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o STUDY REPORT ABSTRACT: 
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~ tarting with the hypothesis that the initial project plan , to a great extent ,
determines the ultimate outcorr~ of the project in terms of schedules , costs and
technical performance, the author discusses the current manag~~ nt envirox~~nt
which prevails today in the military depart:rents and the Secretary of Defense
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~~ ~uth,r expresses a hypothesis, by Peter C. Sandretto, that the

initial project plan, to a great extent, determines the outwie of a

project in te~~ of time, costs, and technical performance. This report

develops the background and history of the Military Program Manager ~*ii-

losophy and its relationship to the E)epartnent of Defense Progranining,

Planning and ~~ geting Systest.

In the second section of the report a ncdel for the forniil~ticn of

• the initial Program Manag~t~~t Plan is developed. In this n~del tv~ func-

tions are proposed, e~~i having three el~~ nts; ass*i~ptions, planning and

progr aning constitute the planning function; scheduling, costing and

• 

• 

resource allocation constitute the control function. The interrelation-

ships of these elements in the fornialation process is discussed. The

nodel discussion concludes with a proposal and rationale for publishing the

t Program Managetent Plan in three vol~zies and discusses the relationship

of the Program Managesent Plan to a variety of other docunents required

• in the ~~apon systani aoguisit~ion process. 
-

•

• In the last major section, the author discusses eight factors which

• tend to de-optimize the ~~xnu1ation process aid proposes six specific

change. which, if fzple~ented, could significantly lnprove the quality of

the intial Program Managesent Plan.
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t*~ring the fiscal year 1977, the Deparb~ent of Dafense (~~~) will

spend eleven billion dollars in the weapon systeie dev’elopnent aid engi-

• neering process (2 :256) •1 Putting it arcther way, approx imately 10~ of

each taxpayer’s defense dollar will be spent this year in the arena of anie

develcpnent and engineering. it is of little wcu3er then that the manage-

nent of these ~ ogrwe continues to receive inoreased surveiliance by

O~ngress aid the highest levels of D~~ management. This in~~eased interest

is continually proded by sensational accusations of “gross miemanaga~ent by

• 
officials ” in newspapers aid periodicals as reporters perform their

role of public watch dogs. Unfortunately , subsequent Investigations far

too often reveal nore than just a trace of truth to these accusations.

The challenge is clear. Petter managesent of weapon systems aogui-

• sition is an absolute requirement , a~t just a goal, if the United States

desires to remain militarily strong enough to ensure the freedon we have

• njoyed over the past 1~m~ centuries.

Peter C. Saidretto, In his book, “‘fle Ecoixxnic Management of ~~ eardi

• azi fligineering, ” proposes that
- “After all has been said aid done about systems to

‘This nctaticn will be used througtxut the report for sources of quota-
tions aid major references. The first nurber is the source listed in the
bibliography. ‘flie second nLmber is the page in the reference.

—
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control engineering costs and performance after
the decision is made to erbark on a project, it
is the project plan, prepared before starting the

I - ~ork, that determines to a major extent the out-
cane of a proje ct in ter ’~ of tine, costs and
technical performance.

A]ntst universally, there has been a lack of• realization that once a project plan is accepted,
the &.e is cast. F~irther action can help to steer
the course of the project aid possible conduct a
rescue fzrzn diaster , but the road sign to the
disaster point was erected when the project plan
was written (10:68) .”

A brief survey of Program Management Plans supports Sandretto’ s
)
~pothesis. The opinions of todays program managers regarding the ne-

cessity and utili ty of this critical docu!lent , the Program Management Plan

CP~ ’), varies throughout the continuus~ of “never use it” to “it ’s my

• program Bible - - - absolutely indispendable.” (9)

• 
wile it is obvious that the develc~~nent of a perfect ~4P will not

guarantee that the program will be successful, it is reasonable to con-

cl*x~ that a poor, inccsplete ~4P will guarantee unnecessary difficu lties

in successful program ocmpletion. Miy then, are so many PMP5 “bad?” It

is the objective of this paper to examine that quastion. The approach is

strai~ itforward - first , look at the historical developnsnt of the program

• i~~ ager (PM) ocn~~ t in DCC in order to establish the nenag~nsnt environ-

• mit; second, examine the PMP concept; third, discuss some of the major

factcts which tend to de-optimize the PT.2 devek4ar~~t process; finally,

offer sans suggestions for inproving the process.

2_ 
•

-
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The concept of “Program ManageT~~t” did i~ t sb~ply evolve in the DCC.

• Quite to the contrary, it ~as forcibly inçosed ~çon the very highly struc-

• tured, bureaucratic military organization (8 :62) . By their very nature ,

because of their mission or objective, the D~~er1m~ its of the AUW, Navy

and Air Force za.ist be bureaucratic organizatia~s. Yet, the weapons devel-

OPeent and aajuisition process does rot lend itself to totall y bureaucratic

procedures. As we shall see later , this inposed program management phil-

osophy can be, but does not have to be, self defeating in the PMP devel—

~ aent process. ~4~at then is this envizuinent and where did it ~~ne

fr~~

In 1961, Mr . ~~bert S. M~~amara , occupying the Office of Secretary of

Defense (~~~) ,  elected to riake a bold rove aid attept to structure the

planning aid bodgeting system of the DOD in ~~~ zdanoe with good business

practices . From his point of view, there were sufficient similarities

bebr.ieen the DCC and a lar ge conpiex corporati on to convince him that the

• DCC could and should have a continuous, interrelated planning and b.~3get-

ing system which ~~u1d provide long term (five year) visibili ty to the

DCC operation. Such a set of docu~~ ts ~~uld provide the O~) aid the

Cbngress a yardstick for neasuring successes and failures . Furtheinore,

if he could Isplene rit s*~~ a system, both O~
) aid the Congress ~r4culd have

a better vehicle for making long range stratagic decisions.

It was this preei.e then that resulted In the Progianeing, Planning

3



and a~dgeting System (PPBS) which the DCC uses today. The PPBS concept

is quite logical . In siupl istic form, it starts with a plan which defines

military deficiencies, with supporting data, and offers several alterna-

tives for neeting these deficiencies or objectives. After revie~i aid

acceptance of the plan In principle, the plan is programned. During the

programming process , the constraints of event sejuencing and time schedules

are uiposed upon the alternatives , aid preliminary alternative selections

are made. The surviving alternatives are then prioritized and assigned a

level of critical ity with respect to 1~ soon each alternative must be

lJzpleIEnted. This “Program Plan” is then subjected to the final, critical

test — affordability. Anticipated costs are assigned to each alternative

which survived the programm ing process aid final selections are made.

These itene then provide the basis for the forth~~ ing Departoent of De-

fense suhnigsions for the President ’s Budget (7:1) .

Once an item is included in the President’s &xlget, the asstmption

is made that the requested items wil l be approved in the final Congressional

Authorization and Appropriations Auts and the PPBS process starts over

I - again, using th budgeted information as the base. Thus, in its simplistic

for m, the PPBS provides a mechanian for an iterative m nage~~t informa-

tion system with which the OS) aid the Congress attampt to manage the

ccepl~ c Depar~ne~t of Defense.

Following the philosophy of Mr. ~t~Namara, in I’Iay of 1964, Mr. Cyrus

Vance, Depzty Secretary of Defense, issued Deparbi~~t of Defense Directive

(DCCC) 5010.14, ~~~~~tProject Management, which directed the Military

Deparb~~ts to establish centralized manages~~t aut horities , supported hy

.4
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functional elements, to develop and ao~ii.re selected major weapon systems

(6:2) . With this tODD, the concept of Program Management was applied

throughout the Departm ent of Defense.

• By the end of the decade, the PPBS and Program Management procedures

became a fact of life for the OS) aid the DC!). As a result of this new

• visibility at the OS) aid Congressional level, it becane obvious that

there were still. serious proble ms associated with the way the IX)D aid

Departhents of the Am’, Navy and Air Force managed the develop ment and

aoguiaition of their weapons systems. After a cxxmprehensive evaluation,

1’t. David Packard, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, issued tODD 5000.1,

dated 13 July 1971, and redefined the OS) role In the program management

process (4 :2) . A review council, the Defense System An uisition Review

Council (DSNC) , h~Med by the Deputy Director of Research and Development

(WR&D) was proposed as the OSD controlling body to review aid re~ xm~erd

initiation and termination of individual service programs (5:2).

Thus, in a single decade, considerably less than one generation of

military personnel, the services had twice been directed to drastically

change the traditional methods of operation aid control. ~~ch of these

actions made the individual military departments less independent, less

able to determine their own destiny and subject to nore aid more external

scrutiny aid control . Confus ion, resistance aid mistakes were inevitable

as the “new” organizations developed aid mathred. Unfort unately , the

effects of such drastic changes are not yet universally recognized nor

accepted with tolerance aid understanding. Thus, critic ism and accusa-

tions of “inoa peten cy” are just as Inevitable as the mistakes which will

5



be made througlxut the maturing process.

~~ ~ 1 of today finds hiimself involved in a new organization,

drastically different fran the one he was trained and educated In, subject

to a level of review aid visibility heretofore unJa~~n to him. At theI - 
same tine, this military organization is undergoing severe internal

• tursoil as it attwpts to rapidly change tradition s, metho~~logies and

Ingrained philoao~ iies. The trend to decentralize major aspects of OS)

control continues to add to the turmoil with a recent rewrite of D(XID

5000.1 (3 :2) . The thruet of this new ~~ D 5000.1 is to allocate nore

implementation review and control authority back into the individual

Service organizations and to strengthen the position of individual PMS.

Within this environment then, let’s ecamine the question — “*ny are the

PMPs so bad?”

H 
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I
PMP Y~1~IH~TICV

Before we can analyze the p~c~ and identify the factors which ~~ ress

t~. q~~.tiai of why sane P?4 ’s are bed, it is critical to understand the

functions which make up the PPIP and to ~riderstaid the elements of each

function. Fw:thernore, it is just as essential to have a full urxler—

standing of the depedency hierarchy of these functional elements and

their various interrelati onships. In this section,. the ~~~ ticns and
•l

~~~
ents will be defined and discussed, and the utility of tine P~~

In the Merriam-Webster Dictionary, a “plan” is defined as “a netlod

for ao’~~ lishing aceething.” This definiti on is far too broad for our

use, bit applying the sane principle , a management plan can be defined as

the proposed managema~t nethodology for attain ing a given ed objective.

Assusing that a managei~ it plan is developed under circumstances where

the starting base is well established and fully understood, the and

~~ ective is firmly defined with no chance for change, and experience has

identified the best wey to get there, the plan is very straightforward.

• Little difficul ty is encountered In either writing it ~~~ or executing

it aicceasfully. Since raie of these o:nditions are likely to exist at

the tine an Initial PMP is required for the acquisition of a new weapon

system, even this definit ion appears inadequate. In this epecific context

thin, it is nor. ~j~u~riate to define the ~~ as the proposed management

1
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nethodology, with proposed contingency alternatives for attaining an

s~~~ and objective.

The P~ ’ development process can be divided into b~ functions;

p ogran planning and program controll ing. The program planning function

I 
- consists of three ele~~ts - assu~ptions, planning and pco,& iu’ulng, like-

• wise, the contro lling function can be divided into three elei~~ts -

scheduling, costing and resource allocation. For pirposes of this

discussion , the following definitions will be used for these six elements,

asstmptions - uncertain or nonvalidated information which
form the basis of s bsejuent action.

planning - identify ing all actions required to proceed
fran where you are to where you wish to be.

programung - ordering all required act ions into a logical

costing - cost of ocz~leting azw given action or series
of actions .

. reeource
allocation - allocating money aid manpower to an action or

series of actions in order to lnç lement that
action or series of actions.

. scheduling - the assignment of quantitative tine values
to an action or series of acti~~s.

H
Using these definitions, we are ready to examine the program planning

function of the P?’~ development process. We will lim it this discussion

to the development of the Initial PMP and wil l, not incl~de the process of

i~dat1ng a ~~ which has already been developed. Although there are close

sladlarities to the updating process and tine initia l process, the

8
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1!
hypothesis is that tine critical stsp is the proper developi~~t of the

initial plc. That is the center of attention for the following Plc

developz~~t model.

‘ I ,

The first function is the program planning function, consisting of

the three ele~~ts - assuaptiore, planning aid programting. There are

~~~iously neny assixtpticns which are routinely made in any planning pro-

cess. Here we will only discuss tine tw major assu~ptions which are

required in order to proceed with the devel.opment of the Plc. (kie is the

aasusption regarding the threat definit ion and tine other is the assuption

regarding the tedmical base.

‘fle natore of the threat is the most basic asstmption because the

deiinitizaticn of any plan requires that an and objective be well defined.

In context of a Plc for a weapon system acquisition, the end objective is

tine development and deployn~~t of a specific weapon system to negate an

assumed threat to tine security aid defense of the ~bited States. The

diffi culty here lies in the definition of the assumed threat. The dif-

ficulty of precisely defining tine kinds of , and capabilities of wespon

systeme a potential anew will have five, tan or bemty years fran now is

er~r~~~ , bat e~~t given that you can predict tine equip~~t part of the

wer machinery, it is even more difficult to forecast tine strategic and

t.thd,cal sppcoath that an assumed anew ~~uld take in using such weaponry.

It is rot surprising then, when asked to define the threat, the potential

user rsspcn~ with a very hazy, sketc1~
r description of ~Mt he thinks he

went.. math &curents usually conta in a~~.ui~riate caveats which absolve

- 

I 

-
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the user of the final respons ibility for the develapent of an end pro-

~~ct, which could be useless when bailt to meet tine user’s stated re-

quire~~ts.

• I~~, then sl~,uld tine PM resolve this critical issue of def ining his

and objective? Stated simply, the r~~i PM imist develop his set of assutp-

tions and define his perception of the threat. If he is knowledgeable

and persistant, a representative of the potential user will finally agree

that his assuiptions and perception represent the best estimate of the

forecast requirement arid will coordinate on the state~~it of require~~t

&c~sent. M~at th~ says is that tine user representative agrees that the

RI’S assuiptions and threat definition is as good as the user could define.

With the signing of this metoraixium of agreement beb.’een tine PM and a

representative of the potential using agency, the PM accepts full respon-

sihility for making sure that the and product he ini ti~l1y intends to

devell ,L will meet this assumed militar y threat at sane future date, even

ttough the threat which materializes may only vaguely resemble the initial

~~~~~~~~~~~~~

• ‘line r~~ct area which usually requires the PM to make a set of assuip-

• ticns is defining the tecinical base available to him at the start of the

program. Lkilike tine end objective, here, the PM is far more likely to

assume a nor. mature tethology base than actually exists. In part, this

is caused by the total absence of any individual organization which can

objectively give the PM a clear , factual statement of the tecliology base

available to his. Therefore, In order to obtain this information, the

P14 imast ocmamnicate directly with the devel~çxnent scientists aid engineers

10
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by the very nature of tlneir professions, are optimists. Thus, the

PM always starts with an optimistic evaluation. ()
~ce again, the PM is

fa~~ with the task of establishi ng his assuiptlcns regarding tine technical

base, and. once again, the develcp~~t organizations are will ing to coor—

dinate with tine PM’s as&mptions, as long as they are reasonably optimistic.

• AltIx~ugh many other assuiptions are made by the PM througbout the

deve]qz~~t of tine initial RIP, these b’~ provide the very basis for the

plan, ie. the starting point arid the aid point. By iniders taiding that

both of these points are heavily based t~on assuiptions, the PM siould

have an Insight as to why arid i~~ this initial P!~ has such a high poten-

tial for being “bad.” }baver, just because the RIP must be based ~çcn

p s~~ assurptions does rot mean that the program is dest ined to fail.

Plar ming

~~ce the technical base and threat are defined and agreed to, and

tine general type of waspon system defined, the major planning effort can

proceed. The objective of this phase is to start with tine assumed tech—

nical base aid identify all possible actions which will be required to

• davslcp and deploy the waap~ * system destined to negate the assumed

threat. Not cnly must all technical probleme and solution actions be

identified, bat all possible managetne~t actions and alternatives which

could be utilized need to be identified. Inadequate attention to either

partiat of this procass akcst guarantees serious difficulties , if not

failure , in snmecuticn of tine plan.

‘line first step of this planning process, then, is to identify arid

•



list all of the technical and management actions which will need to be

ad~~essed. Alternatives should be identified to provide for the even—

+i~a1{ty that any single action is not successful. The ad product of this

phase is a list of all reasonable actions, both technical and managerial,
• which must be aco’iplislned in order to meet the ad objective, with

alternatives for each action. In this process, it is ~~tm~n to find that

there may be same actions for which there are no reasonable alternative

actions available . Clearly then, these itai~ beoc~me critical ~~~~~~, no

deci’ion points in tine program arid require special attention frca this

point on.

‘line nature of this list should be nearly exhaustive. It should

incinri e all antici~pated docirentaticn efforts which will be required

e~o~4oat the progr~u, discrete technical efforts, testing, safety

prograne, deployment transition efforts , su~çorting research aid devel

C~zn~nt efforts, etc., without regard to how it will be seauencei, funded

or anceonted. By the tine th is planning element of the P~~ development is

~~pleted, the scope of the effort as wall as identification of all tine

required actions have been considered arid written ~~in. This step is the

most critical part of the P1~ d velop~~t process, for once the RIP is

developed arid p~ lished there will be to time to repeat this process. It

is row or rever!

~~~ that a ~xm~~&~~siv e list of action itame has been developed, tine

second pert of the planning process is fairly straightforward - identify-

Iraq i4o ~~ald perform each of the action itene. One way to ao~ nplish

_ 12
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this is to develop a matrix structure with “what” on ore axis arid ~whoN on

the other axis . By “who,” it is inteded that all proposed agencies which

could potentiall y be Involved with the program are identified for initi al

cxmside.ration. This should iodide contractors, either generically or I~
nene, goverment agencies, the program management office itself , etc.

This list identifies all possible tma~ers of the program team. Once the

uw~atsu and “whos” are identified on the bio axis of the matrix, the

fill ing in of the matrix is quite straightforward aid proceeds rapidly.

The critical nature of this planning phase cannot be over aphasized,

for the thoroughness of this fina l matrix provides tine total basis for

establishing a viable P!’~ which will maximize the chances of successfully

c~~ leting the program and reaching the end objective. It is here that

most poorly conceived and written plans have failed. N~nercus ccçortu-

nit i exist for failing at this tine. For exenpie, a preconceived notion

of k~~ aid what alnost always eliminates consideration of alternatives.

The lack of alternatives results in failure to recognize critical itene

which require early and constant attenti on arid usually results in failure

to identify better ways of aooce~lishing the objective.

The planning element is clearly the most critical and tine cons~ining

part of the PW develc~ i~ tt process, for it creates the very basis for

eli s~I~e.q~~ t decisions. The planning element, consists of bo discrete

op.ratIons~ identificat ion arid listIng of all tedmical arid managerial

actions, arid identification of all potential pLogran team merbers who

could perform ed~ item.
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After the develop~~tt of a cxxnplete planning matrix, the programdng

fwiction is relatively easy. The resorting of the action itame into a

sequential format is normally fairly obvious arid can be done in a short

period of tine. ~~netheless, this process requires close attention sinoe

frequsntly the sequence of events is the primary factor in the next effort:

developma~t of the control tactics. By tactics we mean the tentative

identification of ~èo can, or should, do which efforts. This will require

considerable attention. It is here that the first hosiness strategy is

developed. Questions such as: a) in-house or contractual? b) one or

more agencies in ocapetition or parallel efforts? c) development of

alternatives? etc. need to be answered at this point in time. By tine

tine this phase of the program concept is developed, the ~~ architecture

is beginning to take a recognizable form arid reedy for the PM to develop

the control. f~sx~ticns.

~~ cmr~~. ~wcri~
The control function has three elements, sdnedule, cost ing and

res~gve allocation. These are tine only three elements the PM can directly

- money, merç~~er and tine, and he has only minimal direct con-

trol of the tine ele~ent. f~,wever , scheduling is consi dered a control

ftmctlcn since tires is a Visibl e, measurable quantity.

The first quentitativ. vAlusa required are time estimates. Pbr each

a c n  it& ~ a tine to c~ p1.t. estimate merit be developed arid assigned .

14
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Alt hough by r~~ it has usually been decided what the most likely a~proadi

will be, it is still too early to elim inate the options and contingency

action itees. All of these most be objectively evaluated in terms of the

~~
trDL elet~~ts, money, maripazer and tine. Having tine quantified tine

p 9
~~

iimed plan (the sequenced plan) the format may be changed fran the

matrix into a detailed tine phased nebork, sinply as a matter of con-

venience arid clarity of presentation. Now it begins to look very mach

like a decision tree skeleton, aid is becaning a thc~iment fran which tine

PM begins to do sate serious objective evaluation of alternatives.

~~~~~~

~1ne n~ct quantities which need to be a~1~ed to tine schedule are

coot estimates. O~st estimating undoubtedly causes the PM more headaches

than any other element of the RIP. lbst of that is generated by the

~~ ticnal prejtdice that the PM associates with the art of cost estimating.

~~ the other hand, he has no dx)ice bat to develop cost estimates for each

and every action item identified in the proposed plan, for it is the cost

aid id%edule information which permits him to further select wong the

‘various alternate paths. It is the cost arid schedule estimates which

ultbestely provide tine basis for ~~ posin g the business strategy arid

tactics.

If tine plan has been developed in considerable detail , the Individ—

ual action itets are ~esll defined and the cost estimates should be

reesonthly acourate for those actions scheduled for xmçleticn within the

first year or bc. Beyond bo years , the cost est imates will be more and

U
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I.
more difficult to obtain . As a result there will be a tendency to assign

wild guasses to these action itees. In today’s e~virae~~t of pressure to

use life cycle costs and unit costs as decision points for gn, no

dec~isions, these always teid to be enormously underesti mated. This is

a~t~~ sign poet to trouble later in the program. !fle prtident manager

will clearly docuaes~it his asstmpticns and data sources for these estimates,

be reasonably pessimistic arid assign a probable margin of error to these

estimates. It is almost inçossibl.e to overet~thasize the inçortanoe of

this initial coat estimating, or the criti cality of the data base in the

Pt’f fran which it was derived. ‘4nether the PM likes it or not , the fact

is that once the schedules arid cost estimates developed in this initial

• ~I are ptlished, these valuss becate firm input data to higher head-

quarters, ECO end (~ngressional plans .

Besource Allocation

Given that all of the previously described steps in the RIP devel-

cçeent process have been carefully aid successfully catpleted, the next

step is to allocate in-house, other goverrmsnt agencies or contractual

ç~ esr to àath action item. ?bri’elly, this starts with the structuri ng

aid .~~ Of the p~ogras off ice itself , for the amount of s~~ ort re-

qiirsd fran other gnveumemt t agencies aid contractors is dependent tçon

t~~v self contained the p~~ zan menagetent office is. Again, alternative

~~~css of 
~~~~~~ 

neat be considered and contingency actions provided

for if they have rot a1re~~ been consider~~. Nevertheless, each action

is now considered arid emrç~~~ res~xcs allocations Identified for

seth one. 1~~~ ther. is reasonable doubt that gnverrmemt rnarip~~ r will J
16
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• be available for a given act ion, that action item should have cont rac-

tual n power assigned to it.

Following the allocation of manpower, it may be necessary to iterate

I 
• 

scane of the cost estimating of selected actions. Since th is is almost

unavoidable at the very early time of the program, the PM mu st exercise

his own j t getatt In this area. Once the PM is satisfied with the final

coat estimates, the lu1geting process is quite easy. By this time, a

preferred series of actions are visible arid the primary luiget is the

sin~le sun of the cost estimates for each action scheduled for each fiscal

year. Furthermore, the expected cost of alternative actions are available

for the PM to negotiate fran as the luigeting process continues. The

final bndget, of ~~irse, should inclide reasons~uh1e conti ngency funds to

cover the unexpected events which will occur throughout the lifeti me of

the program.

~ e real value of the RIP developed in this way becanes quidcly

evident as the PM begins to defend his program manage~a1t ~~ilosophy, the

naming of his prog ram management office, the submission arid defense of

• his b~idget requests arid so forth. This RIP provides most of the input

data for his Advanced Procurement Plan (APP) and Decision clordinating

Paper (DCI’) arid the other documents which are all required early in the

I~co~ram. ~at most importantly, the PM has established a finn basis of

cred ibility for futu re dealings with the program teen mathers and

higher aithorities by documenting his perception of the problem arid ~~~~~,

he plans to solve it.

17
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One of the authorities delegated to the PM is the authority to

decide the format of his program RIP. !t,st RIP documents ccxthine both

- 
the planning function data and the control function data into a single

volu me. The net result of this is that it restricts the distrib.ition to
- within the goverri~~it, thereby keeping a large portion of the total teen

uninf ormed. Specifically , by ccxrbini ng the planning function data with all

of the control function data, the entire industrial base is prohibited

fran seeing the overall scope and details of the plan . If the planning

function data arid schedule data ware published as single volume , this

could nct only be given to interested potential ~~itractors bat it would

even be possible to ask for contractual support in developing this

~~itical portion of the RIP.

itiether or z~ t the manpowar and organization data is Published sep-
• arately or a~tined with the beget and cost estimate data is rot as

critical as the separation of the planning function data fran the control

functiai data. The separation of these data should be ~~ sidered as

aw ic~riate for each program after an estimate is made regarding the

frequency of update and total volume of data re~jaired in each of these

areas.

Assuming that the RIP of a given program will be published in more

than one volu me arid using AFSCP 800—3 (1 :A4—l) , as a model, the follow-

ing tcpica could be ass~gned to each of three proposed volu mes.

‘.blume I — Program Plan, Schedules and Milestones.
This volume should address all. topica except

18
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those identified in Section 3e, Financial; Section
3f , Procure~ nt Strategy; Section 11, Mar power and
Organization; arid Section 12, Personnel I~aining.

Volume II - 

~~ gets and Fiscal Plans
This volume should address Section 3e and Section

• 3f , includi ng the detailed rationale for the fiscal
data. This volume ~~uld also include cost estimate
date.

- Volume III - Manpower and Organization
• Sections 11 and 12 should be detailed in this

volume.

~~ RIP develc~inent process is su~inarized in Figure 1.

The next logical question is “why must the initial PM? be so exten-

sive and detailed?” The answer is that the PM must understand the nature

arid number of subsequent documents which are dependent upon the PM?. We

have alluded to same, the bidget, the APP and the DC?. Unfortunately

there are many more, sate of which are part of a document chain having

broad impacts, especially if the PM? is for a large major weapon syst en.

Figure 2 gra~~ically depicts sate of the major docu ments arid subsequent

impacts the PM? has on other planning docurrents. Although the dependent

- 
docu ments identified in Figure 2 are rot all inclusive of the various

• p’~oe~ where the PM? information is req~iired, it does answer the question

of why the initial PM? must be as extensive arid precise as poss ible when

it is published. thanges to the information within the Published PM? often

cause significant impacts throughout the DCO and Congressional fiscal

cramittees. ~tren these type changes occur, the program manager spends a

very significant erount of time answering the flood of questions arid

criticism fran the various agencies which are depeident upon that PM?
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infoxination. Once a program is initiated , there is ro doubt that all of

the infonnat i~~ which should be in the initial PM? will be aidressed -

either sooner or later . If the chosen time is later, the PM wil l, pay a

severe price in time hy simply trying to research arid ana~ r the inevitable

qiaesticns one at a tine. Yes, the init ial RIP is crith~l arid has far

reaching effects throughout all of DOD, so do it right the first time arid

help yourself Mr. Program Manager.

1:
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~~-OPrIi4IzDIG F~~1Ol~

In the previous section an argtm~~t has been developed for a logical ,

ectsisive se~~~~e of events which need to occur to prodnce the • 4A~~ 1

P~(’. I~cognizing that the real, vo rking envir orm~~t is a significant

• deviation frun the ideal model, it is as Important for the PM to wid er—

stand those major factors whi ch ~~rk against the ideal model as it is for

him to iziderstard the model itself. I~pefully, the PM who has kiEMledge

of both the model arid the factors which tend to resist his efforts to

prodire his RIP can make reasonable ariscious trarle of fa In the process

rather than proceeding into trouble through ignorance. It is the objec-

tive of this section to discuss same of these major factors .

Faced with an accusation that the init ial RIP ~as inadaguately

~~~ ared, R’t3 offer a wide variety of reasons for the deficient docz~~t.

Although not an eshaustive list , the following factors are the most ~~~i~~~~~ 1

reasons offered.

• Inside-Out AWroath
• Preconceived Solution
• “f.~r Plan” Syridrcmne
• Inadequate Threat 1~ f1nitIcn
• Inadequate Technical Base
• Inadequate Staff &pp ort
. Time Presaire
.Mrcng Priority

of these factor, are often f~zid c~~ inad in any given situation.

In fact, any or all of these factors msy be preasit d~~thg the Initiation

of a ma~ petigran. It is necessary for the PM to recognize then arid

23
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hive techniques to c~~e with the prablana ths~ caDse. Lets ~cwd.ne each

ore individually.

Inside-Out A~~roath

This is ix~~ ibtedly the most freq~ nt cause of bad RIPs. This pro-

oet.ire is to start with a given set of control elements aid an ass~zned

threat arid try to liril d a plan to fit it. ~11~e starting point is always

the same - a directive fran higher authority which a~~oints a P14 or task

force le~A.r, gives him a directive to set up an office aid develop a RIP

which will deliver a iw military widget for field deployment in five

years. ‘lbs PM? is due in ninety days arid you are authorized five penple

arid $250,000 for this first fiscal year. And “(h, by the way ,” the total

oust should be about “n” millions of dollars. At this point, the PM ~~es

bade to Hea*~uarters aid pleads his case for rot being able to do that .

I~~~J.rarters adcnowledges that may be true bat wants him to try anyway.

The m ilitary “can—do” attitude takes over and the PM meshes together a

PM? which meets all of tie initial rapairet~~ts. Since only the PM has

to 1~j~w Fe the RIP, he does not have to tell anybody that the schedule is

Imposs ible, the plan is poorly our~~ived and the est imated cost is a

facto r of fair too low. He carpl ied with the directive and he can always

oua.ct the plan later when he has tine to think about it a little more.

lb ~~rider the program has schedule slips arid cost overr~n~s. There never
— a bottar i~~ look at this P11?. It was doumed with the initial edict

~~~~~~

PrelAII~~ived Solution

of tie most dangerous a~~rosthes th the development of the R~L i _ _ _ _  
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is where the solution is preconceived. In this case, alternatives are

rarely developed and since the path is already “Icrown,” schedules and

resairces will invariably be badly biased on the optimistic side. ‘Ie~
- difficu lties develop in the program, there is either a ned scrathie to

develop an alternative fix or more likely, the P14 will insist that with

more resources aid time he will o~ercame. Soth plans are always premised

upon 1.00% su~~ess and decision points are not easily identifi ed nor

thjectively evaluated. Preconceived solution PMP5 mist be avoided if

cost arid perfornence trade of fs are a viable tenant of the weapons aa~ui—

siticn bisiness.

!.~r Plan Syndrcsme

Deeply izrbedded in the “Program Manager” ~~i1cIo !~hy is the charter of

PM independence regarding how he runs his progr am. Sane .. interpret this

to mean total autorx]ny within their program, inoluding the development arid

p*)licaticn of the PM?. The Air Force guidance, AFSCP 800-3, Attachment 4 ,

dated 9 April 1976, further encourages this by imply ing that tie final

~~ roval authority for the P1.1? is the RI himself. P~irthexnore, AF~~P 800-3

clearly states that its contents are rot directive upon the PM hat are to

be used as guidance in the development of the PMP. Fortified with this

- 
iw found authority, sane P14s develop the ~~i]osophy that the PM? is “my

plan” and its nobody else ’s bosiness how I run my prog ram. Subae~uently,

tie PM is forced at least to daonst rate that he has a nester plan , so he

si~ nits a plan with only arough infonretion in it to get tie irquirer off

his bsdc. l~~~ queried further about the skimpiness of the P11?, tIe P11

often replys, “The less I tell then, the lees they try to run my program.”
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tti ila his intent is to prevent higher authority fran managing his pro-

gram, by witholding information he is also depriving his teen nethers of

the very information they reed to s~~ ort his program. This ~~proath

orsates unnecessary inanagaient difficulti es aid usually results in a poor

product or no product at all .

In~~~ uate Threat Definition

Thecretically, a threat is a logically concluded definition of a

proposed military cepability deficiency which is forecast for sane future

date. That is, starting with a set of facts of today and same historical.

trend data, an analysis and forecast of a future milita ry situation is

~~~s for sane finite tine into the future and an assesement made as to

idetler or not the United States Milita ry forces will be adequate to

.ix,ceasfuUy negate the proposed situation. If the conclusion is that

Ikiitad States for~~ will not successfully negate the situati an, a threat

or military deficiency is duc~nented aid presented to the Joint thiefs of

Staff (
~~~) for consideration . In this process it is rot ~noaatcn for

~~~ analyst and/or organization to make different assuspticns and arrive

at vastly different conclusions. If the deficiency is validated by tie

~~ th. usual reocaiuendation is to develop arid deploy a nev veepon system.

A so r, likely situation h~~ever is far a case to be presented that

suggssts a given waepon system is or has become obsolete and needs to be

replaced with a bigger aid better syste m. This , of course, is the signal

for a r~~ system prcçonanta to anne a ri~~ threat to be defined to

justify th. bigger and better system. ~~ineianally, a n~ i t thrology
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• development will result in a solution arid gn looking for a problem. In

this case, tie results are the same as the obsolescent case - a deficiency

is defii~~ to meet tie new solution.

• 1~ll, so what? Does it really make any differences how the threat

- 
sbidy gnt initiated? Probably tie ans~~ to that is no. Pram tie new

We point of vie, it really makes little difference, until he tries to

define a plan for solving this new threat. !~ w it becxxes most critical

for him to clearly understand the basis for the threat analysis and

.~~ticns for he must make sure that his new weapon system will do the

j~~~. Unless he fully understands tie facts arid assuiptions of this threat,

it is iepossible for him to do any contingency planning to a,~~~~date the

change in threat which will inevitably occur during the development to

deployment lifetime. •

‘lie new PM is usually hesitant to challenge the threat at this early

stage so Is assumes the threat is valid and sets about developing his PM?

• with great haste in order to get this new program unider~ay “as soon as

possible.” The minmate this PM sig ns off on this threat definition he has

• just ~~~e a basic mzeption which r~~ becomes associated with him and

rot the analysis ori~anizaticn ~ o suddenly retreats to the e çortive
• role. *en this ha~~ens, the PM has just passed tie first road sign
.

pointed ~~~~d trooble.

Inadequate Tóclmical Ease

Earely are errors about tie actual status of the tecinical base

fatal to a program. In most cases ‘tie PM sui~enly lnl~~its a much more

_ _ _  _ _ _ _  
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a tensive develcpts~t program than he anticipated with the usual oonse-

q~~ ces of schedule sl ips aid progr am cost gr~~th. Occasionally , the

technical base is so badly over estimated though that the entire prog ram

must be either terminated at a later date or the system developed through
- tie validation ~~ase arid shelved since another weapon system has been

dx een to meet tie threat.

• Technical risk is one of the probl em areas that the PM

açects to handle throughout the entire developne~t process. ~it the

manager who develops a plan with serious errors In his technical base

aseuniptions has just asked for trouble at the very beginning.

Inadequate Staff aqçort

Quite often , the pro~osed program m anagement office has rot been

off ic{~1ly established when the init ial P1W is being developed. A email

task force arid a PM design ee or task force l,~~er is tasked with writi ng

the PM?. If this task force insists upon being the sole source of knowl -
• edge in the deve1cp~~t of the FlIP, it will suffer fran inadequate staff

a~~ort. The teen in charge of this effort has an obligation to identify

arid use all of the eçertise available, arid particularly those organiza-

ticns which will subsequently be Involved in the program. Pbr exmt~le,

all functional support organizations such as engineering, safety, pro—

aarsJdlt , Intellige nce agenc ies, user annaid, personnel març~~er eval—

ustlcn t.~me, and even potential contractors ~~~ld be requested or

• directed to help develop the PM?. After all, if these organizations are

re~~Ir.d to ei.çport this pL~~~ t,~~~~ they have a vested Interest in eusar ing

I:
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that ~~es well and are more than aceiem ically interested in the devel-

~~ i~~1t of this PM?. Furthermore, if these organizations are Invo lved in

the develcçru.~t of the initial plan they beazme quite ocarnitted to the

~ ogren arid will begin to support it with considerably more enthusiaen

than they will if asked to join the teen later on. PMP cbcuma~ts which

are bad because of 9nadequate staff s~~o~t” should cause higher author-

ities to reconsider very carefully before keeping these sane task force

people in the program management offi ce.

Tire Pressure

Fran day one, the PM is ~~ing to be ~nider severe time pressures.

These pressures c~ e fran every direction arid are alncst invariably caused

an assu~ption made in the threat definition which has established a

very arbitrary , bat firm, date of deployment of this new weapon system.

fte typical PM responds to this urgency pressure ~~~~‘ reducing the time

allocated for developing the FlIP to as near zero as possible . He always

int.~~ to do it better next tine when he updates it, bit the damage is

~ ne. It has been published arid accepted as his best plan the minute it

leaves his disk. The ~~rst part of this is that while he thinks he has

avsl tine arid ~~ttan the progra m started in record time, he finds out

very soon that rot only is the Inadequate planni ng causing him to have

frequent wsurprisss,N but he i. actually spending a great deal of his

tiem researthing arid anewering questicri. which should have be~~ in the PM?.

although time management is viewed as an arbnirable virtue for a PM,

deating hlr elf here is a costly mistake .
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~~cngPrioiI~
Normally, when a PM is appointed to start a new progra m, he is

iiiv~eMately flooded with a deluge of re uests for badget , r~arç~~er

req~nets, plans, and even the first Decision Q~ordinating Paper (DCP).

f - 

~ cngst all this xsifusicn, the PM is very likely to assign work prior-

ities which will satisfy the most people in the very rear term. In doing

so, the PM? is often assigned far less than the zuther 1 priority which

it so desperately needs in this early phase of the program. As a result ,

badgets, both current year and out year, organization decisions, manp~~ r

requests, etc, are “tetçorarily” submitted while the PM? is developed .

to the surprise of the PM, he soon fi nds out that the “tanporary”
arI~nissions have st~ ’zn up in many of the doc~inents illustrated in Figure

2. Thus, a new, uneçected problem n~~ exist - getting those ntrnbers

changed - which requires the talents of the very people trying to develop

the PM?. Findi ng hiite elf in this vicious circle, the PM may never re-

~~ er arough to fully develop an ade~jaate PM? no netter t~~ hard he tries .

Probably most of the “bad” PMPs were caused k~ more than one of the

factors we have discussed. In sate there is a good chance that all of

these, plus several others, were at work to de-cpthnize the PM? deve-

kJ~V~ 1~ ~~~~~~~~~.. Throughout all of these factors is the interb .’iriing of 3
the single P14 arid matrix management philosophies. As was n~ itioned
earlier, these can tend to be Self~dsfeating but need not be a negative

~xca in the FlIP dsvelq~~ it process . The PM has the responsibili ty and

ai~~sity to develop a pnçer PM?. F~~thentore, through matrix manage-

s ’.t tsd~iiquss, he has available almost an Infini te atount of ecpertias.

— --~~~~
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4 Despite all of the de-opthmizing factors which exist, with sane tm,der-

standing of the process arid a few changes in the way the P14 develops the

PM?, it can be a good plan and the most valuable doctiten t in the program

management office .

I

I .
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~~~~ 1EN~~TIONS

Just as there is a truth in lending lew today there is a very strong

trarid today at the Congressional and the OSD level to have truth in plan-

- 
ning for new weapons systete aca~uisitio ns. It is an interesti ng fact to

- notice that Congress rarely, if ever, has refused to approve a program

start because of initial estimates of cost or schedule. Hcmever, Q~ngr ess

routinely kills prograne for severly overrunning the initial estimates of

cost and schedule.

I~ll, l~~ do we reverse this trend then of publishing “bad” PM?s,

the initial source of all of this data? The answer is neither clear nor

simple, but several simple changes could make a big step in the right

direction. The results will neither be instantaneous nor dramatic, but

failure to consider changing is to ignore the problem.

The first re~~tmeridation is to educate the PMs, future PMs arid key

)
~~~IUarter5 persoonel in the Importance of the initial P~4P arid the

• tre~~idous impact it has on all subseq~.erit actions which will effect this

p~ogran. P~r those few major programa it nay even be app~o~~iate to have

the PM hear that massage loul anti clear fran the Secretary of Defense

• himaelf. F~~ lesser proyiame, t!~e sig natory of the PM’s charter may be

—S

Second, Headguarters iaast stop issui ng directives which result in

the inside-out dsvelo~..~~t of the PM?. Specifically , the control

facto, of scheduling, coating, arid resource allocation should not
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even be considered qj~ti l the programmed plan La cxinpletal arid

reviewed. WPe~ the proposed team n~~~ers have approved this port ion of

the PM? then the cxzttrol ftmction can be developed.

Third, authorities above the PM must stop managing the program in order

to eliminate the “My Plan” syzidrane. If the P14 is ~cpected to provide the

detailed information required in the PM? then he must have the freec~~n to

use the document in his way. ‘lb do otherwise will result in the PM

withholding information. If it is necessary for the higher authorities to

manage the program then they should change PMs.

Fourth, the PM must insist that adequate time, priority arid resources

are made available for him to properly develop the initial PM?. Furth er-

more, the PM must make maximum use of all potential team mathers, arid re-

• sources, including industrial organizations.

• Fifth , the format of the PM? should be in three volumes. (~ e volume

should contain all the rationale and data to support a scheduled plan-start

to finish. A second volume should address only cost estimates arid fiscal

matters. The third volume should address the organizational and manp~ er

portion of the plan, incl uding interagency relationships and planned

nmaoranda of agreement . By publishing it in three volu mes, each team

j . marber can be provided with only those portions which are necessa ry for

his pert of the effort. For example, industry coul d be involved in the

developeent of Vo]~*me I, the Pr~~ram Plan , Schedules arid Milestor~~ since

no crit ical cost information is in that vo lume. ‘there is even a chance

that a more reasonable and attainable plan and schedule could be developed
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with industrial participation . Hopefully, industrial maithers of the

team would also plan their efforts better , resulting in a more efficient

program overall, if they ~~re involved in the development of this part

of the program.

Finally the PM must quit blatantly soc~epting the given threat and

seriously challenge the user ’s view of the threat definition. He must
• 

• 

iriderstand the assu~ptions and reality of the military deficiency he is
- g~ing to try to solve before he develops his plan.

H ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

. . • . •
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In the int roduction, the ~ ,pothesis was made that the development of

the initial Program Management Plan is the most critical effort in the

life cycle of a new weapon system. D~iring the background discussion, the

point was made that since 1961, the entire 1~partment of 1~ ferise has been
• undergoing a radical arid traumatic evolution in the manner in which the

nd].itazy ccitplex develops and ao uires new weapon systame. ‘l1~e point was

• ~~ e that mistakes are inevitable throug hout this evoluti on and critici sm

willbe severe. 
-

-

Against this background then, the PM? for mulation discussion centered

around a PM? developr~ it process model which is analogous to the PPBS

logic . Specifically, the model proposes that the PM? should be developed

in discrete and finite operations whidi permit each subsequsnt operation
to be based upon the ccm~osite of information developed in previous opera-

tions. The PM? model was defined as being ~~posed of b~ functions,

planning and control. The plann ing function c~~sists of three elements,

defini ng the basic assu~pticns, option planning arid programming the

- planned options. The control function consists of three elenents, ached-
uling, costing and resource allocations. The sequsntial and dependency

• hierarchy of these functions and elements are discussed and graphically

displayed in Figures 1 arid 2.

The PM? formulation section ends with a discussion of for2nating the

PM? into three volu mes; Volume I, Program Plan, Schedules end Milestones;

Volume II , B~xIgets and Fiscal Plans; \blume III , Manpower and Organizations.
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Arguments are presented for this format which propose that increased

utility within the participating irdustrial ~~plex requires that Volume

I of the PM? be made available to then.

‘the next section, De-Cçtiznizing Factors, discussed eight major

factors which current PMs have e~çerienced which provide strong forces to
• develop the PM? in a less than optimum manner. These eight factors ware

• Inside-~.it Approach
• Preconceived Solution
• 

N~~j  Plan” Syxidrcme
• Ineie~uate Threat Definition
• Inadeguate ~~thnical Base
• Inadeguate Staff Si.çport

Tire Pressure
• Wrong Priority

V Finally, six rectim ~~~aticn s are made whi ch could have long range
• and last ing impacts upon the quali ty of the initial PM? and subsejuent

program efficiency. These were, PM education regarding the critical

nature of the initial PM?, cessation of Headquarters dictating the con-
trol factors prematurely in the program, less Headquarters prog ram nan-

aging based upon details disclosed in the PMP, PM insistence upon adeguate
• time a~ resources to develop the initial PM?, the reformating of the

r._• into three volumes to provide increased utility of the document, arid
i i..

finally, the PM must seriously crit ique the user’s threat assumptions
I 
- ar~ deflniticn .
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V4 - APP~~IDDC I

• 
• HOW TO PREPARE THE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT PLAN

I. Cilterin . This attachment provides criteria that should reference DIA, FTD, using command, or other
should be considered for each section of the PMP. Intelligence documents that supply data critkal to the
The mater ial presented Is for informati on and geld. peogram efforts, and reference documents which Im-

• mice and is not direct ive. The Program Manager pact threat IdentificatIon.
should Issue specific Instructions and format. A sec- a. Threat packages or summaries should be pub-
tion dist ribution list sho uld be made If different from lished separate from the PhIP.
the PMP master distribution list.

- 4. Program Management (Section 3). This section
2. Program Summary and Authorization (Section 1). should prov ide a description of the overall manage.

a. Briefly describe the system/equipmen t and the ment concept and approach , In somewhat more detail
acqultition/management approach as required to en- than that in sectIon 1, which will be used to meet the
sure participating organizations and manag ement of- requirements of the program . The methods employed
ficlals understand the key features of the program. It will ensure sufficient real-time visibility concerning
should also summarize the research and development contractor effort to allow a continuous assessment of
background and the rationale for the equipment/sys- program progress and technical performance,
tern selected (refere nce the Development Concept schedule and coats; that is, an Integrat ed management
Paper if applicable). information system tailor ed to program office and

b. Include a summary or reference to latest issues contractor needs. The following major subsections
of prog ram directi ve documents (PMDs, AFSC Form should be addressed for each prog ram:
56, and so forth) that establish program parameters, a. Technical Performance. Develop a management
Identify resources , and otherw ise govern the con- approach that will provide for continuous assessment

• tinued actions of participating organizations. It will of prog ram accomplishments versus stated require.
( 

.
. also Include the Importance catego ry , precedence ments.

sating, and program priority, If assigned. b. Schedules. Participating organizat ions should as-
• sist In preparing AFSC Forms 103 , Program Schedule ,

3. Intell igence (SectIon 2). The product division in- to show a master schedule of major milestones, key
telligence office Is responsible for providing a single events, and any critical actions essential to timely
point of contact for intelligence informa tion and execution of the program. Detailed schedules should
support to the P0. The content of this section should also be Included in this section such as:
be limited to: (1) Muter Program/Overall Milestone Schedule

a. Ident ification of the Threat. This part should (2) Production/Delivery Schedules.
consist of a listing of .11 threats relevant to the (3) FacIlit ies and Site Activation Schedules.
program. It should only include suffic ient data to . (4) Action Schedules.• properly identify each threat system; It should not (5) Test Schedules.
Include a narrative or descriptive Information such as (6) Training Schedules.

F performance parameters and system characteristics.
b. Ident ification of Relevant Foreign Tech- The Program Manager should ensur e that the

aclogies. This part should list categories of tech- scheduled activities of participating organIzations are
• 

•~~ nologles that are significant to the prog ram; It should compatib le and consistent with the program sched.
be very brief . The purpose Is to Identify those ules

• categor ies of fore ign technology data which may c. Interre lationshIps. Define the interre lationshIp
prove to be valuable, of major commands and other Government and non-.

c. Documentation of Intell igence Require- Government organizations that will provide major
merits. This part should define the level of detail and support to the program. Reference should be made to
kind of data required on those threat systems/tech- written agreements with participating organizations .
nology categories Iden tified In parts a and b. It should Describe the use of any Independent assessment
also define speci fic or unusual intell igence support leame at selected key milestones In the program.

• which may be required , such as: full-t ime IntellIgence InL~uds Interrelationships among or between AFSC
officer suppo rt from the local Intell Igence offi ce ; field commands and laboratories
threat working group support: special studies support d. Reporting Requirements. Identify reports to be
end threat scenario requirements , submitted to meet the requirements of higher head-

- -. d. Reference Irisefligince Documents. This pert quarters and other partic ipating commands, Including

3?
. 

•

•
~~~~~ 

•

~~ 

j
‘

I 

- _ _ _ _  - —----— 
_ _ _  

—__ -



M.2 
. *vsa 8OO~3 Attachment 4 9 Apr~ 1976

a c,oss-,eference with the applicable directi ve. Also, critical production processe s and equipment. Prepara.
Indicale whether contractor Inputs will be required. tin for the production decision and the appl ication

e. Financial. Include a summary of the total costs of Production Readiness Review actions before
of the program Including costs of acquisiti on, logist ic DSARC milestone lii should also be discussed.
support , related military construction and operation Dearly explain the measures for effici ent trans ition
by the operating command . The Program Manager Is through development to product ion includ ing organi-
responsIb le for the overall developmen t , collection , zational readjust ments with in the program off ice. The
analysis, and presentation of financial data for a PMP. measures implemented or planned to ensure effective

• The participating and support commands are the program office /admInistrat Ive contracting office
source of financial esti mates for their areas of respon- (AFPRO, DCASO, NAVPRO) relationship s and Coy.
sIbtht y, and norma lly furn ish the prog ram office cost ernment/contr actor invo lvement in suff icien t depth

- data and Information on the methods, techniques, for efficient ly monitoring the production phase
• and factors used in developing their estim ates. Sum- should be portrayed.

man es should be in tabular format Including prior h. Contractor Data. Summarize the major data re~• fiscal years, current fiscal year , S succeed ing fiscal quirements and concepts of data management , includ.
years , and to completion . Summary data should be ing technical publication management and acquisi-

• shown for the follow ing approp riations as applicable: tion.
I. Turnover and Transfer. Describe the approach

• 3010—Aircraft Procurement for accomplish ing turnover and transfer of the pro-
3020—Missile Procurement gram to the operating and logistics organizations.
3080-Other Procurement j . Risk Analysis. Summarize the approach for
3300-Mklitaiy Constr uction 

. maintaining a continuous prog ram of review and
3400—Operations and Maintenance analysis to identify and evaluate program risks in the
3600— RDT&E areas of technical performance , schedule , costs , oper .

ationa l risks , and their interrelat ionships.
Separate entries should be made under each appro - k. Infor mation. Identify the relationship between
priation to ident ity the amounts to be budgeted and information officers and program officials , it should

• managed by the var ious participating commands. For also cover:
example, in 3010. an AFSC and an AFLC amount (1) General Policy. Include guidance on release
would normal ly be shown. Entries should be at the of infor mation , internally and externally, through all
Budget Program levels only for each appropriati on; media ; that is, news releases, articles , speeches,
that is, 3010.l00000, 3020.210000, 3080.840000. In symposia, technical papers , response to news media
3400, a training command and an operating corn - queries , and photographic and audio information
mand amount would noimally be shown . In updating materials.
the financial summa ry information , current and prior (2) information Responsibilities. List Govern-
fiscal year entries must agree with program direction ment and contrac tor organiz ations and their responsi-
and the USAF F&FP. Out .year values should corr e~ bilities for information actions regarding
spond to the lates t prog ram budg et submis sion or coordination , clearance , and release requirements.
SAR. Provide fo r compiling current releasable information

f . Procurement: on major aspects of the program . This guidance
(I) Summari ze the procurement concept , types should be made available to all Air Force and cont rac-

of contracts , and major contractual features to be tot offices that would be expected to provide infor-
used on the program. Include aspects of documents mation to the publi c on the program either
that establish procurement authority and otherwise responding to queries or through volun tary release in
govern the actions of participating procureme nt and any form . Especially importan t is informati on pro-
production activities . Specif ically, inclu de aspects of vided in Congressional statements and published testi -
the D&F, the Advance d Procurement Plan and subse- mony before Congressional committee s. This is a

• quent changes. primary sour ce of new public informat ion on pro’
(2) Summarize the require ments for industr ial grams.• facilitIes, the use of exIsting Government facilities (3) Secur Ity Review. Cross-reference the security

aid the planned use of Govc mment-fu rnished equip ’ section In providing instructions for processing ma-
meat , property, and services in the progra m. teria ls proposed for clearance and public release.

g. Production. Summarize aspects of the Produc- I. Miscellaneous. All other pertinent program man-
lion Plan Including the planning and procedures for agement information.

• integrating production manage ment and engineering
through out development. This discussion should idea’ S. System Engineering and Configuration Manage-
tify major productIon risks , their potentia l impact, meat (Sectio n 4). This section should provide a
planned resolutions, and the approach to proofing of ’ description of the overall approach to be taken in

• 3~
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~‘stem engineer ing and configuration management. man-machine relation ship. Include known and po-
a. System Engineering Management. Describe the tential biome dical problems that may be encoun tered

• program effort for defining the preferred system during acquisiti on or operational use of the system.
configuration (system definition), engineering/tech- (10) Use of standa rd or current ly available
nlcal management, and the integrationof engineering mobility shel ters Consult with the Mr Force Wea-
dlsc~plines and specialty programs. ProviLde a brief pans Laboratory, Civil Engineering Division, in plan-
description of the major equipment , sub~ stem and ning for use of currently available standard mobility
critical items with the engineering design approach shelters or in developing special types.
for acquisition. Include summari es or plans for risk b. Configura tion management:
reduction programs, technical reviews, and studies (I) Describe how functions of configuration

• and analyses, part icularly life cycle cast analyses, If management will be accomp lished throug h impkmen-
appropriate. Major equipmen t and subsystems shou ld tation of selected management techniques.
be Identifi ed in a manner consis tent with MIL-STD- (2) Describe what management tools will be used
8*1 to ensure uniformit y in comparison of accom to apply the fundamental principles of configuration
pl~ sment and planning and for fo llow-on reporting management.
or necessary revision or updating. Summarize the (a) IdentIfication.
plumed approach for engineering and engineering (b) Change control .
management, including but not limited to the fo llow- (c) Status accounting.
big: (3) To provide a basis for evaluat ing management

• (1) Engineering definition of the complete sys- effectiveness and to assist in decisionznaking, describe
tern, the management concepts for accomplishing the fol.

(2) ReliabIlity, maintainability, nondestructive lowing configura tion requireme nts:
inspection , coITOS3Ofl prevention, human engineering, (a) Organization (induding config uration con-

• suvl vab ility, vulnerability (including elect ronic war . trol board activity).
fare considerations), transportability, value engineer- (b) Uniform specif ication program.
big, quality assurance, producib ility, techn ical perfor- (c) interface control.
mance measurement, and defense standardization (d) Configuration Management Plan.

( - (3) Electromagnetic coinpatability and 6. Test and Evaluation (Section 5):
ThMPEST aspects of electronic and electrical equip. a. This section should include:
meat, including analysis, measurements , standards , (1) The test management concept inclu ding or-
frequency allocations and operational constrain ts. ganlzatio nal stru cture and responsibilities. All part ici-

(4) Computer , computer program s, and associ- patlng organizations should be identi fied.
atsd documentation to be used as part of the system (2) Critical issues and areas of risk.

• or equipment and that necessary for support. Con- (3) Specific test objectives.
aidenatlons such as capacity , environmental compata- (4) Report ing requirements.
b lty, and requirements for functioning with other (5) Any contra ctor or non.AFSC test facility
systems shou ld be included, that is to be used rather than a technically equivalent

• (5) Briefly describe the approach In achieving a AFSC facilit y.
total system safety prog ram (flight, ground, environ- b. Test plans shou ld include :
mental, radiological1 explosive, and nuclear). Include (1) Objectives and approach for Development
determinat Ion and Identi f icat ion of standardized Test and Evaluation (DT&E), inUuding Initial Opera.
system safety engineering tasks prescribed in MIL- tional Test and Evaluation (IOT&E), developed lit
STD-*82 as applicable, and indicate whether the coordination with the operating and sup porting corn-
performance of these tasks Is planned as contractor mands. Include refurb ishment plans applic able to the
or In-house effort . Also state intention s regarding the test resources (example: aircraft) used for DT&E.
information and operation of a System Safety Group (2) PartIcipation in OT&E beyond lOT&.E In-
(APR 127-8). chidIng plans for engineering support carried on

- (6) EvaluatIon of the natural aerospace environ- through initia l deployment of the system to an

mental factors and the system’s effects upon man’s operational theater or base. include plans for operat-
environment ing and supporting command participation in DT&E

(7) Human factors, to Include personnel planning and other program activities as mutua lly determ ined.
information and training requirements. c. Include test support Identi fied by organization

• (1) Aircraft Structural Integrity Program (ASIP). (Government and contractor ) and locat ion where
(9) BIomedical. The assistance of specialized possib le. These requirements should be Ident ified

anroipaca medical personnel of AFSC, the operating with the applicable phase and show the approximate
and the support organizations should be used to beginning and ending dates . The follo wi ng are typical
Identify ad review biomed ical apsects of the support requirements:
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(I) The technical and logIstic support required to k. Organization structure . •

, support the test prog ram. I. Transportation.
(2) Range and base support respairements such as m. Personnel /manpower.

data processing, aircra ft , Instrumentatio n, data reduc- n. Training.
(Ion, telemet ry, maintenance and checkout equip- o. Facili ties.
ment , buildin slapace. Reference sect Ion 6 for corn . p. Penetrat Ion Aids.
munlcatlons/electronics test support requirements. q. Special weapons.

(3) AFSC/sclentiflc/industzlal fac ilities to be r. Related training and operational readiqess train-

s. Electromagne tic compatibility /electromagnetic
7. C u’manications/Eleceronics (Section 6): envi ronment /sIte surveys.

a. in this section, communications/ electronics re- t. Life support.
çsiresnents should be individua lly identi fied for :

(I) Program management (any special communl. 9. Civil Engineering (SectIon 8). Where approp riate,
catlons requirements of the Program Manager/pro- include or refer to a master plan prepared for each
gram office). - insta llation or subinsta Hation that outlines the pro-

(2) Test support. posed site development for the total facilities re-
• (3) The operational system. quired. Categorize facilities as technical support real

b. The following should be considered for each of property (TSRP) or nontechnical support real prop-
the above categories: arty (NSRP).

(I) Quantities and types of equipment and/or a Manageineni
capabilities such as ground radio , radar, telemetry , (1) Indicate iesponslbthties and procedures for
nav~gatlonal aids, flight facilities, meteoro logical , programming, design, const ruction, maintenance and
caypto, CC1V, special telephone features (call direc- acceptance , and transfer to the operating command
b r ), publ ic address , intercom , facsimile, tape record - of real property required . The civ il engineer is re-
ing, teletype , hot lines, special circu its, micr owave , sponsable for all actions supporting acquIsition pro-

telliee, mobile -portable equipment and Information grams.
on sim ilar items that would assist in support planning. (2) Establish procedures and responsIbilitIes for

(2) Locations where equlpment/capabihties are making changes to these facilities before and after
needed and time phasing information or required acceptance by the operating command. These respon-
operational dates where applicable. sibilitles and procedures will be within exist ing laws

(3) Radio frequency suppo rt required and not and directives , many of which are peculiar to this
already approved for the locations involved , functional area.

(4) Communications security for all telecom- (3) Commitments for use of Government -owned
manlcatlohs Integr al to Air Force weapons systems or facili t ies for development testi ng shoul d not be In-
isisconununlc atlons that support their RDT&E. cluded in a contract with a weapon-system contractor

unless the required changes have been included in the
• $. Operations (Section 7). ThIs secti on requi res In- construction program.

puts (ross the operating command and should expand b. Civil engineering development:
the operational concept for the use of the system or (1) Identify , early in the system life cycle , the
equipment as further formulated dur ing the acquisi- 

- 
necessary explorato ry and/or advanced development

lion cycle. it should Include information on the use in the facilities support and substitute areas, such as
seed Identification of the system or equipment capa- mobility shelters.
bUlly It will replace or enhance. Supporting stud ies (2) Use all such development being programmed
ad documents should be cross -referenced. it should (or done) by project title , number , or other method

• cover the following topics as appropr iate: of Identification. The date of development m d
a. Mimics, planned completion shoul d be ccmpstible with the

- • b. Limitations. requirements of the program.
c. Deploym ent/Operational Plan, includ ing ready c. Summarize facili ty support resou rces and Mill-

lazy ConstructIon Programs (MCP) project require-
4. Coimnand and control. ment dat a, as follows:
a. Readiness (including availab ilIty and reliab Ility). (1) IndIcate existing facility resources thaz are
I’. Operational lest and evaluation plan (including available to satisfy support requirements.

msposltlon of Test Articles). (2) Include a listing for each site by fiscal year
g. Unit maIntenance, ahowing the TSRP and NSRP (separately identified)
li. Supply and safety. fac ility deficiencies for which new constr uctIon /alter .
i. Meseorclogicd/.nvfrormment. nation /land is required and must be funded in the
J. Electron ic warfa re. MCP (budget). Include construction category code ,

* 4 0• .4
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prog ram element code, and estimated scope and cost a. Requi rements for traine d personnel for the
for each project. systemn/equlpnsent .

4. When AFSC becomes the Interim owner of the b. Types, location , and key dates of individual
real property, pending installation of system equip- trainin g courses, emphasizin g early planning for train-
mont, describe how real property maintenance and ing courses.
operation will be controlled and performed between c. Major items of required t raining equipm ent , and
the time const ructio n is completed and the time the associated aerospace groun d equipment , with activ a.
system is trans ferred to the operating command. lion schedules.

d. Major facility requirements for expansions In-
10. Logis tics (Section 9). This section requires in- volved in t raining, with activation schedu les.
puts from the responsible logistics organizati on and e. Initial and replacement training loads by fiscal
other participating agencies. It should provide a corn- quarters , projected for 5 years , if applicable.

• prehensive description of the tailored logistics con-
cepts for the program . Include considerations 13. Securi ty (Section 12).
supporting Integrate d logistics applicable to the sys- a. Securi ty Support. In this section , the following
sam/equipment planning, design , development, test type information sh~ ild be included:
demonstration , and operational processes. Include (1) ausific at ion guidance:
logIstics program planning aspects related to other (a) Provi de security classification data for as-
elements of the PMP, supp orting the varied elemen ts signing classification categofles to the various do-
of reliability, maintainability, and transportability. ments of ’ the system in sufficient detail to ensure the
Include aspects related to test equipment , supply fulfillment of security requirements fron i the begin- “

.

support , transportation, packaging and handling, and ning of the program life cycle.
technical data at all levels of logistic support. The (b) Designate the activi ty respon sible for pie-
Integrated Log ist ic Support Plan (liSP) and its re- paring:
lated management informa tion system shoul d be con- I. Addi tional detailed securi ty classification
sistent with this section . guidance for the syst em, inc luding down grading and

declassifying schedules based on events , test/develop-
11. Manpower and Organization (Section 10). Do- mont phasing, or passage of time.
scribe the organization of the prog ram office and 2. DD Form 254, Contract Securi ty ausifi-
summarize the relationships and roles of other Air cation Specification , to be furnished to bidders and
Force sad Government agencies Involved in the acqul- cont racto rs , and for keeping such ~ists current.
ution program such as laboratories , centers , and (2) SecurIty review for public release of info rma.
system engineering and technical direction organiza- tion. Provi de instructions for processing requests for
lions. ReI’crc.ice any fo ,i.aal ~1~,cemc,*ts with parlici - puLl ic rciea ~e. Distinguish bc t wecn information that
paling organizations. The dete rminati on of the ope ra. may be:
tional sysscne/equipsuens manpower requirements Is a (a) Appro ved for release by a desig nated mc-
jo int effort of the prog ram office , the operating tiv ity within the comm and.
command, other part icipating organiz ations , and the (b) Released only after being processed by the
syissa /equlpssret contractors. Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public

a. Include rationa le derived from the operation and Affa irs). -

suilassnance concepts and design parame ters (toni (3) Release of Information to foreig n nationals .
wh ich the manpower requirements are generated. foreign governments, and international organizations.

b. PT*ct the requirements for offlcers and airmen Before any info rmation pertaining to the program is
• (by grade and AFSC) and civilian total s, by fiscal year released to a forei gn nationa l, foreig n government or

• planed through the system/equipment life cycle . international organization , the program manager must
• c. Include organization charts and brie f func- obtain foreign disclosure authori ty .

tiosal statements (or the operating command units (4) Personnel security clearance or invest igative
• to which the system /equipment manpower will be requirements. Allow at least 180 days leadiime for

• allocated , background Investigation , and 60 days Ieadt ime for
National Agency Checks, to permit required Investigs.

12. hisaaasl Training (Section 11). ThIs section tive ac t ions to be completed before access to classi.
requires Inputs from Air Training Conunand, opcrat - fled info rmation .
Ing commands, and other participating organiza tions. (5) Industrial security. Include a brief outline of
Summarize personnel training required to meet sys. the specific actions required to fulfill the responsibil.
km/equipment tests and operational and support ties for Industr ial security. Give attention to Items
activities. Cross-reference the summa ry to other sec- such as the development of special security require-
lions, to reflec t related act ions and/or autho rizatIons. meats, statements of intercomma nd or contracto r
This sectio n should include: agreements to be effected , and whether sccurlty
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,sqeksin. nts are or will apply to industri al Yacilitles items; for example , make or buy security hardware,
(contractors), software, security police personnel subsystem require .

4 - b. System secu rity. An object ive of USAF physical ments, facilities, and logistic support together with
mourity policy as related to development a~d acquis i- procedural requirements devised specifically to en-
lion of aerospace systems is to assure the concurrent hence the physical security system arrangement that
development of system /equipment defenses against cont ribute to total system cost and operational effec-
all projected forms of ground threats , overt and tiveness should be identified.
covert. This section should include information con- (c) OPSEC. Actions taken to prevent disclosure
coining the following in those programs where systim of all Information that could be used as Intelligebus• secur ity requirements have been identified. Indicators by hostile collectors to degrade current at

(I) Design influence. Briefly describe: futu re activit ies or operations,• (a) Physical security requirements that will be (d) COMSEC. Include degree of protect ios
Incorporated into the prog ram requirements baseline necessary for security of transmitted data and type of
arid technically defined in the system/equipment Infor mation transm itted.

S specificat ion.
• (b) Provisions for analyses to prov ide system

mowhty based upon the vulnerab ility of the system in 14. Applicatio n of Directives (Section 13). This sac-
Its ground based operational mode . Sian should consist of the list of directives selected by

(c) Planned analyses that should provide a basis the Program Manager for application , wholly or In
(or trade stud ies between system desi gn and security part , to the program. The Program Manager should
operatio nal procedure s to se lect the design approac h review the PMD and AFSC Form 56 and any other
for imple menting the operational physical security special cons ideration s in detemihuI~~ipplicab~ direc-
arrangement. lives. There are many directives that ma~,’vequi,s

• (d) Physical security vulnerabllities that will be action by the program office In managing a program.
avoided by engineering and design and/or those where The Program Manager Is responsible for determining
action will be taken to provide effective counter- those applying to his program and requesting waivers
msamres. for those he will not app ly when the directivs

(2) Operational securi ty system requirements: applicability is not optional. Many directives have
(a) Countermeasures proposed In response to DOD or statuto ry origins and cannot be waive d

residual vutn erabilit ics not amenable to correction by within the Air Force. Before approving his PMP, the
the enginee ring and design process should be iden- Program Manager should ensure that requests for
titled. Proposed R&D tasks should be identified , waivers are submitted through the appropr iate field

(b) Security oriented subsystem conIiguration command OPR channels when required.

C

____________
• 1.5. ~~~~~~r suara.~ onset sees ~~~~~~~~
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