Strategic Objective Plan (JSOP) and the mid-range stra-
tegic guidance used in the evaluation of the Navy's Long-range Guidelines (LRG).

Annex B to the NSS constitutes the Navy Long-range Guidance (NLRG) and in-
cludes long-range research and development guidance for a 10-year interval beginning




PUBLICATION SHOR'T-RANGI MID-RANGE LONG-RANGI:

UPDATE PERIOD! PERIOD! PERIOD!
TARGET

PLAN/STUDY DATE! 1°Y 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 BB 89 90 91 92

Navy

Navy Strategic

Study (NSS Jan 73 NSS 78-83 (Annex A) NSS 83-93 (Annex B)

Annex A Mid-range Guidance Long-range Guidance

Annex B

Long-range

Guidelines (LRG) LRG 83

Navy Capabilities Continuous NCP

Plan (NCP)

Navy Support

Plan & Mobiliza- Continuous NS&MP

tion (NS&M)

Marine Corps

Marine Corps Review/Revise MLRP

Long-range Every (5 yrs) + 81-91

Plan (MLRP) Annual Review

Marine Corps

Mid-range Obj. Oct/Nov MMROP I'Y 73-82

Plan (MMROP)

Marine Corps Continuous MCP

Capabilities Plan

lln subsequent planning cycle years, the publication target dates shown and the fiscal years in the short-, mid-, and long-range periods
should be advanced one year each year.
(Format from Department of the Navy Programming Manual)

Figure 2. Navy and Marine Corps planning system (plans and documents) for the
FY 1972-1973 planning cycle.

I July, 10 years after the end of the fiscal year in which approved. As the primary source for
the Navy's input to the JLRSS and the JRDOD, the NLRG provides a broad backdrop for
mid-range planning. Combined with the basic NSS, the NLRG yields long-range strategic
guidance for use in developing the LRG.

JOINT MID-RANGE PLANNING

Within the context of the annual PPBS cycle, planning begins with the submission
each year, on | July, of JSOP, Volume I, Strategy and Force Planning Guidance, to the
Secretary of Defense by the JCS. The role of the JSOP is to advise the President, the Na-
tional Security Council, and the SECDEF on the military strategy and force structure require-
ments for achieving the U.S. national security objective and to furnish planning guidance to
the Chiefs of the individual military services and to the Unified and Specified Commands.

6




The JSOP includes the military strategy, mid-range military requirements, and objective
force levels as developed by the JCS. In developing the JSOP, the JCS consider recommend-
ed inputs received from the Chiefs of the military services and the Commanders of the Uni-
fied and Specified Commands. Figure 3 displays the time-phasing on the planning and pro-
gramming documents of the PPBS as well as the interaction between the Navy planning sys-
tems and related phases of the PPBS.

Volume | of the JSOP is divided into two parts: Part I, Military Strategy, and Part
11, Force Planning Guidance. A statement of the national security objective and the military
objectives developed from it are contained in Part I. Included also are military appraisals
and strategic concepts on both a worldwide and a regional basis. JCS guidance to Com-
manders of the Unified and Specified Commands and the military services is presented in
Part 11 of JSOP, Volume I, and is intended to serve as a link between the strategic concepts
and the planning judgments necessary to developing Volume 1. Also included in Part 1l are
concepts for employment and support of military forces which serve as a basis for the analy-
ses and approaches set forth in JSOP, Volume 1.

The military forces considered reasonably attainable by the JCS in order to support
the military strategy set forth in JSOP, Volume 1, as modified by SECDEF in the Strategic
Guidance Memorandum (SGM), are presented in JSOP, Volume II. The force figures (esti-
mates) used by JCS are not constrained fiscally.

SECDEF, as part of his review of JSOP, Volume I, issuecs tentative guidance on
strategy for comment by the JCS. The tentative guidance is issued around the latter part of
October each year. Subsequent to receipt and review of the comments made by JCS,
SECDEF issues his firmed-up guidance in the annual Strategic Guidance Memorandum, nor-
mally about | November. The SGM reflects any changes made in national security objectives
or commitments, as communicated by the President, after publication of JSOP, Volume |.
SECDEF forwards the SGM to the JCS, the military departments and defense agencies.
Coupled with JSOP, Volume |, the SGM provides the strategic setting for the planning, pro-
gramming, and budgeting decisions to be made for the program year plus 4 succeeding years.

To provide for continuing modernization of forces and the assimilation of new
weapons while extending the life of older systems, the Navy planning system provides Long-
range Guidelines (LRG) which convert the conceptual base of the NSS into combined
guantitative/qualitative planning of forces for the | Ith year in the future (2 years beyond
the JSOP). The immediate objective of the LRG is to focus Navy study and research effort
on specific areas of long-term promise, leading, hopefully, to (1) prudent and timely re-
orientation of research and development, (2) the early operational introduction of new
platforms or systems requiring a minimum of further development, and (3) a decrease in
buying potentially obsolescent military forces. The forces projected in the LRG are limited
by physical, technical, resource, and policy constraints assumed in the environment pro-
jected for the | 1th year ahead. The restraints are not those derived from limitations in
current funding or manning but, rather, those that might be expected from normal growth
of the nation over the total years covered by the LRG. Force concepts and goals reflected
in the LRG are not restricted by those reflected as Navy position in the JSOP or the POM
(discussed later in the text). The LRG force goals are updated annually and are intended
to provide guidance for pacing early-term procurement in those areas already programmed
rather than being directive as to JSOP, JFM or POM forces.

The Marine Corps, through the Mid-range Objectives Plan (MMROP), projects ob-
jectives and requirements tor accomplishing missions over a 10-year period. The MMROP
also provides a base for inputs to the JSOP and other planning and programming needs of
the PPBS process.




The broad strategic guidance pertaining to operational requirements of the JLRSS
and the objective force levels of the JSOP are translated into R&D objectives via the Joint
Research and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD). The JRDOD is used by SECDEF
as an assist in developing the DoD Research and Development Program. The JRDOD uses
intelligence information developed in JIEP, Volumes I and I, as well as available national
intelligence sources. The contents of the JRDOD include R&D objectives responsive to the
JSOP force recommendations, as well as R&D objectives necessary to attain the role indi-
cated for the forces in the long-range interval prescribed by the JLRSS. The relative im-
portance of the R&D objectives essential to support the JSOP mid-range strategy and ob-
jectives is indicated. The relative importance of R&D objectives in support of Commanders
of the Unified and Specified Commands and in support of the National Command Authori-
ties is also noted. The JRDOD is usually published by 15 January each year following ap-
proval by the JCS.

JOINT SHORT-RANGE PLANNING

Moving from the mid-range planning arena to the short-range stage, guidance is pro-
vided via the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) for the accomplishment of military
tasks, based on projected military capabilities and conditions. The guidance is provided to
the Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands and to the Chiefs of the military serv-
ices based on projected available forces, Volume I of the JIEP and national intelligence,
plus Volume I of the JSOP, as modified by the SGM. The JSCP is published in two volumes:
Volume [ — Concept, Tasks, and Planning Guidance; and Volume II — Forces, plus the
annexes.

The Navy and Marine Corps planning system supports the JSCP through the respec-
tive Navy capabilities Plan (NCP) and the Marine Corps Capabilities Plan (MCP).

The NCP provides guidance for mobilizing, organizing, training, and equipping ready
naval forces for quick and sustained combat. Further, the NCP provides guidance for plan-
ning by Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands and their Naval component com-
manders for the employment of assigned naval forces. Guidance and direction for the ad-
ministration and support of the latter forces are also included.

The MCP provides guidance pertaining to Fleet Marine Forces and Organized Marine
Corps Reserve (OMCR) units.

In the event that the Department of the Navy should undergo mobilization, the
phased expansion of the Department would be supported logistically in accordance with the
Navy Support and Mobilization Plan (NS&MP). The NS&MP supports the NCP and the
JSCP by presenting the logistic capabilities of the Navy for the current fiscal year and 8
succeeding fiscal years under varying conditions of warfare. Manpower, facilities, material,
and R&D needs are identified. The NS&MP includes three separately bound supplements:
The Mobilization Manpower Allocation/Requirements Plan (M-MARP), the Civilian Mobili-
zation Manpower Allocation/Requirements Plan (CIV-M-MARP), and the Mobilization Con-
struction Plan (MOBCON).
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Figure 3. PPBS overview (POM 75).







PROGRAMMING

The main purpose of the programming phase of PPBS is to have each military service
and defense agency take the approved concepts and objectives as expressed in their respec-
tive formal planning documents and translate them into a meaningful structure of time-
phased resource requirements which include manpower, monies, and material. A set of pre-
scribed approval procedures to accomplish the task exists. The procedures yield the financial
and manpower resources costs of force objectives 5 years ahead while simultaneously dis-
playing forces for an additional 3 years.

Early in the calendar year, SECDEF issues his Tentative Fiscal Guidance (TFG) for
cach of the S program years which are to be included in the Five Year Defense Programs of
the military services and defense agencies. The guidance defines the total financial con-
straints within which force structures will be developed and reviewed. Fiscal guidance is
forwarded to the JCS, military services, and defense agencies for comment. Thus, the Chair-
man, JCS, secretaries of military departments, and directors of defense agencies have an
opportunity (approximately 3 weeks) to state their reactions to the tentative fiscal guidance
in terms of impact on major mission and support categories.

SECDEF reviews the comments on the TFG, reviews JSOP Vol. Il and JRDOD, and
then issues his firm Fiscal Guidance Memorandum (FGM), normally in mid-February each
year. The guidance is used by the services and defense agencies in generating their respective
Program Objectives Memoranda (POMs) and by the JCS in the preparation of the Joint
Force Memorandum (JFM),

The JFM is derived from submissions by the military services and is developed with-
in the constraints imposed by the FGM. The JFM displays the program costs and associated
manpower requirements for each service. Major force and force-related issues which require
decisions during the current year are discussed in the document. Since inputs to the JFM
are due approximately 4 weeks (mid-April) prior to due date (mid-May) for CNO/CMC in-
puts to Navy POM for SECNAYV approval, the same information with respect to forces and
programs may be used by CNO and CMC as inputs for both documents.

The POM is the document in which each military department and defense agency
recommends and describes annually its total resource and program objectives. The latter
are fiscally constrained but in order for each service to develop balanced programs, flexi-
bility is provided by means of a provision to reallocate funds between major mission and
support categories, barring specific instructions to the contrary in SECDEF’s FGM.

SECDEF reviews the JFM and the POMs and, based on this review, issues Program
Decision Memoranda (PDMs). The latter reflect the mission and support categories identi-
fied in the FGM. Concurrently, Major Force Issues identified in the JFM are reviewed by
the service Chiefs, Secretarics, and SECDEF. Major Force Issue decisions are the result.
Most of the major decisions, therefore, should be completed in time for the preparation of
the annual budget submission due 30 September. The normal budget review and Program
Budget Decisions (PBDs) then take place, with completion of the cycle occurring when
SECDEF's input to the President’s budget is made in early January.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE NAVY POM

Within the Department of the Navy, procedures have been established to facilitate
processing of the required response to SECDEF’s TFGM and to provide for the development,
preparation, and submission of the Navy's POM. A time period of 21 days subsequent to
receipt of the TFG is used to define and control the actions required to produce a SECNAV
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response to the TFGM. Coordination of comments and the drafting of the response is
achieved through a working group established under a Primary Action Officer (PAO) who
is the Director, Department of the Navy Program Information Center (DONPIC). The PAO
designates the Working Group Director (WGD) who acts as the PAO’s representative in the
processing of the TFG response. The Working Group consists of:

Working Group Director (WGD) (Member of DONPIC)

Major Mission and Support Sponsors

CNO Representative

CMC Representative

Office of Program Appraisal Representative

Others — as required

The composition of the Working Group insures that the response to the TFG considers:
(1) the positions of the Major Mission and Support Sponsors on their respective programs,
(2) CNO’s position as a member of the JCS, (3) CMC’s position on matters of interest to
the Marine Corps, (4) CNM’s position on adjustments in programs from a technical and pro-
duction standpoint as well as on attaining balance of resources among acquisition, construc-
tion, operations and maintenance programs, and (5) SECNAV’s policy guidance.

Actions to be completed within 21-day interval for preparation of reply to TFGM
are shown below.

Action Time after receipt of TEG

Major Mission and Support Sponsors submit point/
impact/risk papers + 10 days

CNO/CMC receive proposed Department of Navy

response + 14 days
CNO/CMC chop response + 16 days
SECNAYV receives proposed response + 16 days
SECNAYV response delivered in OSD + 21 days

As mentioned previously, the POM is the document in which each military depart-
ment and defense agency incorporates its annual recommendations to SECDEF on resource
and program objectives. The POM, therefore, contains SECNAV’s annual recommendations
for the application of the Department of the Navy's resources as allowable within the con-
straints of SECDEF’s FGM. The FGM reflects SECDEF’s firm fiscal guidance after his re-
view of services’ response to TFGM. The SECNAYV recommended application includes all
assigned Navy functions and responsibilities within the Five Year Defense Program (FYDP).
The POM, as well as being the vehicle for implementation of programming under fiscal con-
straints, is also the primary medium for requesting revision to SECDEF approved programs
as reflected in the FYDP. A new start program must compete successfully with other new
start programs for inclusion in the POM if it is to have resources assigned to it.

12




The POM usually observes the boundaries of the planning information contained in
JSOP, Vol. 11, and the JFM. Differences between Navy input to the JFM and the recom-
mendations in the POM must be addressed and justified in the POM.

The structure of the Navy POM is by Major Navy Mission and Support Categories and
special program aggregations as specified in the FGM. Except for the FGM requirements,
organization of the POM is not prescribed. Supporting detail for programs proposed within
Major Mission and Support Categories is prepared in Program Element (PE) terms. Procure-
ment programs, other than major weapons systems, may be presented as procurement listings
within the framework of Major Mission and Support Categories.

The Navy POM is forwarded by SECNAV to SECDEF and programs included in the
POM are considered *locked in’" upon submission. Changes are permitted only if timely
enough to be considered with original POM submission and if they meet other prescribed
criteria.

Responsibilities for development and submission of the Department of the Navy
POM, as assigned by SECNAV uare as tollows:

I. The Department of the Navy Program Information Center (DONPIC), desig-
nated as coordinator for development of the Navy POM, prepares and distributes instruc-
tions for implementation of SECNAV’s policy guidance, integrates POM submissions from
CNO and CMC, distributes drufts of POM papers to members of SECNAV’s staff, and pro-
vides cost data, program information, and other supporting material as required for review
of the POM within the Office of SECNAV.

2. The Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research and Development) is responsible
for staffing the R&D section of the Navy POM and for presenting the proposed R&D Pro-
gram to the Secretary for decision.

3. Assistant Secretaries provide advice and analyses within their areas of interest
for inclusion in SECNAYV POM briefings and decision papers.

4. CNO and CMC are responsible for development and drafting of the POM for
submission to SECNAYV,

5. The Comptroller of the Navy evaluates the POM from the budgetary and finan-
cial viewpoint to assure the Secretary of the legality of the document, the reasonableness of
the costs associated with the various proposals, and the financial feasibility of attaining
objectives.

6.  The Director, Office of Program Appraisal (OPA) within the Office of the
Secretary of the Navy, prepares, in coordination with other Offices of the Secretariat, pro-
posed SECNAV Policy Guidance for development ot the POM. The Director of OPA is also
responsible for appraising the POM for program balance, compliance with SECDEF guid-
ance, reasonableness in relationship to objectives, and feasibility of attainment. Further,
the Director, OPA coordinates review of the POM within the Secretariat and staffing of
proposed SECNAYV decisions and the POM.

The interaction which occurs as a result of SECNAYV assignment of responsibilities
for development of the Navy POM is reflected in Figure 4.

Although the POM, as previously mentioned, is SECNAV’s response to SECDEF’s
annual FGM issued early in the calendar year, the actual preparation of the POM begins
prior to receipt in Navy of SECDEF’s tentative fiscal guidance, the TFGM. In the case of
Navy POM 75, commencement of its preparation occurred in early November 1972,
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Figure 4. Interaction for development of Navy POM.




DEVELOPMENT OF POM-75

With information concerning development and preparation of the Navy POM, as
presented in the Department of the Navy Programming Manual and outlined in the preced-
ing paragraphs, we can look at the development and preparation of POM-75. Of course, the
primary interest is an opportunity to view concentrated interaction between manpower/
personnel planners and managers and the Navy’s planners/managers for other resources,
mission, functions, and programs within the cycle.

Based on a review of correspondence, schedules, and presentation material, Figure
5 was prepared to reflect specific time-phased events and interactions required between
various organizational levels within the Navy in preparing and producing the POM for a
particular program year.

When the Navy POM is in the final stage of preparation, the compression of the
time available within which to make important and critical decisions is very noticeable. An
attempt to reflect the many actions which occur relative to the final decision-making proc-
esses associated with the POM has been made in Figure 6. The time intervalfrom 6 April
1973 through 18 May 1973, reflected as “Firming the POM” in Figure S, was expanded in
Figure 6 to show how all Navy sponsors of resources, programs, forces, missions, etc., must
interact to accomplish success in programming.
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6 APR 73

10 APR

16 APR 20 APR 23 APR

24 APR 26 APR 27 APR 28 APHR 29 APR 30APR 1 MAY 2 MAY 3 MAY

4 MAY

8 MAY 13 MAY 14 MAY 18 MAY

OCCM/OP-904. SPREAD CIVPERS
BY CLAIMANT BY PROGRAM ELEMENT

QOCCM/QP-92. PROVIDE CLAIMANTS
WITH GUIDANCE FOR SUBMITTING
IMPACT STATEMENTS.

QCCM/OP-92, TRANSMIT O&MN AND
CIVPERS DATA TO CLAIMANTS.

0OP-90. PROVIDE NARM REPORTS OF
FEB 1973 FYDP PROGRAM EXTENDED
THROUGH FY-79 FOR PROCUREMENT,
MILCON, AND RTD&E (FY-82 FOR
FORCES) TO MISSION, FORCE AND
APPROPRIATION SPONSORS FOR
MARK-UP OF POM-75 PROGRAM.

OP90. PROVIDE NARM REPORTS OF
OPERATING ACCOUNTS DERIVED FROM
CNO PROGRAM AND FISCAL GUIDANCE
TO APPROPRIATION, MISSION AND
FORCE SPONSORS.

OP-90. PROVIDE FISCALLY CONSTRAINED
MISSION CATEGORY SPONSORS WITH
DETAILED NARM REPORTS.

OP-92/0P-904. SPREAD O&MN APPROPRIATION
BY CLAIMANT, BY BUDGET ACTIVITY,

OP-098. AS REQUIRED COORDINATE FIRST-
BUY/IOC DATES FOR DEVELOPMENTAL
PROGRAMS WITH PROGRAM/APPROPRIATION
SPONSORS.

OPs-02, 03, 05. PROVIDE SHIP FORCE CHANGES
BY HULL NUMBER TO OP-90. OP-90 TRANSMIT
SHIP FORCES TO CLAIMANTS. OP-05 DEVELOP
AIRCRAFT FORCES IN COORDINATION WITH

HAMC AND TRANSMIT TO CLAIMANTS. 10 APR

0P-90,

ISSUE CHANGES TO APPROPRIATION

T 1 © 1 [ |

CNO/CEB. REVIEW POM-75 PROGRAM
AND MAJOR ISSUES. 30 APR — 3 MAY

DONPIC. COMPLETE SUBMISSION DON
POM-75 TO SECNAV. 8 MAY

PDRC. REVIEW POM-75 MAJOR ISSUES FOR
CNO/CEB PRESENTATION. 26-28 APR

0OP-01, 05, 09R, OCCM. FORCE AND MANPOWER
SPONSORS SUBMIT MARKED-UP FEB 1973 FYDP

b I

DONPIC. RECEIVE SECNAV APPROVAL
OF POM-75, PRINT. 14 MAY

DONPIC. SUBMIT DON POM-75 TO SECDEF
18 MAY

OP-90. SUBMIT AS AVAILABLE, POM-75
PROGRAMS TO NAVY SECRETARIAT.
4-14 MAY

NP PNAV. UPDATE POM-75 TO
REFLECT SECNAV DECISIONS. 13 MAY

CONTROLS BASED ON APPROVED EQUAL COST
TRADE-OFFS. ADVISE ALL SPONSORS OF
APPROVED TRADE-OFFS. 23 APR

NARM RUNS TO OP-90 REFLECTING CNO PROGRAM

GUIDANCE (NO REQUIREMENTS FOR SHIP FORCES).

SPONSORS. SUBMIT DETAILED POM
DOCUMENTATION AND RATIONALE (TO
BE TASKED BY SEPARATE MEMO).

28 APR
OP-96. SUBMIT FOR OP-090 REVIEW
THE CONSOLIDATED ADDENDUM POM
RATIONALE. 20 APR
BAM SPONSQRS. SUBMIT FY-79

PROGRAM PROPOSALS FOR OP-090
REVIEW.

OP80. PROVIDE MISSION SPONSORS WITH
REVISED ADDENDUM POM PROGRAM. 24 APR

OP-86/60. ISSUE DRAFT POM SUMMARY
RATIONALE FOR COMMENT SPONSORS. 25 APR

MISSION SPONSORS. SUBMIT TO OP-90

ADDENDUM POM PROGRAM CHANGES
FOR REVIEW. INCLUDE RATIONALE
FOR REPROGRAMMING PROPOSALS.

16 APR

SPONSORS. SUBMIT TO DONPIC MAJOR POM 75
ISSUES FOR CNO/CEB CONSIDERATION DURING
FINAL POM-75 REVIEW. 25 APR

MISSION/FORCE/APPROPRIATION SPONSORS.
SUBMIT CONSOLIDATED PACKAGE OF STAFFED
EQUAL COST TRADE-OFFS TO OP90. 23 APR

MISSION SPONSORS. PROVIDE APPROPRIATION
SPONSORS WITH LINE ITEM PROGRAM ELEMENT
DISTRIBUTION OF RESOURCE ADJUSTMENTS
IMPLEMENTING CNO PROGRAM AND FISCAL
GUIDANCE AND APPROVED PROGRAM CHANGES.
24 APR

CLAIMANTS. SUBMIT IMPACT STATEMENTS
ON O&MN AND CIVPERS. 25 APR

OP-09R SUBMIT NAVAL RESERVE

ANNEX. HQMC/01/03/04/
05/06/09R/094/
098/97/099
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Figure 6. POM Firming Decision, FY 75
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ORGANIZATION OF THE CURRENT PPBS AS RELATED
TO NAVY MANPOWER PLANNING

INFORMATIONAL SYSTEM FLOW

The decision process in the Navy planning structure is like that of any other
organization, in that decisions are made at various levels and are based on information de-
rived from many sources. Navy planning decisions are, however, modified or changed based
on guidance or decisions generated by SECDEF, Congress and the President. Because of
these limitations, the Navy’s initial planning is melded into programming guidance that in-
corporates approved programs and the achievable changes derived from the Navy’s advanced
planning. The programming guidance is designed to assist the Navy in the allocation of re-
sources in the programming cycle.

The point at which we have attempted to enter the manpower planning and program-
ming operation lies at the juncture of the planning cycle with the programming cycle within
the Planning, Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS). [t is during the programming
cycle that manpower planning decisions and manpower resource allocation decisions are
synchronized in order to meet the overall goals and objectives developed in the planning
cycle.

The development of the Navy’s Program Objectives Memorandum (POM) is the proc-
ess through which the Navy's total resources are programmed. The decisions made in the
POM development process are based on both formal and informal exchanges of information.
The paths of the information flow during the POM development process are dependent on
the formal organization of the Navy, the manpower management structure that operates in
and among the various organizational elements, and the complexity of the specific problems
being addressed. The importance of timely information to the decision process and the intri-
cate maze of interactions inherently required by the Navy’s organization lead to the selection
of information flow as a means of identifying and connecting the significant decision varia-
bles in the manpower planning and programming process.

The nature of the PPBS is such that determinations are made based on increasingly
more compressed information as the hierarchy of the management structure is ascended.
The complex network of interactions which take place within and among the various levels
of management require that data aggregation points be established at each level. Each level
in turn is made up of interacting networks of PPB actions centering around the mission or
functional responsibilitics of the participant or group of participants that control the tlow
of information within their sphere of influence. The aggregative process of the system as-
sumes the subservicnee of the requirements of lower levels to the broader goals of the com-
posite requirements of the total structure.

Competition for available resources within the Navy's Program Objective creates a
balancing mechanism which requires extensive interaction among the various elements of
the management structure. The various Mission, Function. Navy-wide Support, and Appro-
priation Sponsors must coordinate the requirements of their areas of responsibility to
achieve an allocation of resources that best meets their needs as well as the overall objec-
tives of the Navy.

The PPBS requirements placed on Navy by DoD necessitated the formation of a
management structure within the Navy organization designed to provide the coordination
necessary to produce a unified response. It is extremely difficult, however, to depict the
configuration of the Navy’s management structure solely in terms of the PPBS. The
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diversity, in both terms and organization, between the Navy’s internal PPBS processes and
the DoD external PPBS structure make it difficult to formulate a clear-cut picture of the
Navy’s management structure in this context. [t becomes necessary, therefore, to arrange
the information pertaining to the interface of the Navy’s management structure with the
PPBS into a scries of separate but related elements. The information contained in this sec-
tion was obtained from the Department of the Navy (DON) Programming Manual and other
relevant documentation. The elements described are intended to provide a basic framework
from which a more detailed description of the system can be derived for use in later reports.

MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS DEVELOPMENT FLOW AS RELATED TO
THE PPBS

The development of manpower requirements is only a part of a complex series ot
planning analyses and decisions fitted to a highly structured set of documents, planning
horizons, and decision levels that are encompassed by the PPBS. The structure of the Navy's
management system that develops manpower requirements can best be described by looking
first at the configuration of PPBS and then relating the flow of manpower information with-
in that framework.

The management organization of the PPBS as it relates to the Navy was perceived
as having seven organizational levels. The first two levels are external to the DON organiza-
tion. The remaining five are within the Navy management structure. These levels are de-
fined as points in the management chain at which decisions are made and from which
information/direction is passed to higher or lower authority. The seven levels are:

1. The President and Congress

2. Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)
3. Secretary of the Navy (SECNAYV) and the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO)
4. Sponsors

S. Major Claimants

6. Subclaimants
7.  Activities

Figure 7 illustrates the normal interaction in and among these various organizational
levels. There are, of course, numerous actions that take place during the PPBS cycle which
transcend this normal interactive flow. These exceptions will not be discussed in this report
in order to maintain a basic flow line that is easily relatable to the documentation require-
ment of the system,.

[t can be seen from the interactive flow lines in Figure 7 that four communication
loops connect Levels | thru VII. The first loop, which connects the President, Congress, and
OSD, represents the network of communication through which national defense goals are
approved and total defense program decisions are made. The second loop, connecting OSD,
JCS, SECNAYV and CNO, represents the network of communications through which the
Navy is tied to the total defense community and the Navy’s required capabilities are de-
veloped and approved. The third loop, connecting the CNO, Sponsors, and Claimants, repre-
sents the Navy's internal network of communication that develops and implements the plans,
programs, and budget to support the Navy’s required capability. The fourth loop, connecting
Claimants, Subclaimants and Activitics, represents the communication network through
which operational requirements are generated and resources are allocated.
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Figure 7. Normal communication flow of the PPBS.
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Based on these four basic communication loops and the seven organizational levels.
the manpower decision interfaces of the system can be illustrated. First, the Navy's inter-
face with the total defense PPBS can be viewed in terms of the first three organizational
levels of the system which consolidate and approve the plans, programs, and budget (see
Figure 8). In this broad construct, the Navy is looked on as a unit in the total defense PPBS.
Navy manpower requirements in this context are an aggregate of internal planning. The
cycle in which the aggregate manpower requirements enter the system begins with the de-
velopment of strategic plans and military assessments by JCS which are submitted to OSD.
These initial plans are not constrained by resource considerations. Based on these plans,
OSD promulgates Strategic Plans with constrained fiscal guidance to the various services.
Each of the services develops the recommended forces (including manpower) to meet the
guidance and submits them to OSD in the form of Program Objectives Memoranda and bud-
gets. The Program Objectives and budgets of the services are then combined into a defense
budget which is submitted to the President through OMB. The President’s budget is then
submitfcd to Congress. Congress holds hearings on the budget and formulates an approved
budget in terms of Appropriation Bills which are sent back to the President tor signature.
OMB, acting for the President, apportions funds within all appropriations, and OSD passes
the Apportionments (including manpower dollars) to the services to complete the cycle. Al-
though the above description of the broad construct of the PPBS has been oversimplified, it
can be used to point out that decisions in this framework are outside of the Navy’s manage-
ment structure. The Navy’s interface with the total PPBS is in terms of guidance received
from OSD and the submission of recommended forces (including manpower) to meet the
guidance.

DEFENSE BUDGET N

PRESIDENT’S
STRATEGIC PLANS WITH BUDGET
CONSTRAINED FISCAL GUIDANCE

B

JCS I

|

NAVY OTHER
(SECNAV) SERVICES

A |
. l

FEEDBACK 4

CONGRESS

RECOMMENDED FORCES INCLUDING
MANPOWER (POM & BUDGETS)

@ APPROVED BUDGET

Figure 8. Manpower decision interfaces in a broad planning construct.
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The management structure within the Navy that converts the guidance received from
OSD into recommended forces can be illustrated by looking at the manpower decision inter-
faces that occur in the POM development framework (Figure 9). These interfaces are cen-
tered at organizational Levels HH and IV (see Figure 7). Major POM decision elements are
specified in terms of Major Mission and Support categories. These Mission and Support cate-
gories are assigned to sponsors within the CNO organization which are responsible for deter-
mining objectives, time phasing, and support requirements necessary for the accomplishment
of an assigned mission or support function. The major mission sponsors interact with Force/
FFunction Sponsors, Navywide Support Sponsors, und Appropriation Sponsors during the
development of the POM.

COORDINATION IN POM DEVELOPMENT

‘The overall coordinator during POM development in the CNO organization is the
Director, Navy Progarm Planning (OP-090). The Deputy Chicf of Naval Operations (Man-
power) (OP-01) is the Military Manpower Coordinator and the Director of the Office of
Civilian Manpower Management (OCMM) is the Civilian Manpower Coordinator.

The relationships of the major elements of the manpower development structure of
the Navy (organizational Levels HI through VI see Figure 7) are illustrated in Figure 10.
It can be seen from this diagram that although civilian and military manpower requirements
have a common bond, the present structure of the system provides separate paths for man-
power requirements development. Figure 10 also illustrates the quadripartite relationship
of OP-01, OCMM, and the Sponsors with both OP-090 and Muajor Claimants. Additionally.
direct paths o communication exist between Major Claimants and OP-090. The complex
network of communications that results from this multipath intertace of organizational
levels appears to encumber the system unless we relate the manpower development flow to
the phases of the PPBS. [If the management structure is viewed in terms of its relationship
to each individual phase of the manpower requirements development flow, the formal inter-
faces of the organizational levels can be followed in descending and ascending order.

PHASED DEVELOPMENT FOR MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS

The phases of manpower requirements development are planning, programming, and
allocation. The planning phase takes place in four steps: (1) guidance formulation and
promulgation, (2) development of manpower plans, (3) statements of manpower plans in
terms of Program Objectives, and (4) decisions in terms of approved manpower programs.
Figure |1 is a simple diagram which shows the flow in the planning phase. Overall strategic
and force level planning provides the guidance to manpower planners, both military and
civilian, from which manpower plans are developed. Munpower plans are stated as part of
the total objectives of the Navy. Decisions are made as to the suitability of the objectives
in meeting the guidance and constraints of the planning process. The decisions are promul-
gated by a Program Decision Memorandum. Reclamas to program decisions may be prot-
fered. in which case cither decisions are reattirmed or modified/alternative programs are
approved.

25




APPROVED
FORCES &
BUDGET FOR

CURRENT YEAR

RECOMMENDED FORCES
INCLUDING MANPOWER

SECNAV

)

—
&

STRATEGIC PLANS & FISCAL
GUIDANCE FOR PLANNING

YEAR(S)

OoCMM

CIVILIAN
oan  [usteones
| MILITARY :
| MANPOWER |
[ COORD.
CNET
o —> 4 OP-099
COORD. MISSION
CNO —[>— SPONSOR
0P090 | TRAINING
W v v
OoP-09B oP-03 OPD4 oP-06 oP-02
COMMAND SURFACE LOGISTICS STRATEGIC [ suB
{UNIFIED WARFARE {MOBILITY WARFARE FORCES WARFARE
& SHORE ) FORCES)
y ¥ ¥
OP-084 OP-095 OP-098
COMMAND ANTI-SUB RDT&E
SUPPORT WARFARE

Figure 9. Manpower decision interfaces in the POM framework.
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Figure 10. Essential coordinating elements in developing manpower requirements.

1. Planning Phase. The planning phase of manpower requirements development
takes place within and among Levels 11, 111, and IV. Levels 11 and 111 develop overall strate-
gic and force level plans and pass program development guidance to Level IV. Level 1V is
comprised of OP-01, the manpower coordinator, and other sponsors in CNO. These organi-
zational echelons develop manpower requirements based on the guidance by synchronizing
current approved programs with necessary program adjustments and new initiative programs
designed to provide required strategic capabilities and force levels. The required manpower
to support the various programs is melded into the Program Objective Memorandum (com-
mencement of the programming phase), which is the Navy’s statement of program require-
ments and planned allocations of resources. Interactions between CNO and SECNAYV at
Level I result in the submission of the POM to OSD for approval. A review of the POM
and the Joint Forces Memorandum submitted by the JCS., along with other information
regarding the total defense program, result in Program Decision Memoranda developed by
OSD at Level |1

2. Programming Phase. Figure 12 outlines the flow of manpower development from
the program decision to allocation of manpower. The POM and Program Decision Memo-
randa form the intertace between the planning and programming phases ol manpower
development. The Program Decision Memoranda are converted into updated Five Year
Defense Plans (FYDP) and Department of the Navy Five Year Plans (DNFYP) which are
statements of set programs. Manpower planning guidance is then interposed regarding the
allocation of approved resources. Based on the DNFYP and the guidance, the
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Figure 12. Manpower programming development flow.
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Peacetime-Manpower Allocation/Requirements Plan (P-MARP) is updated. Billets are then
allocated through manpower authorizations. Organization Levels 11, 111 and IV are again the
principal participants in the programming phase of manpower development. The decisions
made at Level Il are converted into the set program at Level lI1. Manpower planning guid-
ance affecting allocation, P-MARP updates, and manpower authorization are generated at
Level 1V.

3. Allocation Phase. Manpower authorization is the vehicle by which manpower
billets are allocated to Claimants, Subclaimants, and Activities.

Figure 13 illustrates the passage of authorized billets down to the activity level and
the ascension of new manpower requirements in the form of requested changes to manpower
authorizations and/or POM inputs. The allocation phase of manpower development provides
the interface between the top management levels and operational levels in the Navy's organi-
zational structure.

Manpower is distributed by means of manpower authorizations at Level IV, Aggre-
gate manpower requirements are revicewed and changes are requested at Level V by the
Claimants. Individual activity requircments are reviewed and changes are requested at Levels
V., VI and VII.

ORGANIZATIONAL LEVELS AND PRINCIPAL DOCUMENTATION
REQUIREMENTS

A synopsis of the PPBS and POM development organizational levels and responsi-
bilities is provided in Table 1. This table is a capitulation of the organization levels, areas of
responsibility, and major documentation/actions implicit within the PPBS and POM develop-
ment processes.

LEVEL MANPOWE R
v DISTRIBUTION | \\,THORIZATION
AGGREGATE
REQUIREMENTS
LEVEL REVIEW & DEVELOPMENT POM INPUT
¥ APPROVE PROGRAM CHANGE
1000/4A-CLT REQUESTS-CLT
MANPOWER
UNIT
LEVELS HORIZATION
T REQUIREMENTS [ AUTHORIEATIO
DEVELOPMENT Lt

Figure 13. Manpower allocation flow.
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TABLLE 1. SYNOPSIS OFF PPBS AND POM DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATIONAL LEVELS AND RESPONSIBILITY

Organizational Levels

Arca of Responsibility

Major Documentation/Action

I — President & Planning analysis and review of 1. Policy and guidance
Congress National Policy, National Security 2. President’s Budget
policy, Presidential Budget, Con- 3. Apportionment of Approved Budget
gressional Appropriation 4. Appropriate Congressional Action
I —0SD Defensc Program Guidance and I. Tentative Strategic guidance
Program Decisions 2. Strategic Guidance
3. Tenlalive Logistic Guidance
4. Tentative Fiscal Guidance
S. Logistic Guidance
6. Fiscal Guidance
7. POM Review
8. Budget Guide
9. Program Decision Memorandum
10. Apportionment of Approved Budget
JCS Joint Strategic Requirements 1. Joint Intelligence Estimate for Plan-

and Objectives, Joint Forces
and Capabilities

~3

ning, Vols. I, 11 & 111

. Joint Strategic Objectives Plan,

Vol I & 11

. Joint Long Estimative Intelligence

Document

. Joint Long-range Strategic Studies
. Joint Research and Development

Objective Document

. Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
. Joint Forces Memorandum

III - SECNAV/CNO

Navy Program Guidance and
Program Objectives Development

AW —

. Long-range Guidance

. CNO Fiscal Guidance

. CNO Logistic Guidance
. Navy Strategic Studies

Navy Capabilities Plan

. Navy Support and Mobilization

Plan

7. Tentative Program Objective

2

Memorandum
Program Objective Memorandum

. Department of the Navy Five Year

Plan

11 - OSD/ICS

POM DEVELOPMENT

Program Guidance Review and
Approval

30
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Department of Defense Special
Analysis Request

. Program Planning Guidance
. Program Decision Memorandum

JFM/POM Coordination




Organizational Levels

TABLLE 1. (Continued).

Area of Responsibility

Major Documentation/Action

111 - SECNAV/CNO

Navy Program Guidance Review
and Approval

. SECNAYV POM Guidance
. CNO Executive Board Review of

PAMS/CPAMS

. CEB decisions on PAMS/CPAMS
. CNO Policy and Planning Guidance

for POM to Program Development
Working Group

. CEB Final Review of POM
. CNO Approval
. SECNAV Approval

IV — Sponsors
(Includes POM
development
coordinator
OP-090)

Navy Program Coordination
and Development

31
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16,
17.
18.

19.

. Develop Initial POM Guidance
. Commence PAMS, PDPs, CPAMS,

and Issue Papers Development

. Establish Program Development

Working Group

. Promulgate Resource Allocation

Display from the NARM

. Develop Program Development

Paper Format

. Coordinate and Develop Response

to DoD Special Requests

. Draft CNO Policy and Planning

Guidance

. Promulgate Issue Paper Guidance
. Coordinate and Distribute POM

Guidance

Complete Development of PAMs,
PDPs, CPAMs and Issue Papers
Coordinate and Present PAMs and
CPAMs to the CEB

Incorporate PAMs Decisions in
CPAMs

Promulgate Revised Budget Guidance
Distribute SECDEF PPG

Issuc POM Procedural Guidance
Commence Preparation of Finn POM
Send TPOM Forces Data to JCS

for JRM

Coordinate the Distribution of
CPPG Among the Sponsors.

Develop POM Documentation
Requirements

. Complete POM Inputs
. Submit Firm POM to CNO and

SECNAV




Organizational Levels

TABLLE . (Continucd).

Arca ol Responsibility

Major Documentation/Action

V — Claimants

Determine and justify aggregate 1.

and individual manpower require-

ment as backup material for the 2.

POM. Allocated approved man-

power resources subject to 3.

approval.

Interface/support to sponsors dur-
ing POM development
Recommended changes within total
manpower allocation

Recommend changes to subclaim-
ant or activity manpower allocations

. Recommend changes in functional

or organizational manpower
allocations

. Request changes in manpower allo-

cations to accommodate new or
changed functions

Vi Subclaimants

Determine and justily aggrega- {15

tional individual manpower re-
quirement for activitics under
their command. Recommend
allocation of approved man-
power to the claimants

(38}

Recommend changes within the
subclaimant total manpower
allocation

. Review and cndorse activity re-

quesls for changes in manpower
authorization

VIE- Activities

Determine manpower require-
ments for the performance of
their assigned mission

Recommend specific changes in 1.

billet requirement

STRUCTURE OF ORGANIZATIONAL LEVELS OF PPBS

Recommend billet changes in re-
response to higher authority based
on changes in end-strength

. Request changes to manpower

authorization to accommodate new
or changed functions

BROAD DEFENSE MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE (LEVELS 1 AND 11)

Organizational Levels | and 11, as stated earlier, are outside the Navy management
structure and for th:it reason will be given only cursory attention in this section.

The Office of the President can be viewed as acting on the advice of the National
Security Council (NSC) in setting of national security goals and policy. The defense com-
munity interfaces with the NSC through the membership of SECDEF and the active parti-
cipation of the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff as a military advisor. Figure 14 shows the
NSC membership. The Council is supported by six senior bodies having responsibility for
various policy issue preparation or decision implementation functions. The functions of
these six senior bodics are outlined below, and the interface of the Chairman. Joint Chicfs
of Staff with all six is shown in Figure 15.
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Figure 14. Membership of the National Security Council.
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Figure 15. Interface of the Chairman. Joint Chiefs of Staff with the supporting bodies of NSC.

Note: Extracted from the Commanders Blgeerol 13, No. 32, June 14, 1973, "Mission,

Responsibilities of Joint Chiefs Explained,” Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, USN,
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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The tollowing tunctional descriptions of the six senior bodies it support the NCS
were extracted frou the Conmenders Digest, Vol, 13, Nao, 32, lune 14, 1973,

“Fhe Verilication Pancl is a special group which helps to develop choices and
proposals on arms control subjects. The Washington Special Actions Group de-
velops options for implementation of decisions during crises. The Defense Pro-
gram Review Committee relates defense programs and resources requirements to
overall national priorities and the Federal budget. The Senior Review Group reviews
policy studies prior to the presentation to the National Security Council to be cer-
tain that they present the facts, the issues and a range of alternatives for decision.
Finally, to assure effective implementation of policy, there is the Under Secretaries
Committee which helps to ensure that decisions are carried out uniformly through-
out the security affairs community."”

It is through the NSC that the viewpoint of the military community is made known
to the President for his consideration in the formulation of policy regarding national security
and loreign aftairs.

Developed delense programs based on national policy are approved through the
budget process. The Otfice of Munagement and Budget acts as the agent of the President in
the preparation of the budget. OSD und specifically the Navy interact with OMB through
joint budget reviews during the preparation of the President’s budget. OMB also acts for
the President in the apportionment ol funds within all approved appropriations.

The Congress acts on the President’s budget through the appropriations committees
and the defense subcommittees of the House and Senate. Figure 16 shows the flow of the
President’s budget through the Congress.

Level 1, although it is outside the internal organization of the Navy, is the major
point of {nteractions between Navy programs and the programs of other services. The Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense coordinates the formation of the total defense program and
budget through planning, programming, and budget guidance and approval. SECDEF, act-
ing on guidance and information received from the President, assistant secretaries of defense
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, manages the formation and implementation of the aggregate
defense program. The organization of the Office of the Secretary of Defense is as shown
in Figure 17.

The Joint Chiefs of Staft, although it does not command forces or set national pol-
icy, is 4 major link between the military services, the President, and the Sccretary of De-
fense. The JCS, in its role as principal military advisor to the President and Secretury of
Detense, makes recommendations with respeet to national policy and military force levels.
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