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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Considerable controversy surrounds the concept and

eff icacy of the Planning , Programming, and Budgeting Sys tem

(PPBS). Although PPBS has been practiced in the Department

of Defense (DoD) for more than fifteen years, it is not as

universally understood within the Department as one might

expect after such a long period of time. This lack of obvious

merit and cogent purpose has plagued the practice of PPBS

• almost everywhere it has been introduced and , among other

reasons , has led to its ultimate failure in several

organizations.

PPBS has survived in the DoD and not only has it simply

endured , it has also resulted in measurable improvements in

the preparation of a credible budget for the Department.

However , in spite of bud geting advances experienced by the

Department as a result of PPBS, there continue to be disadvan-

tageous aspects to the system. Aniong the most troublesome

features of the PPBS as it is prac ticed in the DoD is its

inefficient schedule. The PPBS calendar of events is a patch-

work sequence of events which optimize DoD staff scheduling

at the expense of the Service staffs.

Consideration of the principal DoD staff agency responsi-

bilities , in consonance with the fundamental requirements of

an effective PPBS , has led the au chor to develop an alternative

to the current PPBS schedule. The revised or alternative

11.
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schedule is predicated on the fact that DoD staff-related PPBS

activities consume a disproportionate share of the time avail-

able to the Services to plan , program , and bud get their

individual programs. An enhanced emphasis on the planning and

budgeting each Service introduces to its own Program Objective

Memorandum (POM) , coupled with simultaneous review of the POMs

by cognizant DOD staff agencies as opposed to the serialized

review process in practice today , should result in better

Service POMS with a more efficient DoD review of these POMs.

The end result of the improved schedule would be Service programs

that are more thoroughly prepared and more effectively critiqued

and thus more credible to Congress and the American public.

ii- !
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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION

Of the many innovations introduced to the field of

management science in recent years, none have been more contro-

versial than the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting Sys tem

(PPBS) developed by Robert S. McNamara for the Department of

• Defense (DoD) in 1961. The utility and worth of the PPBS are

still sharply debated by management theorists today . There is

considerable disagreement among those who have studied the PPBS

as to what PPBS is supposed to accomplish and what it actually

has done during its fifteen years of existence. The lack of a

clear definition of purpose has resulted in the failure of the

concept in some areas of government . And even where PPBS con-

tinues to operate , its achievements come at some expense ~o the

participating agency in terms of organizational lines of respon-

sibility and manpower expenditure .

This article will explore some of the organizational and

manpower difficulties associated with PPBS as it is generally

practiced in the DOD with specific reference to current problems

of the PPBS and its annual schedule. While it is not possible

to treat every aspect of the multifaceted PPBS in the DoD, an

attempt will be made to develop a scheduling recommendation

which will tend to alleviate some of the more disturbing

deficiencies that currently exist.

1
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The Necessity of the System

Although there is no unanimity on the value of PPBS, there

seems to be substantive arguments in favor of retaining the

system , at least in principle.

The PPBS did not happen accidentally. It did not emerge ,

as some might think , as by some magic from the bowels of the Rand

• Corporation in 1961. The genesis of the PPBS can be found in

several disciplines since its output is predicated on theories

-. 
such as Operations Research , Systems Analysis , and Cybernetics.

In fact , two authors trace the origin of the PPBS from six fields

of study which include those mentioned above.1

Mr. McNamara and his Rand associates developed the PPBS for

the DoD in 1961 because , as Mr. McNamara said ,

From the beginning . . . it seemed to me that
the principal problem in the efficient management of
the Department resources was not the lack of manage-
ment authority - . . . The problem was rather the
absence of essential management tools needed to make
sound decisions on the really concise issues of
national security . 2

Mr. Charles L. Schultze , former Director , Bureau of the

Budget , suggests that the PPBS is exactly what Mr. McNamara

wanted , that is , “a means of helping responsible officials make

decisions. “3

Even though the PPBS may help officials make decisions and ,

hence, run more smoothly , to operate a decision process smoothly

does not necessarily mean that process is effective .4 Herein ,

then , lies most of the debate surrounding the PPBS . According

2
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to Jack W. Carlson , the most serious disadvantage to PPBS is

the competitive method of decision making; others feel that the

lack of trained people , conceptual framewo rk deficiencies, and

bureaucratic problems are more serious diff iculties associated

with the PPBS.6 Can it be said that the system is really

effective?

Even given that there are deficiencies , there are , none-

theless , some distinct advantages to the PPBS . Mr. Carlson ,

among others , feels that the PPBS has been helpful in defin ing

program objectives , disseminating quality, relevant information ,

and recognizing the legitimacy and necessity of analytic argu-

ments.

All of these thoughts, on both sides of the PPBS effective-

ness question , will continue to be discussed for some time . It

is yet to be determined whether PPBS will survive in the DoD.

Not only are the inherent weaknesses of the system , notably the

intrinsic bureaucratic problem mentioned earlier , still operative

but it remains to be seen whether PPBS is compatible with zero

base budgeting.

The point of this paper is not so much to address the

effectiveness of PPBS, which the author feels is greater than

• the systems in use prior to the advent of PPBS , but rather to

take some issue with sentiment expressed by Charles J. Hitch in

1965:

The Planning , Programming and Budgeting System
is now well established and is working smoothly.8

3
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Perhaps in 1965 the system worked smoothly. In 1977 , the

system operation is anything but smooth. Why the system is

rough and inefficient , and how it can be improved are the basis

of this paper . Recommendations prov ided here in should help

return the system to the condition Hitch perceived in 1965 and ,

in a small way , contr ibute to its ef fec t iveness as well.

Major Scheduling Features of the PPBS in DOD

• Within the DoD, some would say that the PPBS schedule for

a given f iscal year extends ove r twenty months , from the issuance

— of the Jo int Strategic Operations Plan , Volume I (JSOP I) in

May to the submission of the President ’s Budget in January ;

almost two years later. Although the author recognizes the

contribution of the Joint Planning Documents (JSOP I and JSOP II)

and the worth of the Defense Guidance (a DoD-level policy guide

issued between the JSOP volumes ), it is felt that the essence

of the PPBS within DoD is the twelve months immediately pre-

ceding the submis sion of the President ’s Budget. After the

President ’s Budget goes to Congress , the Services begin to focus

on the next President ’s Budget and adjust their five year plan

and budget, commencing with the preparation of the Program
- -  

Objective Memorandum (POM) so as to maximize overall program

continuity within socio-political constraints.

The socio-political arena within which the Services operate

is very dynamic and equal in intensity to the familiar

4
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• uncertainties associatea with the research and development of

innovative military technologies. This socio-political phenom-

enon tends to force the Services to do as much of their planning

and budgeting in as short a period as possible because plans

dependent on the political environment will decay as rapidly as

that environment changes. Thus , it is reasonable , even necessary ,

that the Services limit their planning update activities to as

short a period as practicable while at the same time recognizing

that the longer they can analyze and improve their five year

program , the more coherent and cx -dible that program will likely

be. The optimal length of time to update Service plans and

budgets is the time between submission of the President ’s

Budgets , from February through December. Therefore , this pape r

is concerned with those eleven months ~~ ich be’~in with DoD’s

issuance of the Planning and Programmi .g Guidance Mernr~randum

(PPG M ) .

A tentative version of the PPGM is issued usually in

November of the preceding year with the final version pub lished

in February . Generally speaking, there is very little differ-

• ence between the tentative and final versions of the PPGM.

However , since the tentative PPGM is issued during the intensely

active latter portion of the budgeting cycle for the previous

year , its provisions cannot be completely studied. Moreover,

since there is always the possibility that the tentative PPGM

will be revised , the Services justifiably tend to wait for the

5
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final PPGM before undertakin g any specific action to implement

guidance contained therein. Therefore , it can be seen that

the tentative PPGM is a marginally useful document because

(a) time does not permit the Services to study it prcperly and

(b) its uncertain nature compounds other uncertainties already

confronting the Services.

With the issuance of the final PPGM in February , then the

• countdown begins for the PPBS as executed within the DoD.

There are four major events associated with the PPBS from

Febr uary through December. First is the preparation and

submission to DoD of a POM by each Service. Using the PPGM and

various other lesser planning documents , the Services “plan ” and

“program ” the update to their five year plan . Service emphasis

dur ing this portion of the year , from February through April ,

is on programming available resources. Planning, as it relates

to the number of Divisions the Army plans to have by a certain

date or the number of Wings the Air Force plans to have for

example, is incorporated in the five year plans at this time as

well. However , Service planning is subjected to severe , con-

tinuing external stresses and it is difficult , almost impossible ,

for any single aspect of a Service plan to remain unchanged for

more than a few weeks. This feature of Service planning is

egregiously detrimental but beyond the control of the Services

and it must simply be contended with as well as possible.

While the Services are preparing the por-i, DoD staff

agencies are largely concerned with developing their own position6
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on Service programs that they perceive to be at variance with

the PPGM or other DoD guidance .

The Services submit their PONs in early May and thus

initiate the second of the four major events in the PPBS , the

Program Decision Memorandum (PDM) cycle. The PDM cycle goes

front May through August , ending with the Amended Program Decision

Memorandum (APDN) . In July, a tentative version of the PDM is

issued , all or portions of which may be appealed by the Services.

The purpose of t’5-
~~? PDM is to announce DoD directed changes to

the Service PONs. The PDI’I cycle is a continuance of the overall

DoD programming e f f o r t .  Many DoD agencies part icipate in the

PDM process but the Director of De fense Planning  and Evaluat ion

• ( DD P&E ) and the Director of Defense Research and Engineer inc.

( DD R &E )  are the pr inc ipa l  DoD agents involved in programming

the acquis i t ion  of Service weapons systems .

A f t e r  the APDM is released , the Services reprice the POM

as amended us ing the latest available escalation indices and

-. 
submit  t he i r  repriced f ive year plan to the O f f i c e  of the

Secretary of De fense (OSD) as the i r  Budget Es t imate  Submission

( B E g ) .  The BES is the th i rd  of the four  ma jo r  PPBS events .

T rad i t iona l ly ,  the BES is prepared dur ing  the month of September.

Since , theore t i ca l ly ,  no th ing  new is introduced except for

repricing the Services ’ programs which at this time have been

studied , changed , and/or agreed to by responsible DoD agencies ,

preparation of the BES is of a brief duration .

7
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On 1 October , each year , the BES from each Service is sub-

mitted to DoD for approval. But this time the DoD Comptroller ,

ASD(C) , is the responsible approving authority. With the

Compt rol ler ’s review , DoD-level budgeting begins and this cycle ,

the fourth major event , is highlighted by the Program/Budge t

Decisions (PBD5 ) which are issued between mid-October and the

end of December. As in the case of the PDMs , many DoD staff

agencies are involved with the PBDs but it is the Comptroller ’s

office and DDR&E who are DoD principals involved in budgeting

the acquisition of Service weapons systems . At this time , it

should be pointed out that DDP&E, one of the o f f i c e s  primarily

concerned with programming functions climaxed in the PDM, is

chiefly concerned with the preparation of the Tentative PPGM.

Theoretically, the scheduling interplay of DDR&E , DDP&E ,

and ASD(C) with weapons system acquisition agencies within the

• Services is a logical sequence of planning, programming, and

budgeting DoD resources over an eleven month calendar. However ,

logical order in theory does not necessarily lead to efficient

orderly  execution in practice.

A review of the role and inf luence of the three DoD agencies

thus  f a r  mentioned , as well as a br ief  look at the roles of the

• O f f i c e  of Management and Bud get (0MB ) and the Congress , wil l

serve to h i g h l ight the d i f f i c u l t i e s  associated w i t h  the execution

of the PPBS by the Services in general and the Air  Force in

particular.

8
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SECTION II

ROLE AND IN FLUENCE OF MAJOR PPBS PARTICIPAN T S

Congress and 0MB

Although Congress and the Office of Management and Budget

(0MB) are not formally a part of the DoD PPBS , it would be

naive to think that either one did not have a major influence

on the PPBS.

One measure of the success of the PPBS is the extent to

• which Congress accepts the DoD portion of the President ’s Budget.

• 

- 
If the defense of the DoD budget is a credible one , supported by

analysis of the various Defense options , Congress will tend to

authorize and appropriate funds for the Department as requested.

Of course , certain highly visible , politically volatile programs

are subjected to Congressional scrutiny . And , there are some

- 

- changes made to lower priority programs as a result of budget

reviews by Congressional staffers. In the main , however , a

very large percentage of the Defense budget is finally appro-

- priated by the Congress in the manner requested.

Whatever success DoD and the Services experience with the

Congress is mainly attributable to constant liaison with Congres-

sional staffers and the degree to which the credibility of the

overall Service program can be articulated to the Senators and

Congressmen themselves. The success or failure of items in a

Service ’s budget one year serves to guide that Service in its

9
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budget formulation for the next . Therefore , since Congress

reviews the Service budget request at the same time the Service

formulates its budget for the next year , the Service budget for

the next year can be modified in accordance with Congressional

wishes. Service response to Congressional inclinations tends

to make the defense of its budget easier. This is true in

spite of those few exceptionally controversial programs that

are forever front-page news .

The 0MB, meanwhile , having ascertained Presidential

priori t ies, is at once assessing Congressional actions and

advising DOD of changes to the DoD budget that should be made

for the next year. As a matter of practice , 0MB does not

usually involve itself in any but the most politically contro-

versial DOD programs. However , 0MB direction on these few DoD

programs can and sometimes does have a substantial rippling

effect across the entire budget of an individual Servic&s

budeet. 0MB actively participates in the formal review of

individual programs on at least two occasions each year ,

usually in conjunction with the DoD Comptroller.

- 

- 
The influence of Congress and 0MB in the formulation of

the Service budgets is quite pronounced . This influence is

translated to the PPBS sequence of events in the form of delays

to the PPBS which are not usually severe but which can become

significant if senior DoD decision makers do not agree with

Congressional admonitions or 0MB priorities and seek to appeal

10
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their position to the President before completing action on

the next year ’s budget.

Congress and 0MB are the principal external influences

operating on the DoD planning, programming, and budgeting system

both generally speaking and when speaking specifically of

weapons system acquisition . Within DoD, as mentioned earlier ,

DDP&E , DDR&E , and the DoD Comptroller wield the greatest
- 

influence on weapons system acquisition . The Assistant

Secretary of Defense for Installations and Logistics, A S D ( I & L ),

-
• is also very influential in the weapons system acquisition

process but his function is not treated here because (a) his

major responsibility is concerned with relatively few albeit

expensive acquisition programs and (b) treatment of the three

- - • DoD offices is generally applicable to ASD(I&L) since situations

• and sequences described herein are typical for all DOD agencies.

DOD: DDP&E, DDR&E, and ASD(C)

As a general observation , it can be said that DDP&E is

the DOD manager of the Planning phase of the PPBS , DDR&E the

Programming phase , and A S D ( C ) the Bud geting phase for weapons

system acquisition .

The DDP&E is responsible for the preparation and publica-

tion of the PPGM and the PDM. The Secretary of Defense approves

and signs both documents.

According to Enthoven and Smith ,9 a basic idea underlying

the rationale for the PPBS is that top decision makers give

11
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explicit consideration to program alternatives. PPBS is

different from pre-1960 DoD procedures in that the Secretary of

Defense judges alternatives “in which strategies , forces , and

costs have been considered together. ”

DDP&E is the DoD agency responsible for developing the

aforementioned alternatives. But DDP&E ’s role is not universally

understood and as a result , this office was recently downgraded

• from Assistant Secretary of Defense to Director at the prompting

of Congress. Some members of Congress felt that DDP&E should

be folded into the DoD Comptroller organization . This Congres-

siorial uncertainty concerning DDP&E ’s role results from the

lowered visibility of this office vis—a—vis DDR&E’s role in

recent years.

That DDR&E has become a major influence on the weapons

system acquisition process in recent years is not generally

contested. But DDP&E still manages the Planning cycle , including

the PDM. As a prelude to the PDM, documents called Issue Papers

are circulated by DOD which serve to highlight acquisit ion

program differences between OSD staff agencies and the Services.

DDP&E includes some potential issues as an addendum to the

tentative PPGM but , as indicated earlier , the tentative PPGM

is not a very influential document and potential issues therein

are not as important as those contained in the formal Issue

Papers.

Even though DDP&E is the office of primary responsibility

for the Planning phase of PPBS , the impact of this planning on

12
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Service budgets is limited. Studies and force planning trade

offs performed by DDP&E are just one set of many such plans

developed by the Services , the Congress , and the 0MB. Different

assumptions are intrinsic to each set of plans making any one

plan arguable and thus diluting the impact of any individual

plan . Moreover , within DDR&E there are advocates for acquisition

strategies that differ from those espoused by DDP&E. DDR&E is

as likely to prevail in this area as DDP&E.

DDR&E , unlike Congress and 0MB and even DDP&E, reviews

all Service acquisition programs in detail. DDR&E , responsible

primarily for programming DoD resources , is intimately involved

in all acquisition aspects of the PPBS from publication of the

POM5 through the issuance of the PBDs. Owing to a variety of

-
5 

reasons , not the least of which has been the confidence placed

• in DDR&E by the Secretary of Defense in recent years , DDR&E has

apparently done more to combine considerations of strategy ,

force levels , and costs than has DDP&E.

The D0D Comptroller , understandably in this era of limited

financial resources , wields tremendous influence in his posit ion

• as manager of the budgeting phase of the PPBS. ASD(C), as the

• final staff arbiter of what goes into the DoD portion of the

President ’s Budget , reviews most, if not al l , acquisition

programs in the Service budgets. Working closely with the

Secretary of Defense , the Comptroller signs the PBD5 which

yie ld  the actual  f igures to be included in the President ’s

13
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Budget. Even here , though , DDR&E is an active continuing

par t i c ipant and his advice on particular programs is likely

to be honored by the Comptroller. Between DDR&E and ASD(C),

the needs and costs of DoD weapons systems are genuinely

considered together thus satisfying another of Enthoven and

Smith’s basic ideas unc~erlying the PPBS.1°

• The Services : The Air Staff

Service procedures for planning, programming, and budgeting

the acquisition of weapons systems are not the same. However,

these procedural variations derive only from organizational

differences and are of no consequence to this study . Method-

ologies followed by the P~t r  Force typically meet the same PPBS

criteria required for all three Services. Thus , the Air Staff

schedule and procedures will serve to illustrate the operation

of the PPBS as experienced by all three Services.

The highest-level reviewing agency at Air Force Headquarters

is the Air Force Council. The Council is chaired by the Chief

of St a f f , United States Air Force (CSAF) and its members include

the Deputy Chiefs of Staff for the functional disciplines such

• as Research and Development , Programs and Resources , Comptroller ,

etc.

Below the Air Force Council is the Air Staff Board which

is chaired by the Deputy Chief of Staff , Programs and Resources

(DCS/PR) and whose members are usually assistants to the other

Deputy Chiefs of Staff. The Board has two Committees , the

14
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Force Structure Committee (FSC) and the Program Review Committee

(PRC ), to assist it in developing program recommendations to

the Air Force Council. The Committees are each chaired by a

General Officer with Colonels as members representing each

Deputy Chief of Staff. The FSC is concerned with Force

planning and the PRC is responsible primarily for programming

Air Force Resources to support the planned Force. The PRC

manages a number of Air Staff Panels , each of which is composed

of representatives from each Deputy Chief  of S t a f f , whose

purpose is to make programming recommendations to the PRC in

assigned Mission Areas. The Panels are assigned such specific

Mission Areas as Strategic programs , Tactical programs , Support

programs , etc. All Air Force programs are reviewed by the

appropriate Panels which then recommend to the PRC funding

profiles and manpower allocations (if applicable) for each

Air Force program .

The deliberations of the Air Staff Panels are the first

step in the overall Air Force review process leading to the POM.

Operating with the broad Force guidelines developed by the FSC

and the programming considerations provided by the PRC , the

Panels usually begin their reviews in November with their

findings due to be submitted to the PRC in mid-January. As it

happens , the Panels usually have the tentative PPGM to aid them

but their reviews are finished long before the final PPGM is

published in February .
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In February , the Chairman of the PRC , who is the Air Force

Director of Programs , having compiled the recommenda tions of

the Panels , initiates the first of three staff—wide exercises

which will result in the Air Force PON in early May. The first

exercise , usually a “sizing” exercise , is in tended to incorporate

into the Air Force Five Year Plan program recommendations from

all relevant Air Force sources , including the major operating

• commands. For weapons system acquisition , senior Air Force

officials indicate their perception of Force requirements at

this time . New technology thrusts are also identified at this

time and budgeted by the Deputy Chief of Staff for Research and

Development. While this first exercise is in progress , the

final version of the PPGM is usually issued by DoD.
S 

The second Air Staff exercise is conducted in March and

its purpose is to amend the results of the first exercise so as

to meet fiscal constraints identified in the PPGM. The results

of the second exercise are briefed to the Air Force Council

-• and recommendations made by the Council and/or directions by

- . the CSAF are accommodated in the third and final POM exercise

• which occurs during April. The results of the third annual

POM exercise , then , become the Air Force POM submitted to DoD

in May.

Both the Planning and Programming functions for the Air

Force are accomplished during the period November through May .

Unfortunately , a key DoD planning document , the PPGM , is not

available in its final form until half-way through the period.
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Although Service-level planning and programming activity

is fairly intense during the POM formulation phase , the pace

of the schedule accelerates dramatically with the Issue Papers

commencing in June. Not only must the Services develop a

coordinated internal staff position in response to the DoD

Issues , they must articulate their view of these budget issues

to their counterparts on the DoD staff. Service deliberations

prior to the POM are unencumbered by formal DOD interfaces.

As the summer wears on, Congressional policy clarifies as the

Congressional Budget Cycle nears its end and both DOD and

Service staffs seek to finalize their programmatic approach

to the next year ’s Budget.

About the time the tentative PDM is released by DDP&E ,

late July, the DoD Comptroller is putting the final touches

on the revised escalation indices to be used by the Services

for their Budget Estimate Submissions. The indices are usually

released in mid-August , shortly before the publication of the

Amended , or final , PDM (APDM ) .

From the middle of July through the end of August , there

is intense negotiation between DoD , principally DDR&E, and

• the Service acquisition agencies (the Deputy Chief of Staff

for Research and Development in the Air Force) over the funding

allocated to weapons system acquisition programs. The APDM

represents a negotiated settlement of the planning and programming

phases of the PPBS that has consumed the first eight months of the

17

- r  
~~ 4 -— .- -.- 5-— . l

~~~_44 
- 

S~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -



- 

calendar year. At this point in the schedule , the end of

August, the DOD Comptroller is not yet formally involved in the

preparat ion of th e next year ’s budget.

An exercise pa t t e rn simi lar  to , but much shorter  than ,

the one used to develop the POM is usually implemented by the

Air Force to prepare its BES. In this case , however , responsi-

b i l i t y  for the exercise belongs to Air Force Director of Budget

• vice the Director of Programs. Since there are only thirty-

plus days available to prepare the BES, the Air Force as often

as not conducts only one budget exercise. During these thirty

days , programs must be repriced or escalated using the approved

DoD indices. Add itionally, if there  is program cost or

S scheduling data submitted by the field which is different from

that used for the POM (and there usua l ly  i s ) ,  this  new data

must be repriced and introduced to the overall Air Force program

before the 1 October due date of the BES . And , to the extent

possible , the latest Congressional Appropriation information

has to be included as part of the BES. September , then , is an

extremely busy month for all the Services as they prepare to

enter the f i na l  phase of the PPBS , the Bud getin g phase.

From October through December , the DoD Comptrol ler  (ASD (C ))

undertakes to f i n i s h  the preparation of the DoD portion of the

President ’s Budget and the associated Five Year Plan . Within

two or three weeks after receipt of the Service Budget Est imates ,

ASD(C) conducts reviews of all Service programs in association

18
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w i t h  the 0MB . The results of these reviews are publ i shed  in

Program/ Budget Decisions (PB Ds) which are dis tr ibu ced between

the end of October and tjie end of December. The Services have

from twenty-four hours to three days to appeal decisions con-

tained in the PBDs. The nature of the PBDs is not unlike that

of the PDM and Issue Papers except that PBD5 specifically

address every program whereas the PDM and Issue Papers address

only those programs where in  a d if f e r e n ce exis t s  between the

OSD staff position and that reflected in the Service POM. But ,
S 

both the programming phase (PDM/Issue Papers) and the budgeting

phase (BES/PBD) include funding alternative considerations and

both phases are similarly constrained by an established dollar

limit.

S This , then , concludes the broad overview of the principal

pl ayers and procedures in the DoD PPBS as it relates to weapons

system acquisition . Figure One pictorially illustrates the

schedule interplay between DoD and the Air Force.

Does this  system work? Yes , obviously it does because

the DoD has not failed to develop its budget before or since

the introduction of the PPBS. Is the DoD budget a better , more

credible budget than it was before the PPBS was introduced?

The author cannot answer this question though it is apparent

that in some respects the DoD budget is better. On the other

hand , however , the PPBS , as it is practiced in DoD today , is

not without cost. PPBS cost can be measured in many different

19
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ways , among them manpower to staff the system and the time to

manipulate system requirements. System output credibility in

the Congress , system comprehension by the practitioners , and

system responsiveness to a changing environment are PPBS

parameters that should be studied before any conclusions are

S drawn concerning the future of PPBS in DoD. One aspect of the

system ’s cost , the time required to manipulate the system ’s

requirements , is the subject of the next and concluding section

of this report.
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SECTION III

THE PPBS PROBLEM TODAY

A Matter of Time

Aaron Wildavsky , a thorough-going critic of PPBS , has

written about the intense activity which punctuates the typical

PPBS calendar of events. Wildavsky sarcastically describes the

patience required of higher PPBS echelons when reviewing the

• inadequate program budgeting presented for review by lower PPBS

echelons. After reviewing and rejecting the first program

bud get submittal, Wildavsky describes this typical result:

Another furious effort takes place . .
Incredible amounts of overtime are put in., Ultimately ,
under severe time pressure , even more data is accumu-
lated. No one will be able to say that agency personnel
did not try hard . The new presentation makes a little
more sense to some people and a little less to others.
It just does not hang together as a presentation of

5 agency policies. There are more encouraging words
from the Budget Bureau and another sermon about
specifying alternative ways of meeting agency
objectives, though not , of course , taking the old

5 objectives for granted. By this time agency
personnel are desperate. “We would love to do it,”
they say , “but we cannot figure out the right way.
You experts in the Budget Bureau should show us
how to do it. ” Silence. The word from on high
is that the Bureau of the Budget does not interfere
with agency operations; it is the agency ’s task
to set up its own budget. After a while , cynism
reigns supreme.11

Mr. Wildavsky ’s description is uncomfortably close to actual

L 

events related to the PPBS as practiced in DoD, especially

that part concerning “furious effort ” and “severe time pressures. ”

21
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But the pressures of time associated with the DOD PPBS

schedule are largely restricted to the last six months of the

calendar year. And , these pressures seem to be intensifying

in recent years owing to the rigid sequential nature of the

schedule.

Given that the President’s Budget must be submitted to

the Congress on or about the middle of January each year , and

• given that the Services need more time to develop their programs ,

then DoD needs to review these programs , the time for DoD to

perform that review is limited to not more than the currently

scheduled time of six or seven months. However , to f u l l y

utilize all of the time currently available (May through

December) , the DOD schedule requires the Services to exert

- 
- - extraordinary effort to prepare the supporting documents which

accompany the President’ s Budget to Congress and key witnesses

for the Services are deprived of valuable time to prepare

S 
their Congressional testimony .

The first and most serious scheduling problem associated

with the PPBS as it is practiced in DoD today , then , is

habitual extension of the PBD cycle, or the Budgeting phase ,

to the end of December and sometimes into the first few days

of January. Such a late completion time , first of all , bare ly

provides sufficient time to prepare and have printed those

supporting documents which must go to the Congress as a part of

the President ’s Budget. Secondly , when the budgeting phase

22
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goes until late Decembe r , or worse early January , the prelim-

inary Service ac t iv i t i e s  associated wi th the next  year ’s POM

are either completed or nearly so. And , since these planning

effor ts are made in the absence of comple te knowledge of the

President ’s Budget , they are of l imited use fu lness .  Th i rd ly ,

since Service witnesses must appear before Congressional

Committees in defense of the President ’s Budget beginning in

• February, the time between the completion of the Budge ting

phase and the testimony on the Hill must be primarily devoted

to preparing testimony and not participating in the important

• initial stages of new POM development.

Thus it would be very benefic ial to have the Budgeting

phase , the PBD cycle , ended earl ier in the calendar yea r , not

later than mid-November. This completion time would permit

preliminary POM planning organizations , such a~ the Air  Sta f f

Board Panels , to have the President ’s Budget in hand as a base-

line for their recommendations to update the Five Year Air

Force Plan . Moreover, key Air St a f f  o f f i c ers would be able

to more actively participate in and direct the reviews of these

Panels. And , last , sufficient administrative time would be

available for the Services to prepare supporting budget documents

after the Budgeting phase is completed rather than do these

documents in parallel with the PBD cycle , updating and reviewing

them as PBD5 are issued , revised , and reissued.

23
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Terminating the PPBS schedule in late December is not

the only scheduling problem currently afflicting the system.

It is becom in g increasingly more common for DoD to be late with

critical PPBS milestone events. Most recently, the PPBS

calendar of events itself was issued more than a month later

than it was for the two previous years (Pp~end C). In C? 1976 ,

the APDM was scheduled to be issued on 23 August but the

document was not actually issued until 9 September which gave

the Services only three weeks instead of the customary five

weeks to prepare their Budget Estimate Submissions.

There seems to be an inexorable pressure on the Services

to provide more and more supporting data to DoD staff agencies

with the only result that , as Wildavsky said , even though more

data is accumulated , the information will make a little more

sense to some people and a little less to others. As an

illustration, in July 1976 DDR&E requested the Services to

provide a list of all major program changes the Services expected

to introduce in their Budget Estimate Submissions. Since the

Services did not have the directed PDM changes at that time and

were unable to say what changes to their BES might be required ,

they were able to convince DDR&E that the request could not be

answered productively. Even though the Services were able to

avoid this particular requirement , it is illustrative of the

pressures for more and more supporting data.

24
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As a last observation , there is a defin ite tendency for

the DoD Comptroller to review the Service Budget Est imates

programinatically as well as in the traditional budget review

fashion . This results in the Services defending the substance

of a program for the second time during the calendar year.

Dollars are always considered during all phases of the PPBS

but it has not been characteristic for Comptroller personnel

to question the need for particular programs until recently.

Programs successfully defended to DDP&E and DD R&E may not

survive the Comptroller ’s review of the funding and merit of

the program. Thus , there are two or even three independent

DoD agencies assessing program requirements. And , since these

diverse independent agencies perform their reviews independently

and at different times , it is not uncommon that information

given to one may not be available nor acceptable to the other

and the negotiated settlement of issues with one may not

sa t i s fy another.

The sluggish schedule , the duplicated program reviews ,

and the attendant information requirements to support these

reviews constitute the primary problem with the PPBS today.

• The Services are squeezed for time. They must develop and then

defend their five year programs to multiple DoD staff agencies

amidst increasingly more common delays in the DoD schedule.

The last section in this report will outline a proposed change

to the overall schedule of the PPBS which should help to

alleviate this problem.

25
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SE CTION IV

RECOMMENDATIONS

As a f i rst , absolutely necessary,  step the PPBS schedule

must be shortened so as not to lap over into December. There-

fore , the PBD cycle should be scheduled to end by 15 November

including the discussions with the Service chiefs on major

unresolved budget issues. It is recognized that schedules are

not inviolate and if this schedule were late by even as much

as two or three weeks , ending not later than the first of

December , significant benefits for the coming year would accrue .

The 1977 major budget issue meetings are currently scheduled

S 
for 2-3 December 1977 (Append C). If history is any guide , this

schedule will most probably slip with final PBD action occurring

shortly after Christmas. This is too late.

If the PPBS schedule were backed up so that it would be

finished not later than 1 Decembe r , there would s t i l l  be seven

months (May through November) for DoD to review the Service

S POMs and to complete budget preparation and review. If the DoD

review process were to remain unchanged from its current

• procedure , this time would seem to be sufficient even given the 
5

loss of approximately one month. However , if DoD s t a f f  agencies

were to parallel their reviews , rather than review in sequence

as they do now , a much more efficient utilization of the time

available could be realized. Reviewing programs in parallel is

L 
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not the traditional way of executing the PPBS. But parallel

reviews would in no way denigrate Enthoven and Smith’s funda-

mental ideas underlying the PPBS which are :

1) Explicit consideration of program alternatives
at the top decision level , that is , to insure the
Secretary of Defense can judge several alternatives
in which strategies , forces and cost have not been
considered together.

2) Considering costs and needs together.

3) Developing a plan which projects into the
future the foreseeable implications of current
decisions.

4) Actively using an analytical staff at the
top policymaking levels as an aid to judgement.

5) Make analysis open and explicit.12

All of these fundamentals could be achieved as a result of

DDP&E , DD R&E , and ASD(C) reviewing Service programs in parallel.

In fact , the author feels that were the three DoD agencies to

convene after each has reviewed the Service programs , come to

a uniform position on each program , formulating a true program/

budget position , and then work their differences with the

Services before involving the Secretary of Defense , the number

of programs at issue would be minimized thus saving considerable

time. All disagreements would not be resolved this way , however ,

and the Services could still appeal to the Secretary of Defense

those programs that remain unresolved as is the current practice.

A PPBS schedule that would incorporate the efficiencies

of parallel DoD staff reviews and shorten the schedule the

desired amount would obviate continued observance of the

27
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traditional POM-PDM-BES-PBD sequence of events. Rather than

this four step review process , a collapsed two step process

is recommended. The Services prepare their five year plan and

submit the POM as always. However , rather than formally repric e

and/or escalate POM programs after a PDN process , the Services

should submit their POM program in the May time frame using

the latest available inflators. If it should develop that

an extraordinary rate of national inflation should occur during

the last six months of the year , thus seriously compromising

rates used in pricin g the PaM , the DoD Comptroller could easily

apply an offsetting inflation factor to all Service programs
S 

by an algorithmic expedient.

Given the Service POMs priced at full value , DOD staff

agencies should simultaneously review these programs as the
S 

second step of the annual process. DDP&E verifies POM

S conformity to stated policy and strategy , DDR&E evaluates the

programmatic nature of the Service POM, and ASD(C) reviews

Service pricing policies. After all three agencies have

performed their individual reviews , they should meet as a

:~ 
group to discuss any POM deficiencies or deviations from

policy. A single report resulting from this type of corporate

DoD staff review could be made similar to the current PDM

document or , if more detailed program treatment is desir ed ,

individual program documents similar to the current PBD could

be used. Whatever form is used , the Services could appeal

28
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differences between the POM and the DoD staff repor t to the

Secretary of Defense just as is now done for the PDM and PBDs .

The difference between the recommended procedure and current

procedures is that only one DoD staff report would be issued

instead of two.

A typical annual schedule incorporating these recommended

features is shown in Figure 2.

The schedule shown in Figure 2 allows the Services six

months to prepare the POMs and DoD six months to review them.

During the joint DoD agency reviews scheduled to begin in

Ju ly , the DoD staff could simultaneously consider the release

of fund s about to be appropriated by the Congress as well as

the fo l lowing year ’s budget submission. This coincident review

of two years ’ budge ts would lend greater continuity to the

budget review in accordance with Enthoven and Smith ’s

principles. Current practice calls for separate reviews of

the budget before the Congress (in prepara tion for the eventual

release of funds to the Services) and the budget to be presented

to the Congress the following year.

The proposed schedule permits the tentative Planning and

Programming Guidance Memorandum to be issued after the budgeting

• phase is largely if not totally completed. The probability

S is that if this schedule were rigidly observed , the need for

two versions of the PPGM may not be required -- the PPGM

issued in November could be made the only version thus giving

29
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CALENDAR YEAR 19XX SCHEDULE

C? 19XX
ACTION AGENCY SCHEDULE S

Budget Submitted to Congress 0 15 Jan

Issue Fiscal Guidance Memo 0 20 Jan

Issue PPGN 0 20 Jan

Submit  JSOP , Vol I (CY XX+l Cycle)  J 15 Feb

• Submit JFM J 1 May

Submit POM C 15 May

Update FYDP , Procurement Annex and
RDT&E Annex C 15 May 

—

DOD POM Review Begins 0 15 May

Issue Defense Guidance (DG) 0 1 Jul

• DOD Joint-Agency Review
(Include All Program Hearings) 0 15 Jul

Issues Meetings with Services OJC 30 Aug

Issue Program/Budget Decisions (PBD5 ) 0 15 Sep

Start PBD Reclamas JC 1 Oct

Submit JSOP Vol II (CY XX+l Cycle ) J 30 Oct

Conduct Joint Meetings with JCS and
Service Secretaries to Discuss Major

- 
Unresolved Program/Budget Issues OJC 1 Nov -

Update FYDP C 15 Nov

Issue Tentative PPGM (CY XX+l Cycle) 0 15 Nov

“0” = OSD S

= JCS
“C ” = Comnonen~ or ~c )~ rtnrnt 5

FIGU RE TWO
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the Services a solid guidel ine  for  thei r  ini tial PON e f f o r ts

in December.

Another feature of the schedule is that as the f irst POM

formulation reviews are conducted by relatively low level

Headquarters agencies (such as the Air Staff Panels), ample

time is available to another portion of the Headquarters staff

to prepare the required Congressional documentation. Senior

service personnel can become actively involved in the formative

stages of POM development before beginning their prep arations

for testifying before Congress. Budgetary information can be

passed to the using field commands earlier so that the operating

and acquiring commands have sufficient time to study the next

• budget before participating in the formulation process which

begins in February .

All of these results would enhance the preparation of the

Service POMs as well as allow sufficient time to prepare for

the Congressional cycle. The bottom-line result would be more

credible cohesive Service budgets and possibly an improved

S rapport with Congress.

Recommendations included herein by which the PPBS can be

made more sensitive to Service needs are necessarily advantageous

to the DoD. The author does not feel that the briefly outlined

new procedure will correc t all , or even most , of the organi-

zational arid manpower difficulties that are inherent in the

PPBS as currently practiced. But the recommended schedule does
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S serve to clarify organizational relationships and the po tential for

manpower savings are aiso included . Manpower savings could be

the subject of another study using an improved schedule as

the baseline .

In any event , more ef f i c iency in the PPBS schedule is

urgently required. Studies should be initiated to evaluate

the suggestions contained in this paper and the many other

possibilities that exist which could lead to an improved , more

credible DoD budget in the future .

31

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~ - - S



r

FOOTNOTES

1. R D. Lee , Jr., & R.W. Johnson , Public Budgeting Sy stems
(Unive r s i ty  Park Press , 1973); pp 117—124

2. R.S. McNamara , Mr. Essence of Security: Reflections in
Of f i ce (Harpe r & Rowe , 1968); p 88

3. C.L. Schultze , Program Budgeting and Cost-Benefit Analysis
(Henricks & Taylor , Goodyear Publishing Co., 1969); p 1

4. See Public Expenditure and Policy Analysis (Haveman &
S Margolis , Markham Publishing Co., 1971); Ch 19 , pp 461-484

5. Op Cit , p 374

-
• 

6. Op Cit , p 436

7. Op Cit , p 379

8. C.J. Hitch , Decision Making for Defense (Berkeley Press ,
University of California ; 1965); p 25

• 9. The PPBS Ifl DOD: An Overview from Experience , A.C. Enthoven
and K. Wayne Smith , Public Expenditure and Policy Analysis
(Haveman & Margolis , Markham Publishing Co. , 1971) ; p 4 86

10. Op Cit , pp 486—487

11. Rescuing Policy Analysis from PPBS, A. Wildavsky , Public
Expenditure and Policy Analysis (Haveman & Margolis ,
Markham Publishing Co., 1971) ; pp 468-46 9

12. A.C. Enthoven & K. W. Smith , Op Cit ; pp 485-490

- S  
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~ - J



-

S 

- T-~~ £ZCRETAR I OF DEFENSE
~~~ ASfr4Ir~ GTON. 0. C. 2o: S~~~?~~~ 1

~

~iN 2 2 ~97~
________ 

- -

E::O 1________ - -
Ex02_______ ~~~~~~~~~~~ 

S

Act___________ :~a~~ ’ 
S~

Susp__________ _~ z~ Er•i<T
~~

••

~
•’

_—1
~~~~~

0 -5-1
~~
X -  ~~~

~~~ORANDUM FOR. Secretaries of the Military Departments _J _~~ 
- -,~

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Director of Defense Research and Engineering
Assistant Secretaries of Defense -
Director of Telecommunications and Command and Control

Systems
Assistants to the Secretary of Defense
Directors of Defense Agencies

~~BJECT: Program/Budget Review — Calendar Year 1975 Schedule

This memorandum expresses the schedule of the more significant actions
o.~ the Calendar Year 1975 Planning—Programming—Budgeting cycle. Actions
outlined will be accomplished as prescribed by DoD Instruction 7045.7,
cs modified by this memorandum.

The Planning cycle began on May 6, 1974 with the publication and receipt
of the Joint Strategic Objective Plan (JSOP) , Volume I. The Planning
cycle will be completed February 14, 1975 (Items 1—2 and 4—8 of
eaclosure). The Planning and Programming Guidance Memorandum (PPCM)
will be issued in two parts. The first part, issued on February 7, 1575,
will include all sections except the Fiscal Guidance section, which will
be issued February 14, 1975.

I have asked the Assistanr Secretary for Program Analysis and Evaluation
to assist your programming processes by providing you with a tentative

5- 
• version of the PPGM (Item 3 of enclosure) which supplements the Defense

Policy and Planning Guidance (DPPG), issued October 22, 1974. This
tentative programming guidance will be modified , es appropriate, in

• February 1975, after taking in to account the OSD/OhB review of the FY 76
budget, JSOP Volume II, and other factors not yet available.

The PPCM (Items 9 and 10 of enclosure) will include the DPPG, the fiscal
guidance and specific guidance in such areas as nuclear forces, general
purpose forces, logistics, manpower, Southeast Asia programs , research
and development, telecommunications and intelligence. The Programming

L 

cycle will continue .through the preparation of the Joint Force Memo-
randum (JFM), the Program Objective Memoranda (POMs), the review and

Appendix A
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S~~~J SS~ SS~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ thc trz~n~ ...~~-ai o~ ~~~~~~~~
~~~~~i~~~~Oa :~:~~orand.i (i’u~-~~), a reclama cyci~ , ~~~ ti5c pu~ iic~.t~ c.~ c~f

~~~ n~~ d 1’~ :-~ as app rop r ia~c. Th~ i~ro ~~~~~~ cycle will be co~~~~deru~
~~~~~~~~ on August 28, 1975. (Items ~—2l of enclosure.)

~~~ L -~~~et ing cycle will sta rt  with ti.~~ initial issuance o ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ C~~d—

~~~~ on September 1, 1975. This cycle will continue :i~r ou~~i t .~~~~- 5. .
mic3~cn of the bud get ~ut i :utes , the review and evaluation of th~~ e
c~ timates by the OSD and 0M3 s t a f f s , and the transmittal of bud~~ t
d.~ci~ ions in the form of PBDs. Additionally , the Eudget cycle will
~~cluc.e the up date of the FYDP on October 10, 1975, and will b~ co r~—

Lc~~red completed af ter  the FYDP is updated in January 1976 . (ite:s 22 ,
24—2G , 28—29 , 31—33, 37—39 of enclosure.)

L _:t from the attached schedule , the OSD staff offices will be provided
a separate schedule for the identification of issues resu1rin~ ~:om

i.~~ir review of the JE~ and the POMs . (Although the issue p ap e r  dat ~~.
.a~e not been indicated on the attached schedule, I intend to allow t~ e

5 L U~~~ ~ime possib le for your review of these important papers.) ?~ e

~fD staff will also be provided with a budget schedule to insure tir~ely
-~ uice: actions and transmittal of decisions . The JCS, Military Depart—
ra.~.ats and Defense Agencies will be provided copies of these additional
schedules .

Tha attached schedule identifies specific actions and dates necessary
to m.a~ e up the total calendar , not only for the CY 1975 cycle , but also
raflects actions that mus t commence to insure a solid foundation fo:
cur CY 1976 cycle . It is imperative that every ef for t  be made by &il
concerned to meet the scheduled dates if we are to have a successful
cycle. When specific actions are anticipated to be late , this in forma—
tion should be fo~~ arded to my office to evaluate the. impact on the
remainder of the schedule. ç,

- 
S 

p&pu,y

Enclosure
Schedule 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .‘~~~~ 5 _
.S



S ~~~~~~S ••

. 5 5 5 5 5 ~~ 5
Ca.L~:.Li5.r ~~~~~~ j 75

Action ‘ :-:~~~~ j

1 Su~~ it JSOP-Vol I (~~I 77-~~~) - Mili tary St rat~~~ J ;-~ay 6, ~~74
a;~~ Force Plannir ~~ Guidance

2 I~ D~fen.se Policy ari d Plar.nir~ 3 d ~ncc ( LPPG) 0 Ott 22, j~-~

3 ; Is~t~ 1 t~~~t~~~
-;

~~ ar~ning  and Prc~ ra ..min .~ Guidance 0 Oct 23, 1974

: : L~~ a~~t~ e s~~c~ ~rc:
:u~~~~~cr~t , farces , logistics ,

~~~~~~~ re aro~ and ic:~ er1t, tele—

t S 
ca . ~~~~caticus, ann ~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~ J - 5 a . (FY 77~~~ L~ ) - Analysis and Force J Dec 20, l97~S 

I ~~:~t~ c:~5 .5_

a~ i ~.-&op~ent Objectives 3 Jan 6, 1975
~~~~~~~ \~~~~ S~~~~~~~~~) 

-

~

S
77_

~~~~~~ )

6 ~~~~~ ~~~e~ se Frc~ ra.n FY l97~-76 C :- Jam 10, 975

7 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ :~~.e ~~~~~~~~~~ ?rc~ raa FY 77-80 (thi~ugh C Jan 2l~, 1975

a ~~~~~~ ~~~~~r . c~~t~ cns Subsystem Data C Jan 31, 1975

9 Is~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ Guidance Memorandum — 0 - Feb 7, 1975
~~~ i-~~c c .  ~~~~ ~~~~ce S

~.pdated version of t~e DP~~
in acaiticri to guidance indicated in item 3
above.

10 Issue Planning and Programming Guidance Memora ndum- 
5 

0 Feb 1~ , 1975Fiscal Guidance

11 Submit JSOP-Vol I (FY 78-85) - Military Strate~~r 3 May 1, 197k
- 

and Force Planning Guidance (CY 76 cycle)

12 Submit Joint Force Memorandum (J~~) 3 May 2, 1975

13 Submit Program Objective Memoranda (Po~:) C May 9, 1975
lie Update ~YDP and Procurement Annex Consistent with C May 9, 1975

~oIi (
~ 77_8i~) I I

• .- .~ •~~ - • _ .
~~ t . ’ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .;. — . •~~~~

- .. • :- .~~ : , . : •  . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ -
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S

Ac .ioa ~~~~~~~~~ 
-

S Sa .:~.t YIP T .~cc unicaticr~z ~u oayztern  Data C .~- . j  - )

~~~ ::‘ i~~~ ~~~~~ 77—c~ ~~~~ ~~~~ ~~

17 ~~~~ Pfc~
r_
~’. ~~~:~~ca ~-

emorarida (?~ .- .) 0 ~ui ~j ,  
~~~_ .

-
,

18 Suini; r~c a ~ 5.a to ?~M: Jc ~~~~~~~ :5, ~~~5

19 ~~c: ~~~ ; eetings OJC -2 5 ’’~

-~ ~~~~ -“ 
f_ \ .5

~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~
_
~.-_ s 

~~~~~~~ 
~~~~,

2]. ?~.l1iza ~~-.tat ive Nuclear ~1eapons Stockpile - 0 ~~~ 2~ , .7’~.
i~or ~l..nming

22 isa’ue Bud et Guidance 0 i~~-~ ~

- 23 sau~ Defense Policy and Planning Guidance (DPPG) 0 iep :~, :s ~~~~~

(c~ 1976 cycle)

21~. S...lmit annual budget estimates arid backup C ~en ~O ,
5 5 in~o~~at ion S

25 Start E’udget Hearings 0 Oct I, 9~’5

26 Up~.ate Five Year Defense Program and Procurement C Oct 10, 1975

27 Submit FY 77-76 Nuclear Weapons Dcploymerit Plan J Oct 1~ , 1975

26 Submit YLDP Telecommunications Subsystem Data C Oct 17, 1975

29 Start issue of P ogram/Budget Decisions (PBDs) 0 Oct 20, 1975

30 Issue Tentative Planning and Prograrmiing Guidance 0 Oct 22, 1975
5 -  ~-~c-~.craniam (TPPG~) (c~ 1976 cycle)ot~ : Provides tentative guidance in such areasr 
. as fiscal planning assumptions, forces, logistics,

manpower, research and deve1o~ment, tele—communications , and intelligence. -

31 Start PBD reclaznas JC Oct 2~ , 1975

32 Issue revised PBDs based on reclamas 0 -~~~~~ ~~75
-• S Dec u, 19’75

I I 
~ . . .  
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.5 . J - ~~a.’

C - ’:c-~ jc~~t r;cetir~ 3 with JCS an-i ~~~-vtc e 0 c i53

-
~~a~~:~~~n to discusa major un~-eso~vea

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

L~i.t~ Jeint Research arid Deveio~mcnt Gbjective~ 
I j  L~ c 5, :~:)75

Dcc 5 .ea; (JRLOD) (~Y 78—95)

~L 77-79 ~uclear Wea~ona ~aockaale anu 3 ~~ c 15, 975
77-7b ::uc1~ar ~ eaDo ns ~lojmer~t Memorandum 

S

icr lateragency Review 
-

36 Su:~ it JOOP—Vol II (~~ 78-85) - Analysis and Force J L~a 19, :~~‘5
L _

~
‘c-~~ationz (cY 1976 cycle)

5 37 L c.te Five Year Defense Prcgr~~. (FY 75-77) C Jan 12, 1976

t~ J.ate Five Year Defense Program (FY 78-81) C Jan 30, 1976
(throu~h ~f 84 for Forces)

39 Submit FSLDP Telecommunications Subsystem Data C Feb ~~~, 1976

S 

S 

•

LE3~~D: 0 = SeeDef
J = J C S

5 
-

S C = Military Departments and Defense Agencies
5 JC = JOS, Military Departments, Defense Agencies
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T H E  SE Ci~~ Tf ~RY  OF r~~~~~1sEW A 5~S I i N G T O N  0 C. ;-O:~ n

J~t: 1 .•

f1Er~0RA~DU 1 FOR S~~r~ LU- I es of t~~ ~‘ i  ii ta~y U tr~~Ic~ri ~Chairman of th~ Joint Chiefs o~ S~ ff
Director of flI~~~ Y - :~ ~~~~~~ ~n- !i’i r~e r j I r
hssistant S~cr~~ . r i ( s  o~ L.5~eri s~Director of Te1eco: -:~ur~icc~tj ons and CcTJ~~fld and

S Control Syste:ns
P1ssistants to the Secr~ L~ry of D~icnse
Directors of Defense A~mncies

SUBJECT : F’rograi~t/~udyet Review - Calendar Year 1976 Schedule -

This memorandum expresses the schedule of the si9nifi cant actions
of th~ Cal c~ Thr Y ear 1976 Pla:i’i~ ~iq-  P~oqr ai -:;~ rc ;. . :~~ ti ny cyci e.
Act io;:~ c~;:i i~ 2d ~~~ be ~~~~~~ ti~’~d as ~r :~ c~-ibed by DeLi
Instr~ict iun 7045.1 , as mo d i f i ed by thi s l - o 1 - ar d~.~.

The coming year w i l l  see us move through a transition to the fi rst
fiscal year that starts on 1)ctober 1. f~ i ~ti onn1 aspects of the
Congressional Budget and Ii~poundn~ent Contr ol Act of 1974 uill also
be implemented. Al though we have atte::~ptcd to ant cip ate all the
impacts of that legislation , we must be alert for changin g circum-
stances and be prepared to respond approprhtely.

The P1 ~n~iriç’ ‘ :, -~~ u br ian on ~—r .:v ~ • ‘~) 75 
~

• t~~ pub lica tion and
receipt of the ~oint Strategic Objective F1~r (JSOP), Vo1e~ e I .
The Phu r i i r i ’~ cycie ~iil i h~ co~~l eL ed Feh~’u~ry 6 , 1~ 76 ( I to ~ s 1— 2 and
4— 8 of enclosure) wi th the issuance of the P lann ing  and Pro gra n n in g
Guidance ~1emoranduin (FPC~).

Last year a tentative version of the PP~.ti was issued to assist ~‘c~jrprogran~ning processes . Based on the favora~ te response to ~hisaction , I asked the A ssis tan t  Secretary for Progra:n Analysis  and
Evaluation to again issu~ this ~~~~~~~ This WO S distr ibuted ~n
flovember 5 , 19 75. The rnnt-et i~e pr ogrann~r -:. guidance wil l La modified ,
as approp ria te , in Fehru~ry 1976, after t ak in g  into account the OSD/0~3revie w of the FY17 budget , JSO? Volume II, and other relevant factors.

The PPGM (Item 9 of enclosure) will include an updated version of
the DPPG (as required), the f iscal guidance and specific guidance
in such areas as nnc1r~.r ic-~ ces , general p~!rpDse ~crces , logisti Cs ,
manpo,-;ar , research r~nJ d ~‘i~lr i .:~er~ t , Lci CCO.~YJ;1i C~ t icri s and intel ii c~~ ce
The Prog~ ~- i:~ ii rig cy :  I o ,:i 11 c~ lone Lh.0 ’ ;: ~he ~ire ;3arati on of the ~oi nt

Append ix B
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Force ~cn~oran dum ( JFM ~ , the P~’o~~~I~ Ohiec t~ve ~~rroranda (Prj~s) , the
revi~~i arid enal ys is 01 c - S~~ (S s : J : s _~~~~~~ 5 .  1 - : traris~ i:~~ t o; ~~~~~~S Procjram Decision ~~i”oranda (~U - ~s) , a reclama cycl e , and the publica-
tion of ar ended ~~~ dS ‘ ‘ ~~~J i ’i~~~i.C. The Pccgre~:ming cycle ~~ll be
consid~-red co p l e L d  o;~ ,1 :.~~ t 23 , 1~ J I ) .  ( I t~~ ~ 9-~ 2 of c c ~cse ~e. )

The Budgeting cycle w i l l  ~tdrt with the initia l issuance of Budget
Guidance on Sept enhe r  1 , 1975. The cycle will continue through the
submission of the budget csL~i:aLcs , the review and evaluation o
these estin:ates by Uc  OSD end O;~ staff s, and the trans~itL~l of
budget dcc is ions in the fo nd of PBDs . r~dditionally, the Budget
cycle will include the update o~ the FY[P on October 11, 1976, and
will be considered complete d after the FYOP is updated to ref lect
the President’ s Budget , and its outyear impact , in January 1977.
(Items 23 , 26-28 , 30-31, 33-35 , 39, 42 of enclosure.)

Apart from the attached sch Cdu l e, the 050 staff offices will be pro-
vided with a separate dete iled s :hedule of the Issue Paper process

- 
S emanating from the review of the JFM and the PO>ls. The OSO staff

wi ll  al so be provided wit~’ a budget schedule to insure timely budget
actions and transmittal of decisions . The JCS , Military Departr~ents

S and Defense Agencies will be provided copies of these additional
schedules.

The attached schedule identifies specific actions and dates necessary
to r~a !~e tip the total calerHer , riot only for the CV ~976 cycle , hut
also re- r~-ts ~ : r~ ~~~~~~ that ;~~~~5 ~ ~~~-C~Oe ~e insu ’~ ~ sal d ~c u ~d~.t or~
for our 1.? 1977 cycie~ It is iiperative t~ot every e-~fort Le r a d ~. by
all concerri~d to nea t the scheduled dates if we are to have a• successful c3fcle. When specific actions are anticipated to be lfle,
this information should be forwarded to r~y offi ce to eva luate the
impact on the remainder of the schedule.

Deputy

Enclosure
Schedule -
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PR0GR ’i,~L~U PGE1 C’J~U7~ C~ IN!) PEV I E~4 SCHE D ’JLE
for

- -___________ C~ l en~hr Year 1976 
_________ _________________

Action Age ncy Act i o n Date

Submi t JSOP-Vol I (FY 7~~{5) — tlilitary Strategy and J May 1 , 1975
Force ianfl ~nrj Goid~~ce -

Issue Defense Policy and Planning Guidance (DPPG) 0 Nov 4 , 1975

Issue Tentative Planning and Programming Guida nce 0 Nov 5, 1975
S Memorand . : (TPPGN )

Mote : Prov ides tentative gu ida nce in such areas as
fiscal planning assu iptions , forces , logistics , man-
power , research and development , telecommunications,
and intelligence .

-
• 5 4  Up date Joint  Research a:~d Develop:~ent Objectives J Dec 15 , 1975

Document (JRDOD) (FY 78- 95) 
• 

S

S 

Submit JSOP-Vol II (FY 78-85) - Analysis and Force J Dec 19, 1975
Tabulations

Up date Five Year Defense Program FY 75—77 C Dec 30, 1975

Update Five Year Defense Program FY 78-81 (through C Jan 9 , 1976
FY 84 for Forces ) S

Submi t TcIeco~ .nnic.aticns Subzystcai Data C Jan 15 , 1976
Issue Planning and Progranirring Guidance ?teir~j randuni 0 Feb 6 , 1976

Note: Provides~ Fiscal Guidance and an updated vers ion
of the DPPG in addit ion to guidance indicat ed in item
3 above . 

-

Issue Military Security Assistance Projection (MSAP) 0 Apr 9, 1976

Submi t Joint Force Memorandum (JFtt) S J Apr 30, 1976

12 Submit JSOP—Vol I (FY 79-36) — Military Strategy Apr 30, 1976
and Force Planning Guidance (CV 77 cycle)

13 Submit Program Objective Memoranda (POM) C May 7, 1976

14 Update FYDP , Procurement Ann ex , and ROT&E Annex C May 7, 1976
Consistent w ith PCd-1 (FY 78-35)

15 Submit FYOP Telecor~r—jnications S~hsystem Data C re’-’ 12. 1~~’

g~~~~~ , it. ~ : 3 clea r L f l -  Fl Id— ~~ J May 31 , l9~~

_ _ _  ~
• 
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Action Agency Act ion D-5:t~

17 Transmit f i r s t  I s s u e  Paper  t~ CL~ p~
-
~~ 1tc 0 ‘Jn 11 , 1975

18 Transmi t last Issue P~~er to Secflet 0 Jul 16, 1976

.~ue Pro gra m Dcci s ion Wa :~.or~ nd - .~ (PP: ~) 0 Jul 26 , 1976

2 . : Y ~t reclama s to PDWs S S JC Aug 9, 1976

21 ~r PDM Issue Meetings 
S 

OJC Aug 13— 18, 197
22 :s~ a amended PDMs 0 Aug 23 , 1976
23 Issue Budget Guidance 0 Sep 1, 1976
24 I ssu e  Defense Po l i cy  and Planning Guidance (DPPG) o Sep 8, l97~(CV 1977 cycle)

25 1. o lish tentative Nuclear Weapo ns Stockpile for 0 Sep 13, 197~,planning

26 SuLmit annual budget estimates and backup info rmation C Sep 30, 1976

Start Budget Hearings o Oct 1 , 1976
28 Update Five Yea r Defense Program , Procurement C Oct 11 , 1971

Annex , and RDT~L r~~ex

29 S~t- :it FY 78—79 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Plan Oct 15 , 1976
I30 SuL~it FYDP Telecommunications Subsystem Data C Oct 18, l92~

31 Start issue of Program/Budget Decisions (PBDs) 0 Oct 20, 1976

32 Issue Tentative Planning and Programming Gui dance 0 Oct 22, 1976Memorandum (TPPG:~) (Cl 1977 cycle)
Note: Provides tentative guidance in such areas as
fiscal planning assu ;nptio ns , forces , logistics ,

- r~anpower , research and deve lopwe nt , te-lecc nmunj ca—
tions , and intelligence .

33 St .rt P60 reclamas JC Oct 28, 1975
34 ls~ ue revised PBDs based on reclernas 0 Nov 26 , i 7 ~S 

-

Dec 6.  ‘°~~6

C r ~ 1 T  ;~~ t h  L~~~. ’. d 
~~~~~~~~ C~ c

.~Lcretaries to discuss major unresolved budget -

issues

3~ SuP-H t ~io irt Pese ..~rc~i a’~d fl’~~— 1 :~w ;t Obji~ tj  .
~~s J L~ec 1~- .

Doc’:~~nt (JR~~~ ) (Fl 7 -96) 5

~~$ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
‘

-
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1 Action ( Agency Action Date

issue Fl 78—79 Nuclear Weapons Deployment 0 Dec 15 , 1976
Memorandum for Interagency Review 

-

Submit JSO P—Vol II (Fl 79—86) — Anal ysi s and J Dec 20, 1976
Force Tabulations (CV 1977 cycle)

Update Five Year Defense Program (F? 76~78) C Dec 30, 1976

40 Updatc Five Year (?efense Program (Fl 79—82) C Jan 10, 1977
(through Fl 85 for Forces)

41 Issue F? 78—80 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile 0 Jan 15, 1977

42 Submit FYDP Te1eco~nunications Subsystem Data C Jan 17 , 1977

I

LEGEND: 0 —— SecDef
- :  J —- JCS S

C —— Mili tary  Departments and Defens e Agencies
JC —— JCS , Milita ry Departments , Defense Agencies

_ _ _  S 
- 
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- ASSlSTA~-.TS TO T h .  S~ Cfl t i A R Y  Or L~ r L~ SE ‘ 
Q-’~ -

• DiRECTORS OF D F ~~SE ACE~CIES 
-

SUBJECT : Pr ogra m /B ud get Review — Calendar Ye ar 1977 Schedule

This rnoraudu~ fo~~ards an interim schedule of Calendar Year 1977
actions cousidered necessary to pr oceed ~-:it h the P l an n in g ,  Frogra::in~
and Budgeting cycle . Aetio~s outlined ~i1l be acconpl ished as pr~ scribe~
by DoD Instruction 7045.7. - 

S

In addition to the enclosed schedule , sepa rate  detailed schedules ~- ill
be issued relati :e to the PO~ ~iajor issue process  an d the bud g e t  r~~;I~~.:
process . Unless other~ise indicated by chcn~-cs to this calendar , e”~ :’y

- effort should be izsda to reet these sche~u1od ~aces. If , ho~;ever , a
specif ic  ac tion is anticipated to be 1at~ , an explan~ition should be

S 
for~ardc-d to n~’ office so that I may evaluate the impact on the ri : in~ -~r

S - of the schedulo-. _____________

LCTIO~1 -

- . 
—

‘ --‘ -
~~~~~—- -- -S

~~°

• s Fred F. Vackor
S . 

~~~~ 
• AssiStant Secrct~try of D~~ 
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