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APPENDIX C
PERCEPTIONS

C~1. SQURCE. Early in the study a collection effort was con-
ducted, the objective of which was to ascertain and record the
perceptions of a variety of knowledgable personnel regarding the
strengths and weaknesses of the Army analytical community. The
concapt was that percepiions of experianced people could be used
to paint the way toward avenues of further investigation of the
Army analysis commurity during the study, Personal interviews,
questionnaires, and group sensing sessions were the techniques em-
ployed to acquire the perceptional information. Roughly 100 indi-
viduals in 05D, the Army, other services, and fndustry contri-
buted. Tha parceptions are reported below, first by strengths and
second by weaknasses, Within each category the specific percep-
tions ara organized into sub-categories corresponding to the main
areas of investigation during the study. Because the main thrust
of the Review of Arny Analysis was to seek ways to improve the

community, a considerably larger number of perceived weaknesses
than strengths is identified,

(~2. PERCEIVED STRENGTHS. a. Program Formulation and Presentation

The Army's capabl)ity to anticipate tha hard analytical questions
has imgroved in the past four to five years, as has its ability to
answer them., This, in part, results from the demand of Congres-
stanal and Executive Branch Staffs for programs with a sound ana-
Iytical basis and partially results from the revised ASARC/DSARC
process which formalized such of the demand.

b.  Organization

{1) Decentralization of Initiatives. Hy providing systems
analysis capabilfities to support dxcisionmaking processes at the
najor Arny cormands and thelr s hsrlipste a!ements. each coimand
lave) can better assimilate date uvailedle $0 it, ariive at better
thought-out conclusions, and pass on more coupetent command pro-
ducts to the next higher authority.

(2) Character of Institutions. The Arsy studies and analy-
sis community consists of many organizations, each with a tean
charactur of 1ts own, each with pride 1n what makes it different
from others, and each with confidence {n 1tself and {ts product.

c-)




c. Resources

(1) Integrity. The Army ORSA community does well in resiste
ing pressures to bias analysis or to arrive at preconcejved con-
clusfons in order to please those who are less than chjective in
their viewpoint,

(2) Enthusiasm. Considerable drive and ambition exist
within the Army analytical community ta tackle and solve the most
critical issues of the time.

(3) High Quality of Military Analysts. The quality of Army
officers possessing the 49 specialty code {ORSA) is excellent,

(4) Capacity to Produce, The Army analysis community 1is
more productive than indicated by a simple count of studies, Such
additional products as raport reviews, geri heral and side anal-
yses to studies, quick responses to higher headquarter's ques-
tions, briefings, and methodology improvements are evidence.

{65) Willingness to Tackle Tough Praoblems. Recognition of
analysis technology weakness, cuoperation batween organizations in
methodology development, and ready accegtance and application of
new techniques where useful, all characterize the Army analysis
community's wi1lingness to witack problems for which current
analysis technology is less than adequate,

() Contipujty. The sizeabla fraction of civilian analysts
comprising tha Army analysis comuunity provides continuity and an
institutfonal memory which serves the Army wall in recalling
issues and pitfalls of pravious analyses and in precluding refn-
venting the wheel.

(7) Size Maturity, The Arny in-house analytical structure
s large, stable, and experianced, A wide range of methodologias
and m ‘eis ex{sts, as does a sizable data base, Considerable
knowledge and experience exist ranging from weapons system analy-
sis to force structuring.

(8) Access to Experimentation. Army resources available to
conduct fiald experiments exist in considerable quantity and vere
sat{lity and constitute a gotentia\ source of valuable experimen-
tal data to fuprove Arny studies and analyses,




d, Techniques

(1) Commynications. Army study program tepics, findings,
analysis tachniques, simulations, and data are subjects of consid-
erable dialogue between analytical organizations and between indi-
vidual anal{sts within the analysis community, Much of this dia-
Togue is self initiated and is motivated hy a genuine desire to
s?are information, to improve techniques, and to obtain peer re-
view.

(2) Respect for Counter-example. A healthy trend in the
Army materiel acquisition process is the pursuit and consideration
of counter-examples in studies and analyses as exemplified by the
Red Team approach.

8. Quality Assurance and Review

(1) Spirit of Openness. Army analysis organtzations and in-
dividual analysts generally adopt an open daor policy regarding
review of their analyses, including details of models, data, and
techniques employed for a study.

(2} utility of Products., Participation by potential users
of the Army study process, from problem definition to final ra-
port, 1s an Army practica which helps assure responsiveness of
studies to user needs. The employment of ad hoc study groups and
study advisory ?rnups is usefu? in keeping studies op track, en-
ahling changas {n direction where necessary, and fac{litating ac-
ceptance and utilizaticn of the study product.

C-3. PERCEIVED WEAKRESSES, a. Program Formulaticn ard Presentation

(1) Problem ldentification/Prioritization. A major weakness
of the Army studies and analysis program {s the inability to {den-
tify, prioritize, and facus resources on the {mportant problems
needing study, In addition to studying groblems of less impor-
tance, while leaving others unattended, the Army frequently as-
signs studies to analysis organizations which are not best quali-
fied tu do the work.

{2) Lack of (entral Guidance. Gne possible reason for study
program fragnentation is percefved to be a serious lack of program
guidance or direction {ssuing from a central source or authority,
The existing arrangement of decentralized study program execution
mdy serve to mask recognition and inhibit corrective action of
this weakness.
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(3) Relatjonship of Analysis to Decision Process, An ab-
scure relationship exists between studies by the analysis commu-
nity and the overall Army decisionmaking process. Most analysis
efforts seam to produce products which exert only a minor influ-
ence on Army decisions,

(4) Program Presentation Upward, Presentation and justifi-
cation of the Army studies program and individual studies to 0SD,
Congress, and reviewing bodies such as RDAC, 1s poorly orches-
trated and of variahle quality.

(8) Study Areas Lacking Emphasis. Without regard to rela-
tive priority, the following issues or topics are not currently
raceiving adequate analytical attention in the Army studies pro-
grgﬁ etther because of lack of emphasis or lack of resources or

oth:

, (a) Requirements for new materie) early in the acquisition
cycle.

(b} Foree p\ann1n3 and structuring at the theater through
total Army level to include force balancing,

(c}) Structuring, balancing, and materie) and functiona)
tradeoffs at the division/carps level of combat organfzation.

(d} Tactical operations of currently deployed forces as
opposed to sludias of tnvestment resources,

{e) Logistic sustatpability of current and developmental
materie}. _

{f) Hatntenance concepts for current and developmental
material,

(g) Impact of countermeasures and battlefield enviponments
ont combat materiel performance and tactics.

(h) Effectiveness and cost of Arsy traiaing programs and
strategies.

(1) Manpower and personnel topics including;
1. lmplications of women 1n the Army.
+ Cost/benefits of ELIFE,

« True cost of civilian manpower,

C-4
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Effects of varying compensation on military manpower.

4.
5, Effect of changing rotation base on military man-

power.

b. Qrganization

{1) Coordipation. A major weakness ip Army analysis is lack
of coordination between the decentralized analytical organizations
of the Army. This results in Tack of study focus, duplication of
effort, gaps in essential work, lack of priorities, and resource
waste.

(2) CAA/CACDA Interface. This interface 1s ill-defined,
CACDA combat development activities are influenced aonly slightly
by farce Jeval efforts at CAA, Conversaly, CAA analyses do not
normally utilize division/corps findings deaveloped by CACDA,

{3) DCSPER/ARI Relatianship. The assignment of ARI te
ODCSPER separated the personnel and training research and develop-
ment program from the mainstream of Army R&D management. The pro-
gram has suffered from the resulting 1solation,

€. Resources

(1) Insufficient Contracting, The Army fatls to take ad-
vantage of uniqua skills and talents avatlable fromw out-of<house
sayrces of analytic talant,

(2) Access to FCRC. A highly desirable resource which
should be reacquired by the Army is an {ndependent contractor with
the intellectua) freedom to provide unbiased, ohjective advice to
Arty managetient regarding the more difficult and complex Army
fssues. An FCRC arrangement would be the most desirable,

{3) Contractual Process. Ubtaining contractual assistance
for analysis, as governad by AR 5-6 and the ASPR, is prohibitively
burdensone and unnecessarily bureaucratic, Contracting reguire-
ments must be foracast long before detailed analytical neads can
be defined.

(4) CACDA Resource Imbalance. Analysis resources currently
available to CACDA are {nsufficient to ﬁerform the analytic worke-
Toad fmplicit 1n the CACDA mission which is: to design division/
corps organizations; orchestration of the combat develapments of
the combat functional :chools; design of the control and {ntelii-
genca functions af combat,

(K]




(5) AMSAA Expertise Imbalance. AMSAA, by virtue of its evo-
Tution from ordnance-dedicated activities, s heavy in weapon sys-
tems oriented expertise, The AMSAA mission area of responsibility
has evolved to a much wider scope, and a rebalancing of internal
expertise is needed.

(6) TRADOC School Resources. Considering their mission to
develop requirements for new materiel, to develop employment doc-
trine and tactics, and to train Army personne}l, the TRADOC service
schools are currently understaffed with analysts resources,

(7) Cost Analysis Resources. The cost analysis expertise of
the Army is baing employed on a wide variety of studies, analyses,
and misceilaneous tasks which are not related io cost analysis,
Better focusing of these rescurces is needed,

(8) Upyrading Analyst Quality. Programs are needed to as«
sure that Army analysts, particularly civilian, are maintaining
high skill quality. Encompassed in this area are problems iavolv-
ing recruiting, retatning, and developing analysts.

(9) Personnel Manayement. Yhe civilian personnel system is
slow and noaresponsive to tha needs of the analysis commupity,
Hiring, firing, and redistributing analysis personpel are problems
which are aggravated by the system,

(10) Aging of Analytical Comewnity. There is a perception
that the principal analysis organizations of the Arsy are agtng
ratheg raptdly, perhaps well past the best balance of vigor an
maturity. 7

d. Jechnigues

(1) Migromanagement, Persons at Congress, OMB, 0SD, OSA,
HQDA, and HONACOM persist fn mtcromanagement of Army studies to
the net detriment of the qualicy of study praducts, Discipline is
needed to restrict {nvolvenment of these elements to setting pole
fcy, establishing gr!er!tes allocating resources, defining issues
and constraints, w ile.leavfng study management and execution to
the study agency.

(2) Prublem Qelimitation. There s a strong tendercy in
many Army studies to ecxpand the study scope bayond the ariginal
study objective in erder to accommadate a host of peripheral
issyes for which the need for analytical treatment {s perceived.
The censequence is excessive expenditure of analysis rescurces,
lengihening of the study schedule, and frequantly, degradation of
study quality duz to no schedule relief,

C-6
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(3) Cost and Schedule Bias. A tendency in Army studies of
developnenlal programs is to underestimate both future program
costs and deve?opmental schedules, This blas creeps into the Army
budget ing cycle, eventually causing experienced costs to exceed
pravicusly forecast estimates,

(4) Fulda Gap Syndrome. Army weapon system studies tend ta
give excessive attention to scenarios set in the Fulda region of
Germany at the expense of investigations of other scenarios and
environments where combat is also Yikely to occur, The consa-

uence is that study findings and concliusions may be subopt imi zed
?or these conditions and brittle to scenarios not investigated.

{5) Vulnerability Data. A high proportiun of Army studies
require as input data estimates of the vulnerability of friendly
and enemy hattlefield ftems, Production of these ¢sta continues
to be unttmely for studies,is part because of too few resources
being applied to data generation,

{6) Hiygh Love) Performance Indicators, Aggregated perfor-
mance {ndicators sucn as Weapons Effectiveness [ndex {NE!? and
Wefghted Unft Value (WUV) are misleading if not enployed care-

fully, Studies which are designed to produce such indicators
should be minimized,

{7) Insufficient Data. ODaeficiencies in data to develop un~
derstanding of corbat and Support processes will always exist bui
auch better utilizatien can be made of sources such as testiny,

m:litary history, and training activities to remedy data deficien-
cies.

(8) Study Inputs vs Results. Most Army studies suffer from
a lack of transparency. It is frequently jmpossible to establish
a clear audit trail from input date and assumptions through system
performance to study results, Uncertainties 1n the valuas of fn-
put performance paramuters are not guantified nor are tne possibie
effects of these uncertainties on combat effectiveness traceable,

{9) Parametric Analysis. Too little use is made of paramet -
ric analysis techniques during studies, usually because of sched-
ule pressures. Uonseguently, performince parameters which should
be treated as variables are fnstead considered constants, with the

associated risk of missing important insights into weapoh system
or organization performance,

(10) Insene Realist. Ary combat simulations have tended to
avolve toward ever-increasing detail or representation. In many
cases, this quest for detail is advertised as an isprovement in

C-7
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realisin but, in fact, results not only in added simulation com~
plexity, but does not significantly affect the outcome ar the per-
formance of the item ar function being represented, Furthermore,
1t s frequently true that a more precise mathematical description
of the realities of combat is employed than either historical
knowledge or axperimentation will support,

(11) Mode) Anarchy. Individual study groups constantly mod=
1fy simulations for use in particular studies., These changes are
most often not documented or communicated to other model users.
Together with the uncoordinated development of new simulations,
this situation has led to the existence of large numbers of simue

lation tools and model versions which averlap or even duplicate
capabilities,

(12) Excessive Simylation. The Army studies and analysis

community places entirely teo much reliance on large-scale simyla-
tion to support studies where much simpler analysis tools wauld

suffice,

(13) Hardware Solution Syndrome. Too often the Army seeks
hardware solutions to problems where the best solutions may be
found in doctrinal, tactical, training, or organizational fixes,

(14) Responsiveness, In most Army studies, the identifica-
tion of new or changed alternatives occurs during the study de-
spite efforts at early definitian, Study techniques genarally
preclude rapid response to new study directions, and the study
team (especially the cost anal{sis elemant) bacomes the critical
path in a delay in critical milestones 1n order to study the new
alternative,

(18) DT/QT and COEA Timing. Current regulations require a
COEA to be produced in time to support each major acquisition de-
cision milestone, - Operatjonal testing activities are similiar)y
timed. Thus, 1t frequently occurs that the DT/OT findings ave de=
veloped too late to be accounted for in the COEA,

(16) Surrogate Decisjonmaking, Analysts tend to drive a
study to the point where the decisionmaker is presented with a
»supEortab3e bast choice to make; {.e., anx other chaice requires
that the analysis be refuted. [nstead, the analysis should 11lu-

_minate tha pros and cons of the alternatives in a fashion which
allows the decisionmaker to apply his own judgment to select a
preferred solution,

C-8




e. Quality Assurance and Review

(1) Contractor vs In-house Quality, The quality of studies

performed by Army in-house resources is perceived to be inferior
to that which could be produced by selected contractors,

(2) Inconsistency, There is a noticeable tendency far
studies dune in connection with an item system to be disturbingly
incansistent in fmportant aspects with other studies of different
item systems, particularly with regard to assumptions and environ-
ments, This leads to loss of Army cradibility with higher level
reviewing eiemants of OSD, OMB, and Congress (whose institutional
memaries are relatively long),

(3) Threat Tailoring and Conservatism. Threats established
for conduct of Army studiss in the past have proved to be consis-
tently understated (i.e,, predicted future enenmy capability was
always surpassed 1n acruality) and, in addition, have varied in
co ent and capability between studies done in approximately the
s¢ . L.aneframe, Threats used in Army studies are rarely reactive
to the weapon system being studied, Furthermore, the analysis
community has done little in the way of parametric variation of
threat capability during a study in order to discover weapon sys-
tem weaknesses or break points,

(4) Suppressed Alternatives. In Army studies, most of the
alternative solutions to materiel requirements appear to be dif-
ferances without distinction or variations on the same theme,
Truly different ways of solving a problem (e.q,, antitank guided
mMssile vs attack helicopters) are rarely exposed, much less ob~
Jectively analyzed,

(8) Military Assumpttons. In some studies, assertions of a
doctrinal nature, which appear as assumptions, overly drive the
content , methodofugy. and conclusions of the study.

(6) Affordability. Aray studfes rarely contain {nformation
regarding the affordability of the {tem under study w :h respect
to the out-year cost of its procurement or operation in the field,
In most cases, affordability judgments are limited to the finpact
of a new program on current or near term budgets,

(7) Staff Study Objectivity. There exists a perception that
Ary Staff studfes lack analytical basis and, as a result, fre-
quently lack objectivity,

c-9
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(8) Peer Review. Much better utilization of the techniques
embodied in the peer review process should ba made at all levels
of Army analysis where products are {nitiated,

(3) Product Guality Standards. Nowhere in the Army studies

and analysis community does there exist & universally accepted set
of standards of gualfty for study products., Such a set of stan-
dards should be daveloped and enforced,
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APPENDIX D
PATA
CHAPTER 11
ARMY HIDE ROLL-UP

1. Scope, This chapter contains a roll-up of Army studies and analysis
personnel and study program statistics.

A\

2, Personnel .

8. Distribution of position categories of professional employees,

Position Jiz Persang
Category Mil £iv | ota
Hanagers _ 62 10? 167
Supszviscrs 95 182 an
Analysce 424 |1,406 1,829
fotal s [1.602 | 2,21

b, Distribution of grade level of incunbent professional ataff,

Civilian _ ' _Hilstary
| _Grade Nt Parsons Gxada Nt _Parsons
685 'y 13 10
) 29 ' lat 12 20
9 66 ' oy 134
u I Y V8
o 1 © 486 ‘- 11 18
- 13 1 o | B
3 23 ' 6 . | 0
13 18 " o
6 | g — —
w | s
1 6
| 0-11-1
| , .
'
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¢, Distribution of Time in Curyent Grade,

T S e
v ATk 0 i

s

A

R A S T e S 2 e T

’1‘; ‘é,":ﬁi 21T letLT CPT Ml L COL  BG MG
0-2 10 12 14 56 78 27 0 1
31-5 0 8 42 54 &) 7 0 0
6 - 10 0 0 76 59 39 10 0 0
Qver 10 0 0 6 6 ) 0 ¢ 0
__g;g::gg ~.s-s‘ T 9 u .u» 13 W ‘u 11 18
0-2 0 24 4 15 200 9% 43 W 2 3
3-5 2 5 5 33 14 167 & ¥ 3 )}
6 = 10 1] 0 5 1N w08 188 N & 3 ) 2
tver 10 ' 0 2 4 3 80 ¥ 9 ) 0 2
‘ d. Discridution of total ur yesrs in fodoral service,
Ke Pergona T
Nr,_ Yeazs o Hil Giy_ | Toral
bes 8 | 3 353
el 47 B/ j
1 - 18 143 w | o0
xs.{- 20 197 R 459
I Y 158 a3l
Puee 33 3 8 n
D-11-2
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e, Diatribution of nr years professional experience in epecislty,

Nr Years
Actual Experience : Nr_Persons
in Specialty Mil Civ Total
t - 288 48 786
610 118 425 43
11 - 15 68 K[ 379
16 - 20 64 210 274
- 25 26 122 48
Over 25 18 127 RERLE

L

£, Distributicn of or years experience in apecialty in private sector,

; Nr_Fersons
| Nr Yeavs , ,  Hil | Cdv | Total
| ‘ 0 639 1,042 | 1,681
b | 0-3% ', 2 | a8 369
, 610 o | 8 | 16
- W - 0 9 i}
;. 16~ 20 0 B | 35
- 25 0 10 10
Over 28 0 9 9




B At it e
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i

g+ Distribution o nr years employed in current organization (or directly
precedent organizations),

Nr Persons
Nr Years - M1l | Civ Total
0-~35 58] 900 1,481
6 —Alo 0 503 503
11 - 15 a 180 180
16 - 20 -0 60 60
21 »~ 25 0 23 a3
Over 25 Q 26 26

“he Diatribution of education level of prefessional staff,

3

Highest Nr_Persons
Education Level Mil tiv Total
High School 8 108 116
h~yr college degree 28 403 01
College degree + 18 309 354

grad level credit
1 grad degres 33 073 909

2 or more grad desvge §5 297 349

I ey -
:';"ff;;i?f PEELEIRTND S s+ e

D-11-4




i, Distribution of fields of education,

et Ao r et v mnes

é Pricary Flelds Nr, Persons
; of Education Civ Total
% Operations Research ' 119 100 220
, .Mach/scat/Compucer Scisnces 87 512 569
z Phyaica/Chen 2l 172 193
? . Other Exparimenal Scieaces 18 9 27
Eng (BE, ME, AE, CE, Ind E, etc,)| 105 | 381 486 |
2 Economics k! 33 44 |
z ¥Xilitary Scilences 16 16 3
% Soctology 7 1 3 20
Paychology 12 | &n 223
f Pol Science . 30 24 b4
Bistory/Geography 14 17 3
Art & Humanititea 6 6 12
Other Social Sciences 18 4 32
Buatnoss 87 84 m
Other 6 99 160




4« Distribution of tims since last formal sducation.

|”"Fr Years Since Enployse Attended

Any Accredited College/University,

and Successfully Completed a Course

That Would Noraally “esult in Kz Psrsons

3 SH Credic . _Mil Civ Toral | -
0«2 : - 1 24 81 762
-3 134 361 485 .
¢ 10 . 121 367 488
-0 62 m 376
Qver 20 ] 140 163

.k. Diatribution of reasons for professional ¢ivilians lsaving ths
organiastion (two year partod), . .

Total 1 *
JLesving | For Promotion: Promoted After Leaving ! Fop Frivats Heotor | For Retircment |

406 (L] 108 67 . 64

Total
Leaving
for
Other

Reasong
167

). Of the 128 parsonnel who left, 105 wers reported promated.

D-11-6
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~

3, Study Program - FY 78

a, PFerlod during which wark could first affect the eperational capabilities
of Army forces in the field,

In - House Contrac

¥Y Period Nr ™4 | 8 (K} NR

1978 267 | 3,888 873 18

1879 207 | 3,389 | 2,457 26

- 1980 - 1990 | 736 15,408 |18,081 118
1991 ~ 2000 29 | 1,461 | 1,791 7
; Other ? 15 0 0
otal |y, 240 124,741 123,172 | 169

b, Distribution of work primarily applicable to type Axmy Forces

. In-House Contyract
|__Type NROJ_TMM 1§ (K) | MR
Heavy Forces 160 | 1,414 716 23
Light Forces . 61 604 417‘ 8
All Kinds of Forces 804 (18,806 {18,700 108
Not Applicable ta 216 | 3,317 | 3,639 X]
Combat Forces '

1. To convert In-house TMM ta $(K), multiply bg $4.167(K).
2. To convert contract $(K) to TMM, divide by $75(K).

|
!
3
£
X
&
E
.’-; .
%




¢, ‘Pistribution of work program according to source of work requirement,

|

In -~ House| Contract
Source of Work Requirement NR ™M | $(K) NR

8akf initiated as implicit in missiod 460 | 8489 10,878 | 78
Specifically directed by higher HQ | 507 Jl0523 [ 4,270 | 37
Response to requests for assistance | 263 {5073 ]1,347 |13
| Other 10| 66,677 | 31

d, Distribution of work program according to objectives of tha activites,
i

% In ~ House Contract
' Activity NR | TMM S$(K) | MR

P

Solve specific problem/illuminate & | 764 |12,279 {12,084 | 90
current issue . '

it A VAT e a1 4o

Improve analysis methods, tools, 198 | 3,929 | 8,208 ) 60
models, etc, '

Acquire new experimental facts 4 11,412 | 1,663 14
for data bases, '

Expand hasic knowledge of the 4
underlying nature of, and 147 | 4,458 26| 2
velations among, elements of
the systems being examinad

mm smetrr b
.

Other 87 | 2,066 01 0




e, Distribution of work program according to the nature ef the yrimary
issue involved,

In ~ House Contract
1ssue FRI T S(R) IR

Persannsl sslection, vecruitment and assign-| 32 967 h,543 7

ment,

Individual and small upit training, 33 | 2,338 ?.280 16
Povoulation of nev doctrine, tactics, by 798 b.130 14
tachniques, _ :

Determination of whethsr a claes of 12 97 3]_ |

systen is warranted,

Analysis of what kind of li;tiu i 1:2 ] 2,387 R,881] 2
required, : '
Daterzination of syatem performance, 315 | 3,867,803 |37
3::igi:i::yo:yizza:?vi:onmenta o{ 61 68} 768 8
; Threat asscsemants, ' 2 B0z 1.7i9 8
Analysis of coats, ' 2 926 1381 3
Evaluation of systems affectivensss, 272 | 6,618 g,239| 24
Other _ 280 | 5,922 r.sso 30

£, Distribution of work program accarding to "Study Gategories” used by 0SD,

" In - House Contyact
‘ Study Category : e IR} T $( 1 MR
1, Manpower & Personnel ' 76 | 2,540 2,928 | 16
3, Conceptc & Plans ' : 78 [1.931 1,602 | Y0
3. Operations & Yorce Structuri - 183 (4,622 [3,922 | 3
4 tnacmaczdu- & Logistice 142 {1,736 (1,240 | Y0 .
5. Scisn.s, Tach, Systcas & Bquip 573 ﬂ0.0GQ 9,280 | 82
6o Manjemsnt ' 147 {1,730 909 8 .
7. Tn:elligence 0 {1,080 " 3,26 |12
8, International Sscurity : % 0 0
684 17 ]
9, Other

0-11-10




g, Distribution of work program according to "Level of Conflict" invalved,

tgfaouse Concract
Leval : NR $§(XK)| MR
Conventional 666 9,821 18,373 | 84
Conventional-Chemical 52 | 893| 532 4
Genventional=Chemicale 336 18,137 [ 9,309 | 40
Nualear
Not Applicable to 287 15,2901 4,958 | 4
Combat Forces

he Distribution of work program according to the level of systems that

vers examined, '

L

~3n - House | Contpac

System Level __ﬁ%#f ™ | §(R) MR
Hardware or personnel or procedures 316 | 7,916 [10221 6}
aspects of items (sub-item), ‘
Item, 284 1 2,473 | 817 30
Swall upits, teams, task forces, 72 11,786 | N3] 9
Vertically integrated system of 380 | 6,600 | 8814(180
items to accomplish funatiopal obj,
Large organizationa~~divisions & corps, | 63 | 1,594 | 1683| 2
Avmy force structure, theater 711,498 | 729 2
fovces, joint forcea.
Other 98 | 2,274 | 16| 7

p-11-1
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1, Distribution of work program according te "Capability Category" involved,

—In-House Contract
CAFCAT ‘ _ MRI T 1§ (K] MR
Close Combat 172 2,770 708 |12
{ Fire Support 164 1,833 | 2,172 | 3¢ )
Air Defense ' 47 938 | 1,128 | 7 .
Other Combat Support 71 (1,342 943 | 6
Command Systems 4] 242 1 1,601 | 1
ISTA (Intelligence, Surveillance & Target | 60. {1,031 | 2,969 | 17
Acquisition)
Combat Service Support 189 12,181 | 1,312 | 10
Other Logistics %1 1,396 0l of,
Ballistic Missile Defense ] 12 0] @
Regearch (6,1) . 16 |1,231 813 | 4
Program Wide Support 401 19,936 {10,440 | B2
Other : 42 11,291 | 1,009 { N

p-11-12
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A

Diatribution of work according to the TRADGQ Battlefield Development
Blan (BOT),
In « House Contract
BDP Element NR | TMM ${K)| NR
Surveillance/Fuaion 44 706 {1327 ] 8
Intsrdiction 17 258 101 2
Force -Fores Mohility 106 | 3,678 6593 | 22
Generation
Reconstitution 54 444 3041 4
o /i 201 43 |a72 |10
Subtatal | 249 | 6,617 o497 | 46
Target Servicing 263 | 4,091 |1398 | 39
Suppression/Counterfira | 49 616 [1347 | 12
Central
Battle Alr Defense 80 994 | 116] 7
Support 427 | 5,943 1824 | 2
o 46| 1,200 | 3516 23
Subtotal | B35 [ 12,762 | 5245 | 102
Other 166 { 6,872 4301 21
votal|1240 | 24,141 feam 169
D-11-13
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?;é | 4, Study Program - FY 79

a, FPerlod during which work could first affect the operatlonal capabilities
of Army forces in the field.

- In - House Contrac
FY Period Nr ™I 8 (K)d. NR ]
1979 ' 231 | 3,983]10,378 e2
1980 186 | 4,084} 1,238 8
1981 - 1997 696 18,267 [ 16,680 | 83
1992 ~ 2001 26 | 1,74V 2.3% 16
Total | 1,107 | 28,036 29,696 | 129

b, Distribution of work primsrily appiicable to iype Aray Yorces

' In~Housa Contyact
|___Type R LD 18 (K R
Heavy Forces ‘ 16 [ 1,427 329 88
Light Porces 42 705 820 17
All Kinds of Forces 774 22,273 | 23,700 b
Not Applicable to 176 | 3,630 | 4,846 19
Combat Forces

1. To convert In-house TMM to $(K), multiply by $4.167(K).
2. To convert contract $(K) to TM{, divide by ¥75(K).

D-31-14




¢, Diatribution of work program according to source of work requirement,

| In = House! Contract
B | TMM ] SCK) | MR

Source of Work Requirement
§élf initiaced as implicit in mimeioq 47} [10736§11,253 | 69
Specifically directed by higher HQ | 446 |12284)16,484 | 52
Response to requeats for assistance | 184 | 4889} 1,958 ! 8
Other 6 116 0l 0

pr S e A SOt S (o S BT e T

d, Distribution of work pragram according to objactivgs of the activites.

In - Houge | Contract
Activity MR |_TMM $(K)Y | _NB

Solva apecific problem/illuminate & 652 {14,785 110,166 | 50
current issua _

A

Improve cvalyzie methoda, tools, 168 | 4,663 | 9,076 | 43
modele, ote,
Acquire new axperimental facts 3% ;1,677 | 1,658 &

for data bLases.

Expand basic knowledge of the 1146 | 4,960 | 8,373 27
i underlying naturs of, and
velations among, elements of
the aystems being examined

Other 87 { 2,060

-
ey

[0S

.

1 R L

D-11-16




{asue involved,

8. Distributfon of work program according te the pature of the primary

In ~ Houge Contract

Issue MR T S| IR
Personnal sslaction, secruitmens and ssuign-| 33 | 1,166 ]1375] 6
ment,
Tndividual and amall unit training. e [2,33 |e7s7 |1
Yermulation of new doctrine, ssctics, 48 | 1,389 300 8
techniques,
Datcrmination of whether & clase of 12} 6 ol o
aystes is warranted, ‘
Analysis of vhat kind of system Lo 103 |3,231 |s698 |16
zaquited, '
Detornination of systew pezformaiice, 216 | 4,608 3244 |39
Dsfinition of the eavivonmants of 36 690 870 | 7
use of Aray systems, ' ‘
Threat ssssssments, i3] 47 88y | 2
Analysis of costs, 30 7 2900 | 2
Bvaluation of syatems effectivenass, 281 6,20 [3652 Na
Other 289 6,436 l&ﬁﬁ? 23

£, Disteibution of weyk progrem accosding to “Btudy Gategortas® used by 08D,

D-11.16

7 Study Cﬁgﬁtr %%& g?:; ‘Mfﬂﬂ ;
L. Hanpows: & Parsonnal N ojae | ns0 ) wu
3. Concapts & Plans N o4 |ases | 7
3. Operatisns & Yorcs Struature 166 a2 280 w2
b, loatallaticss & Logieticy 1w 2,48 |16 | 10
3. Gclence, Yesh, Systems b Yquip @y 2,302 9,959 | 65

; 6. Nsaagemsat W jLns |16 |6

: 7. Intelligense ' 18 R REY ]

i §. loternatiotal Secupity ! ] 0 0

9. Other ' ¢, W 00
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g. Distribution of work program according to “Level of Conflict" {avolved,

In-House | Contract
Level NR|] TMM | S8(K)| MR
Conventional 427 |11,562] B,824] b6
Couventional-Chenical 86 | 2,49 769] 7
Conventional~Chemical- 341 | 9,017{12,689] 36
Nuclear
Not Applicable to 264 | 6,307 7,416] 30
Combat Forces

b, Distridbution of work progran according to the level of systeas that

vers sxasined.

' ..Jn - House | Contiact
Syatem Level KR | TMM 3(R)| MR
Hardvare o personnsl or procedures | 296 |8,922 f60ss | 47
aspecte of itexs (sub-itenm),

Item, | 239 |2,976 |1309| 26
Suall units, teass, task forces, | 68 2,014 | 6&6} 9
Vertically integratad aystem of 352 {7,823 | 6693
{tena to accomplish functional obj,

Large organizations-«divisicns & covps, | 46 | 1,918 | 1591 2
Army force structure, theater 47 {1,508 [ 1300 4
forces, joint forces,

Othes 89 | 2,476 | 174]

p-11-17
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1, ‘Dstribution of work program according to "Cepability Category" involved,

T

CAPCAT -—%{. D:‘::% go%érach
Close Combat 132 {3,161 668 | 7 .
Fire Suppert a7 11,803 | 1,037 |27
Air Defense ' 42 1,396 602 | 8
Othar Combat Support v59 2,608 | 1,067 | 7
Command Systems 211 377 11,6816 | 4
ISTA ‘iﬁﬁﬁiiiii‘éﬁ?’ furvelllance & Target | 47 11,389 | 6,380 (10
Combat Service Support 192 3,428 { 1,846 | N1
Other Logistics 48 11,497 626 | 4
Ballistic Misuile Defence ] 12 0 {0
Research (6.1) | 17 {1,216 {1,661 | 3
Program Wide Suzport 399 19,908 114,699 (43
Othar | 48 11,354 708 ) 5 |

D-11-18
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Distribution of work according to the TRADOC Battlefield Development
Plan (BDP),
In =« House Contract
BDP Element NR| TMM § (K) MR
Surveillance/Fusian 32 ) 1,621 420 ] 3
Interdiction N 264 165 ]
Porce Force Mohility 96 | 4,110 |6782 |18
Gepnsration

Reconstitution b3 513 [ 260 | 2
¢ /e 26 513 [1780 | &
Subtotal {217 | 6,911 (9397 [ 29
Target Servicing 193 4,081 [1368 |30
Suppreseion/Gounterfire | 32 462 | 248 | 6

Central '
Battie Air Defenae 44 1 1,480 1696 | 7
Support 446 | 7,838 7454 | 26
6*/ew 34 { 1,004 a0 [N
Subtotal 749 | 14,886 (12776 80
Other 14} 6,239 | 76241 20

]
Totsl| 11071 28,036 [29696(129
D-11-19
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APPENDIX D
PATA

CHAPTER 111
HQDA

§

1. Scope, This chapter contains a roll-up of personnel and FY 78
centract study program statistics far Headquarters, De?artment of
;h?]Army (NQDA), The HQDA elements included in the ro 1=up are as
o] laws:

a. OCSA, SMO

B, OCSA, PAED

c. ODSOPS, Tech Adv,

d. NDSRDA, SRAQ; Sci Adv.
e. OACSI, Red Team

f. ODSPER, $MO

g. QDSLOG, SMO

h, ODUSA (OR)

D-111-1
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2. Personnel

5 &, Distribution of position categories of professional employees,

; Position ' I'e Persons

s Category Mil Cly Total

i Managers 3 1 4

t Supervisors 6 7 13
Analysts 49 16 66
Total o8 R43 B2

b, Diatribution of grade level of incumbant professional staff,

| Civilian Military
._Grade Nr Persons 1_Grade Nr_Persons
G5-3 ! 26 LT 0
7 0 ' 1ot L7 0
9 0 cPT 0
11 0 MAJ 19
12 ] LIc 32
1 § - coL 7
W 4 T 0
15 6 g J .
16 )
Y 2
18 3

D-111-2
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c. Distribution of Time in Current Grads,

-y

Nr Years

in Orade | #LT  lst1T CPT MM LG COL B Mg
0-2 ] ] ] 2 13 2 0 0
3-5 ] Q 0 10 18 4 0 |
6 - 10 Q 0 c 7 i 1 0 0
Over 10 1] Q 0 0 0 0 0 0
_?;_;;;;; /5 7 9 W 13 13 W% 15 16 I 18
ne32 0 0 0 0 1 1 0" 0 1 1
3~3 1 0 @ 0 Q 1 ] 2 0 Q 0
6«10 0 0 0 0 0 -2 2 1 1 ] 1
Over 10 0 0 0 0 0 1 ] 2 1 0 1
de Distribution of total nr vears in federal service,
Nr Years Mil = 'P“.:‘:I‘.: Total |
0-5 0 0 0
610 3 4 7
1 - 15 17 6 23
16 - 20 28 3 k)
3«25 7 4 "
Dver 2% K| 1 10




e. Distrihutiop of nr years professional experience in specialty,

f Nr Years '
‘ Actual Experience Parsons
in Specialty Mil Civ Total
0-5 7 2 39
6~ 10 17 3 20 ‘
11 - 15 2 7 9 .
16 = 20 ] 8 10
21 - 25 (. 1 }
é Over 25 ] 2 ,4 3

1 4

£, Distribution of nr yeare experiance in specialty in private gector.

"Nt Feraoun

Nr Yeava Mil Civ Total

0 b7 15 72

0-3 ] ] l
0 8 8
Q 0 0
0 0 0
0 a 0
0 0 0 )

D-111-4




8. Distribution of nr years employed in current organization (or directly .
precedent organizations), l
Nr Perasons ' 1
Nr Years Ml £iv Total
0~ b8 12 70
6~10 0 6 b
1 =15 0 6 ;
3 16 - 20 0 1 1
2l ~ 25 0 0 0
Y
. f Over 23 0 0 0 |
i' i : .
. | be Distribution of sducation level of professional steff,
E Highest ‘ t Persons
. { Education Level Mil Civ Total
High 8chool 0 ] ] %
- | 4-yr college degres ] 6 7 l
College degres + 0 2 4 }
k' grad lavel credit
1 grad dagres 46 8 66 '
H i
- o § 2 or more grad degrea 1 6 11
J§ . !
¢ :
E g | _ D=111~6
3 , ,
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i. Distribution of fislds of education.

Primary Fields ' Nr, Parsons
of Education Ml Civ Total -

Operations Research 25 2 21

Math/Stat/Computer Sciences 3 3 6 )

Physice/Chem | 0 b b .
Other Experimenal Sciences ] 0 ]
Eng (EE, ME, AR, CE, Ind B, eta,)| 16 4 19
| Economica ' 0 ! !
ummi Sciences 0 o 0
Sociology 0 , @ 0
Paychology 1 ] ¢
Pol Science 2 0 2
Hiatory/Geography 0 2 2
Art & Rumanitites ] 0 ]
Othar Social Sciences 0 0 0
Business 3 4 7
Other 1 2 9




e ooy Vo

J. Diatribution of time since last formal education.

Nt Veara dince Employes Attanded
Any Accredited College/University,
and Successfully Completed & Course
That Would Nozmally Result in ¥r Persons |
3 88 Credit T S ) Toral]
0-3 , . 8 } n ;
's 3-8 16 3 19
1 , 6= | 0| s | =
-,‘ | W o] o \t
‘ Over 20 ol ¢4 ‘

k, Distribution of veasons for profsssional civilians leaving ths
ovganization (two year psxicd).

‘ Total R
Lpaving | Jor Promotio (1 tar laay ¥ Privats Bactor | For jetirenent
9 ‘ ‘ | 1
Total '
Leavina
for
Other
Reasons
; 3

Al professiomls who laft for promotion were reported promoted,
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3, Study Program - FY 78,

a, Period during which work could first affect the operational capabilities
of Army forcea in the field,

A e o R T

‘ : In = House Contract
; ¥Y Period Nr TMM § (R) | MR
| 1978 60 ]
. 1979 608 5
y 1980 - 1990 212 | 2
i
| a 1991 = 2000 684 1
é Total : 4464 30
. | .
7 1' b, Distribution of work primarily spplicable to typs Army Porces
§ -] In-fousa Contract
| Type M| mM | S (%) |
1 Heavy Forces ‘ _ 200 1
Light Forces | 18 1
Vf All Einds of Yorces 3209 16
f;.; | Not Applicable to AR 3
: Coubat Furces ‘
5
E -
\AA
A.
% ~ D-HLg




e, Dlstribution of work program according to source of work requirement.,

= House| Cuptract
Source of Work Requirement NR | ™M] §(X) [ ™R
S8#3f initiated as implicit in miasiod 4339 | 28 .
Specifically directed hy higher BQ 0 0
Responss to requests for aasistancs 126 2 )
Othar

d, Distribution of work program according to objectives of tha activites,

In - Housge Contract
Activity NR | TMM 8(K) | NB
8olve specific problem/illuminate a 3021 {19
current issue .
Inprove analyais methods, tools, 130} 8
models, etc,
Acquire new axperimental facts 0 0
for data hases,
Bxpand basic knowledge of the 0 0
underlying natuvs of, and
velatione among, elements of ,
i the aystems being exanined 7 '
| Other 142 | 3

B it peagonenn,

0=111-10
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, a, Distribution of work prograu accoyding to the pature of the primary
: issus involved,

i

, | _Jn ~ House | Contract

esue RTTT900

.( :

: Personnel sslaction, recruitment and assign~ 248 2

‘ sent,

* Individual and azall unit tratniag, 167 |4

1 Poeraulation of new doctrins, tsctics, a !

; techaiques,

L Detarnination of whether s claas of 0|0

‘ systen is warranted, .

; dnalysts of vhat kind of systen is . 159 1 4

: raquived,

Daternination of syst.a perfosmanca, ’ ’ K“ ]

Da€inition of the envircamsats af 00 ]

L use of Army syetexs,
Threat assssaments, ' g ) 3
Analyeie of cests, 0 jo
Tvaluation of systems effsctivensss, :ggs g
Other

£. Distribution of work progran sccozding to “Study Categories® used by 08D,

Study Satsrory iy “J . E::;l. ;?2::“ efg:&

1, HKaapovar & Personnsl 85 4

2. Concepts & )hua - : 685 -]

| 3. Operaticns & Force !cmcmn B ‘ o
i 4, Ysatellacioas § loglatice: S : 419 ]
: 3. Bcfence, Tech, Systens & Rguip 1059 ]
é. Managesant 8 11

7. Sntelligence i I I

3, Iaternational Security 0 o

Other n !

R



g, Distribution of work program according to “Level of Conflict" involved,

!
'

S ——

-

_In-House | Contract
Level NR] TMM | B(K)] MR

Conventional | 833 7 .

Convent{onal=Chemical 419 i
; Conventional-Chanical~ 177 5 i
E; Nuclear
- Not Applicabla to -1 2435 17

“%1 Combat Forces

‘. _

h, Distribution of work program according to the level of systens that

wers examined,
i In - House | Contract |
System Level JLHR ) T ] §(K)] KR
Harduave of personnel or procedures 91| 9
aspecte of iteus (sub-item),
Iten, ‘ 0| 0
- Small units, teazs, task forces. I
;fj Vertically integrated aystes of : 2331 N
é itens to accoaplish functiounal obf,
i* Large ovganiasations-~divieions & corps, . 0y 0
{‘ - Army fobce attucture, theater oy 89t 3
3 forces, jolnt {orces,
Other ns| 7

D-111-12




i, Distribution of work program accarding to 'Capability Category" involved,

In-House Contract
CAPCAT MR | TMM § (R}_MR
Close Combat 33¢ 13
Fire Support bR B
Alr Defense ' 0 |0
Other Combat Support 246 |1
Command Systems 695 | &
ISTA (Intelligence, Surveillance & Target ' 0 | @
Acquisition)

Combat Service Suppart 419 {1
Other Logistics ' 0 |0
Ballistic Misalle Dafenae 010
Research (6,1) ' ' I I
Program Wide Support 1629 | 8
. Other 660 | 7

p-111-13
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jo Distridution of work according to the TRADOC Battlefield Devaelopment
Plan (807), '

[ In - House | Contraet
BDP Element NR| TMM S(X)| NR
Surveillance/Fusion 180 ] -
Interdiction 15 ]
Force Force Mobility 0 a
Generation
Reconstitution 249 2
¢ /ew 1230 | &
Subtotal 1674 9
Targat Servicing 431 3
Suppressicn/Countarfire §0 H
Central ] .
Baitle Alr Defenss -0 0
Suppert 694 | 4
e 697 | 7
fubtotal 1772 116
Other 108 | 6
< et ~
Total }»454 10

p-171-14
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APPENDIX D
DATA
CHAPTER IV
SSA/FOA ROLL-UP
SRy gl R el el
) perating Agencies (FOA)

and Staff Support Agencies (SSA). The organizations (elements
with study missionsg included in the roll-up are as follows:

a. S8

b, USACAA

¢. USANCA

d. USARDAISA

e, USALEA

f. USAAR]

g. USAMILPERCEN
h. USAREC

1. ESC

D=1Vl




2, Personne]

8. Distribution of position categories of professiconal employees,

Position ' Yir Persons
Category Mil Civ Total |
Managera 2] 23 44 .
Supervisora 21 58 79
Analyata 136 392 627
Toeal [ ] s 250 |

be Distribution of grade level of incumbent professional staff,

D-IV-2

H
I Civilian Military %
Grade Nr Persons Crade Nr_Persons ¥
68-5 9 24 LT 2 °3
? 9 ' lat 1T 3 ;
: 9 22 CPY 20 ;
7 g u 18 MAJ 60
§ 12 109 L1C 70
: ! .
. 13 124 coL, 21
3 ) 76 B 0
R 15 | . N0 |
i 16 3 ‘
; § 18 2
:
.




¢, Diatribution of Time in Current Grads,

T e we e w w w
0-2 2 2 2 16 27 13 0 1
3-8 0 1 6 TR i 0 0 |
6~ 10 0 0 12 4 20 5 0 o
over 10 0 0 0 1 2 e o ¢

. ‘é;;;; w5 7 9 U 12 1y 4 15 16 17 18
fe2 | 6 4 W &7 B 2 W 7 0 0
3-8 1 B 3 17 40 38 2 13 3 1 o
610 10 3 3 2 ¥ 2 12 0o o0 |

Over 10 ] 0 2 T 21 6 9 0 0 0

de Disiribution of total nr years in fedeval marvice,

Nr Parsona '
Nr_Yesra ’ MLl Civ Total
0= 3 . 130 133
6~ 10 1] 95 109
11«18 48 72 120
16 « 20 67 70 137
0«25 33 36 69
Dvar 28 12 70 | 82

p-Iv-3
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e, Distributiop of nr yeara professional experience in specialty,

Ny Yesrs
Actual Experience _Nr_Persops
4in Specialty Mil Civ__ Total
0-5 93 118 n
6~ 10 24 100 124
-1 20 84 104
16 - 20 a2 76 98
a - 23 N 43 b4
Over 25 7 52 69

£. Distribution of nr yeass experience in specialty in private sector,

: Nr?auona

Nr Yeara Mil Giv | Tatal
0 163 198 362
0-5 14 167 m
6 - 10 0 64 64
3 ~35 0 30 30
16 - 20 0 18 | 18
2 - 25 G 4 4
Over 23 0 ] 1

D-1V-4
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8. Distribution of nr yeara employed in cut:auc organization (or directly
precedant organizations),

Nr_Yeara Wil mﬁ? o]

0=-5 - 11 | an 448 !
6 - 10 0 83 83 ,
1 -15 0 79 79 |
16 - 20 0 20 20 i
AL 0 9 9 |
Over 23 0 n n

he Distribution of education lavel of professicnsl staff,

Higheat Nr Peracns
] Education Lavel M1l Civ Total
High School 1 66 66
4-~yr college degrea 7 64 n
College degras + 2 68 a9
grad level credit
1 gtid degtea 17 117 234
3 or oure grad degres 21 169 190

D-1V-5




: {, Distribution of fields of education.,

; Pripary Fielda Nr, Persops
{ ___of Education ‘ Mil] _ Civ Total
‘ Operations Research 36 n 47
Math/Stat/Computer Sciences 19 B2 100 .
Physics/Chem 8 9 17
Other Experimenal Sciences 4 2 6 '
Eng (EE, ME, AE, GB, Ind R, etc,)| 24 37 61
Economica ' 1 13 14
| mltmi Sciences 8 6 14
E 8oclology 3 . 9 12
Paychology 7 198 206
s Pol Science , 12 13 26
' Riatory/Geography | 7 7 14
Art & Huzanitites | 3 4
Other Social Scieaces 7 10 2]
Business . 2 32 53
Other 14 4 65

e mepae e e L
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4 Diatribution of time since last formsl education,

e - e 1t i n W P4 AP 3 AT s 34 et (o e St s P o

Wt Years dince Kmployes Attanded

dny dccreditad Callege/University,

and Successfully Complsted & Course .

That Would Normally Result in . ¥z Parsona

{1 8H OQradit — : [;7%Y giv ota
LR n | s 226

i . ‘ 33 . . 4G 88 128
: -0 3 8 | 125
5 1-2 25 97 122
Over 30 10 * 46

k. Distribution of reasons for p:o!mﬁul civilisas leaving tha
ozganisation (two year pariod).

Total T
() ogogio rQ ar Leavi op Private Bscto ) eires

13 “ b1 n 2

Jotal ;
Leaving . '
for |
Other _
Reasons

1]

1. Of tha 44 personns} who left for promotion, 36 were reported
prosoted, b P '

D-1V=7

e SAr e Syme o d e cnsa b b e st et et e £ S < e < - e s T T AN VU U

R R i v I ym ey -




nm.
>
L d
8
S
:74 6 & ¢ L -4 &9 et
qor Q333G IIWATI T} qor 10339g SIWATIE UL qor I0IT3F FTWATIY Uy =4 3oL WTARSY
IIYqI0 x0d L3yeraodg 03 foq0 T04 Lyywrsadg xoz IoqI0 201 m.un.!ﬂunnm xR TrioL
BIRaX Q7 1913V A OC IV 83397 OT TV 9859}
*(porxad 2zwek onl) GorIeryuviio Iq3 Jogava gwogsgu 39 SOTINGIIICFT  °Y
i
i ki o ey 1!‘3}3&? e to oo ....»1.91, o e proere o \é o ..v\ e I.I..!a!




3, Study Program - FY 78
s, Period during which work could first affect the operational capabilities
of Army forces in the fiel_d.

I - House Contrac
PY Period Np ™ V. 8 -: NR

1978 3 | 76| 66 | 2
1979 1 4 0 | 1
1980 - 1990 08 (4,821 | 7,240 | 23
1991 - 2000 21 1,063 0 0
Totel | 166 |6,693 | 7,426 | 26

b, Diatribution of work primarily applisable to type Army Forces

. In-fouse Contragt
Typa YN YT O O 0 I
Heavy Porces . } 24 0 0
Light Forces 1 2 0 0
All Kinds of Porces 143 5,985 7,240 23
Not Applicable to a1 ‘569 185 3
Combat Porces _

1, To convert in-house THN to $(K), multiply by $4,167(K).
¢, To convart contract $(K) to TMN, divide by $76(K),

D-1v-9
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¢, Distribution of work program according to source of work requirement,

IB ~ House! Contract
MR ™M T $(K) NR

Source of Work Requirement ]

S8ékf initiated as icplicit in misslon 36 1960 | 2689 | 10
Specifically divected by higher HQ | 37 [2397 [ 417 | 22
Reaponse to requests for assistence | 92 2240 0 0
Other ] 61 126 0

d. Distribution of work program according to obhjectives of tha activites,

In = Houge Contract
Activity NR ™ §(K NR

Solve specific problexn/illuminate & a4 {2,821 166 2
gurrent issue

*

Iuprove analysis methoda, tools, 50 1,666 {2,633 | 10
sodela, etc,
Acquire new expericental facts l N 0 1

for data bases,

Expand basic knowledge of the 24 11,888 14,637 | 10
underlying nature of, and
relations azmong, elenents of
the systans being examined

Other 7 207 0 0

D-1v-10
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s. Distribution eof work program according io the nature of the primary
{ssue ipvolvaed.

In -~ Houae Contract

Tesye R TR0 N T

Psveonpel celeciion, veacruitmant dnd sssign-| 2§ 872 12956 | &

nant. -

Individual and ezell unit erainiag. 12 } 1,626 140Y3 |1y

Pormnlation of new dootvine, tacciss, L I gjo

tschaiques,

Patermination of whether & clams of 0 9 gio0

syptes ia watranted,

Aazlysin of what kind of system is 1A 296 0 ' 0

required,

Petarminstion of aystem pexformance. ‘10 691 {1244 ) 3

Definiticn of the énvironaants of 2 3 0

usa of arny syetema. !

Threat asasasasots, 4 88 00

Analyeis of coste, 11 -4 1 Dig

Svaluation of systeas sffectivenass. : 2% 8715 8 §2
4

Uther BRI Rl

4, Dblatridution of vosk prugres scacedizp to MStudy Categoriss® used by 03D,

Yo - House | Cankract

Btudy Category . I WL sCe1 1.5

1. Maupover & Personsal . M [1ee |asw | n
3. Goncepty & Flags " ut sl oeni
3. Operstieus & Fasos SEnture ) kY] 1,483 158 3
4, ostallations & Logistics 6 338 8 0
$. Sclescs, Tech, Systens & Yguip 19 |§.218 [4.08 ] 10
8, Manegemant 8 | 64 161
7. Iatelligente ] 3 6° 9
8. Zateroatiocnal Security 2 # a0
] 527 (I

$., Othar
- 2e1y-11

Sra e AT e e e ——t o . N . . . e O




oy MIARYG
et B

{ich

R
s ) A "
A g AL F e B e

g, Distribution of work program accordiag to "Levei of Confllct" {pvolved,

fgﬁﬂousa Contxact
Lavel NR] TN | S(K) [ MR
Conventional 81 131633 166 2
Conventionsl-Chemical ] 1 0 0
Conventional-Cheaical- | 45 |3g4s |7,069 | 20
Nuclear
Not Applicablae to 66 11010 20} 4
Combat Porces

h. Distribution of work program according to ths ievel of systema that

vare exaainod,

Tn = louse | Contpact
Syaten Level BRI 0 | S(R)} NR
Hardware or perscnuel or procedures 45 § 3,200 | 7264 22
aspects of itexn {aub~item),
Itex, 46 263 161 1
8mall unite, teaums, task forces, 3 128 0
Verticelly integrated systen of 30 | 1,087 § 185] 3
{teas to accooplish fuactional aobj,
Lasge srganisations--divieions & corpa, ] 217 0f 0
Aray force strutturs, thoater 24 ] 1,572 ol 0
forces, joint forces,
Other Y7 307 0] O
3&‘"'12
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1, Distribution o work program according teo "Capability Jstegory" involved,

In-House Contract

CAPCAT NR | TMM § (K)| MR

Close Combat 5 | 146 ol a
¥ire Bupport 7 181 0{Q
Air Defense 1 4 0] 0
Other Combat Support 10 121 010
Command Systems 0 0 6l 0
ISTA (Intelligence, Survaillancs & Target 6] 13 0 0

Acquisition)

Combat Service Support .9 82 f 0
Other Logiatice ] 128 0jo
Ballistic Misaile Defense 0 0 0l0
Research (6,1) . 3 120 166 | 2
Program Wide Support 62 6,116 | 7,115 {24

Other 11 583 0 ! 0]

Pe1V=13
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1.

Plan (BDP),

- Distribution of work according te the TRADOC Battlefield Development

BDF Element

In

Contract

NR

S

Farce
Generation

Surveillance/Fusion
Interdiction
Force Mobility
Reconatitution
¢? /W

Bubtotal

3
23

1
3

0
30

6236

7

Central
Battls

Targat Servicing
Suppreasion/Counterfire
ALy Def;nae

Support

/e

Subtotal

63
2

77

16
833

849

L= B o ]

w O N —

Other

59

2,661

340

"

Total| 166
L

p-1v-14
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APPENDIX D
DATA
CHAPTER V
DARCOM

léudm' This chapter contains a roH-uB of personnel and FY 78
rd s e e T D e
#g};egu:gfs with study mission) included 1n the roll-up are as

a, HQ DARCOM, SA Div,

b. HQ DARCOM, BS!

C. AARCOM

d. CERCOM

e. MIRCOM

f. TARCOM

g. TSARCOM -

h,  ARRADCOM

1. AVRADCOM

3. CORADCOM

k. ERADCOM

1. MERADCOM

m. MIRADCOM

n. NARADCOM

0, TARADCOM

D, AMSAA

=Vl




2. Personne)

X o Cua .
R Ty Pl

8, Distribution af poéitinn categoriea of professional employees,
Position ) ix Persons
Category M1l Liy Total
Msnagers ] 46 52
~ 8Bupervisora 4 61 65
Analysts 43 544 587
Total 63 | 651 - 704

b, Distribution of grade leval of incumbent profeasional staff,

[ Civilian Mil{tary
Grade Nr Perscns Grade | Nr Persuns
68=5 2 | 24 17 3
R 6 ] e g
] 19 _ crPY 1
1 78 MAJ 3
12 201 L7G El
13 206 - - col, 10
16' 89 B 0
15 46 MG : 0
16 4
‘ v ]
18 1

D-V»2
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€+ Distribution of Time i Turrent Grade,

AR T
0«12 0 4 0 4 ] 4 0 0
3o 1 I R R S T T
§-10 2 1 6 6 2 2 0 o

Over 10 (] 3 ? ] ] 0 fn Q

_:;g;:;: 5 7 9 M 12 I8 M 18 16 17 18
(I | H ¢ 17 58 13 3B 16 8 2 1 i
[ B Q 0 v 12 5 68 M n o 0 |
s-w | 0 o VvV '6 & n 2w w .2 9 0

owelo | 0 0 0 2 18 2 16 6§ 0 0 0

dv Distribution of tou} ar years in federal gesvice,

|___Nr Years &_W‘% Totayl |
0-3 5 9 104
610 5| m |
i1-18 10 163 1
36 « 20 18 114 129
1 - 23 ] ¢4 70
fver 2% 12 92 104

D-y~3




e, Distribution of nr years professional experience in specialty,

Nr Years
Actual Experience r Pergons
in Specislty ‘ M1l Civ Total
0=-35 15 228 243
6 - 10 16 188 203
11 =15 7 120 127
16 - 20 5 54 b9
21 - 25 5 k1 40
Over 25 6 26 i 32

¢

£, Distribution of nr years experience in specialty in private gector.

ke

_Nr Persons
Nr_Years Mil _Civ Total
0 44 484 528
(R | b 82 a7
6 =10 0 4] 4
H-1 3 26 29
. 16 ~ 20 1 8 10
A - 25 0 [ 4 4
Over 25 0 b b

Dey-4




i e ¢ ¢ e s o

g+ Distribution of nr years employed im current organiszation (or directly
precedent organizations),

Nr Years ,__EEI_..;§£6§5£!235.T;E:T.__
0-3 63 | 309 362
6 - 10 0 | a9 249
11 =13 0 48 48
16 - 20 0 21 21
2]l - 25 0 10 10
Over 25 0 14 14

he Distribution of aducation leval of professional staff,

A Highast Nr_Persons

§ Education Level Mil Civ Total

§ High School i 6 7

% 4-yr college degree 14 265 279

: College degree + 8 79 87

§ grad level credit

| 1 grad degree 24 231 265
2 or more grad degree 6 66 72

Othaer 0 4 4

p=V=b




i, Distribution of fields of education,

Primary Flalds Nr, Persons

of Education Mil Civ Total
Opsrations Research 6 29 36
Math/Stat/Computer Sciences 7 263 270
Physica/Chen b m 116
Other Experimenal Sciences | 4 b '
Eng (EE, ME, AE, CE, Ind E, ete,)] V? 194 21
Econonics ' 0 8 8
Military 3ciences 1 b 6
Sociology 0 . 1
Paychology 0 2 2
Pol Science , 2 ] 3
iiatory/Geography 0 ! ]
Art & Humanitites 0 ] 1
Other Socisl Sciences 0 0 0
Business 12 13 " 2B
Other | 2 18 20

D=V=6




4. Distribution of time since last formal educativa,

L

""Wr Years Since Employes Attended

Any Accredited College/Univeraity,

Toat Houyd Nornally Besctt fa o e pe

3 8 Credit B N7 W M 7 A 7YY
0-23 g L [ 173
-3 1 W 60 161
é6=-10 10 | 140 " 150
AM-20 ., 0] 1% ALY
Over 20 6 87 n

Distritution of reasony for profesaicnal civilians leaving the
organination {ivo year period),

Total

154

(] (] 31913

45

1.
| Prosored After Lesving |

36

Jor Privata Bactor

LX)

Jor Retirsment

1)

Tota)
Leaving
for
Other
Reagons

69

1. Of the 45 personnal who left for promation, 35 wars vaparted promoted,

D-V-7
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g é 3. Study Program - FY 78

gj a, Period duripg which work could first affect the operational capabilities
'S . of Army forces in the fiald,

%; i [ In - House Contrac

IY Periad Rr ™M —nfz“ﬁr

1 1978 128 [1e97 | 432 | 10

1979 105 | 905 | nies | 16

? ”Ei ‘ 1980 - 1990 348 | 3916 3542 46

ii 4 1831 « 2000 22 | 1346 867 4

voral | 603 | 7862 | 6029 | 78

b, DistriLution of work primarily applicable to type Amy Forces

. In-House Contract
i | _Tvpe R [ ha T 3@ | W
n; Heavy Forces l N2 834 466 2l
ég: ; Light Porces 21 28 80 3
. ALL Kinde of Forces 368 | 6ost | 301 | 46
1 j Not Applicable to 91| 820 182 b
3 Combat Porces

1. Yo convert [n-house THMM to $(K), ruitiply by $4.167(K).
2. To convart contract $(K) to TMN, divida by $75(K).

p-v-9




c. Distribution of work program according to sousce of work requirement,

§§ - Houss
Source of Work Requirement ] | T 13 R]
Sadf initiated as implicit in -1|¢$a% 275 | 4005 | 3s61 | 42

Specifically directed by higher RQ 21012484 | 472 18

Rasponse to requests for assistance | 113 (1336 782 6

! othsr 8 37| 814 9
! d, Distribution of work prograa sccording to objsctives of the activites,
i
4 ’ Tn - Houss |  Contract
i [n_~ Hous ract
3 Activity ¥R | 1M LIONIED

Solvs apacific problen/illuminate & 394 14395 4532 44
currant issus

Tuprovs analysis mathods, tools, 80 | 976 635 18
wodels, etc,

Acquire nev experimental facts 2b 1192 1 762 12
for dats bLases, '

Rxpand basic knowladge of the 74 |10560 100 ]

underlying nature cf, and
relations among, elasents of
the oyetens being exanined

Other 30 | 249 0 0

D-v-10




o, Distribution of work program according to the nature of the prinary
issus involved,

i J I - flouss | Contract
S lasys YR 3K} MR
: \“ Perscnnal selection, pecruitaent and sssign-| 3 13 e} 0

4 meat, '

Individual and small unit treintng, "' 5 § oy 0

t Pormulation of new doctrine, tectics, 21 212 1517 1N
-8 techniques,

i . .

. Datsrntnstion of whethsr a clasa of 9 49 Al

3§ systea is varranted,

. { Analyeds of vhat kind of system {a 47 651 4911 9
- 4 requived, :

' Determination of system performance, 64 | 2812 £95 32
Definttion of tha envigcazants of 19 20} 881 2
use of Aviy aysisas,

Thisat sassasaonts, ' A g 47 12

Analyeis of cosla, 8 338 801
Tvaluatica of systems sffactivansss, pz {1558 575 |10
Osher ’ r)é 1974 1260 | 8

f. Distribution of work program sccording to “Gtudy Categorsiss” uasd by asy,

i reaty Cate ' in - Nouse T Contract
- - Aeudy Category Bl oy 1 5(k) ]ORR
§ 1. Hanpover & Pevsotnel o 4 0 0
3 1. Concepts & Plane a4 262 0 a
3. Operations & Foras Structure 36 324 1316 n
: ’ 4. Instellations & Logictics FL I YY) a2
§ S. Sclence, Tech, Systezs & Equip 35 | 6182 515 ! ogs
% 6, Manageasat e | ! 3 !
3 7. lotelligeacs § 16 fwe ! el
3 8. laterpacional Sccurity ! 0 0 i 0 l
. 9. Other 09 o]

D-v-11
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AT 5 e e,

§. Diatribution of work prograw according to "Lavel of Conflict" imvolvad,

,’i%zﬁnulo ' Coezgggg_mw_
Level TN NR
Convantional 315 136809 |]5225 59
Convent icaals=thanical 36 | 625 13 3
Conventional-Chemical~ 144 12266 459 7
Nuslaxr
Not Applicable to 106 [1162 | 222 6
Combat Forcss

W Distribution of work program sccording to the leval of systems that

veri sxamined.

—Yn - Houss | Contract

_Syaten Laval WD ]I W
Hardwara or parsounel or procedures 189 | 2852 1478 ¢ 13
aspects of items {sud-itesm),
Item, 221 | 2018 15} 28
Small units, teaxs, task forces, 50 { 483 238 8
Vertically integrated wystea of 124 11253 13053{ 2)
itens to accomplish fuoctional obj,
Large organisations~-divisfons & corpa, 6 66 6: 0
Army force structure, theater | b 88 gy o
forces, joint forces.
Othar 51 | 1042 0} 0O

0-v-12




{. Distribution of work program accaording to MCapability Category” involved,

| In-House Contract
CAPCAT NR| TMM § (K)| MR
Close Combat 103 {1124 | 374 9
Fire Support 121 {1140 [1847 |33
 Adr Defense 32 | 305 730 4
Other Combat Support 32| 705 | 557 3
Connand Systems 19 743 a3 |3
ISTA (Intelligence, Surveillance & T&:get 271 23% s 6
Acquiaition) . _
Joubat Service Support 3t 424 b 1
Other Loglatics » : '26 62y 0 ]
Ballistic Miesile Defense 11 12 0 0
Research (6.1) ‘ nlwa [ess |2
Program Wide Support 195 2092 | 468 13
Jther 6] 48 ;183 1

D-v-13




jo Distribution of work according to the TRADOC Battlefield Development
Plan (BDP),

In -~ House Contract
BDP Flement NR | TMM S(K) NR
Surveillance/Fusion 25 318 10491 B
Interdiction 12 248 86| 1
Force Force Mobility 60| 822 30 1
Generation
Reconstitution K}! 209 61 )
Srw 12) 67 | as| 2
subtotal | 1301 1664 | 154510
Targat Servicing 180§ 1769 ‘ 717 32
Suppression/Counterfire | 427 446 1297 | N
Centzral .
Battle Alr Defensa : 37 402 7611 4
Support 183 | 1860 013] 4
e ) 166 320 6
Subtoras | 427 | 4663 3668 | 60
Other 46 1536 8161 5
Total{ 603| 7862 6029 76

D~V-~14
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APPENDIX D
DATA
CHAPTER VI
DARCOM (Other activities) Roll-up

1. Scope. This chapter contains a roll~-up of personnel and FY 78
studv program statistics for DARCOM organizations not included in
Chapter V. The organizations (elements with study mission) included
ir this chapter are as follows:

a. AMETA

b. DESCOM

c. IR0

d, LSO

e. LCA

f. USAILCOM

é D-V1-1
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2. Personnel

&, Distribution of position categories of professional eaployses.

Position

Nx Persons

Ml

Category
Managers
Supervisors

Analysts

1
2
10

4

1
7

Gy 1 forsl ]

5
13
82

Total

13

87

100

b. Distvidution of grade level of incumbent professional staff,

l

Givilian

Grada Nr Peraona

G8-3
1
9

1
12
1
1
15
16
1
18

0
0
]
5
23
Lt
10

o O o &

D-v1-2

|__Grade

_Milita

Nr Peraons

24 LT
lot LT
CPT
HAJ
LTC

CoL

0

)
10




¢, Diastribution of Time in Current Grade,

Nr Years

{n Grade | 24LT  letlT  CPT MM LT L BC MG
0-2 0 ] ] 0 L 0 0
}-5 0 0 9 0 0 0 0
6 - 10 Q 0 4 0 0 0 0
Over 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
'::L ;;::: w=5 7 9 11 12 13 % 15 16 17 18
Ne=2 a 0 ] 5 15 3 2 0 G 0 0
35" 0 ¢ 0 0 & 18 4 ] 0 0 0
6 = 10 0 ] 0 0 b 15 K 2 0 Q 0
Over 10 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 0
d. Distribution of total or years iu federal service,
" Nr Paraons !
Ny _Yeara il Giv__ | Total
0~-5 2 8 N [
6~ 10 9 25 3
11 - 15 0 26 26
16 - 20 ] 10 n
21 - 25 0 ! b7
pver 25 1 12 13 f

D-vi-3




e, Distribution of nr years profesaional expsrience in spacialty.

Nr Years
Actual Experience NE_Porsons
in Specialty Mil _ Civ__ | Total

03 12 22 34
6 - 10 0 22 22
-1 0 16 15
16 « 20 1 8 9
2 -25 0 7 7
over 25 0 13 13

£, Distribution of ur years experience in specialty in private sector,

i Nr_Peraona -
8 Nr_Yaars ML 1 Civ Total
. 0 13 5 68
y 0.5 0 B
. 6~ 10 0 9 9
% W - 18 0 4 4
% 16 - 20 0 4 ¢
é? A - 25 0 ] i
i; Over 25 0 ] )
i

D-vi-4




8. Diatribution of nr years employed in current organisation (or directly
precedent organizations),

Nr Yesrs ~Tgc—'&é’_§_£"’ ota
0-3 12 38 50
6-10 0 29 29
1 -15 0 14 14
16 - 20 0 6 5
il 21 - 25 0 ] ]
; Over 25 0 1 1
;f, he Distridution of education level of professional staff,
v 4 Highest ~H¢_Paraona
48 : Bducation Level Mil fiv_ | Total
B 1 High School 0 3 3
i§”. % A-yr college degres 1 0 )
' % College degrae + 1 18 1§
3 : grad lavel credit
g. 1 grad degres 11 83 64
| é 2 or more grad degree 0 13 13
|
_i
_§A D-VI-6




i. Distribution of fielda of education,

Primary Plelds
of Education

I

Operations Research
Math/Stat/Computer Scisnces
Physica/Chen

Other Experimenal Sciences
Eng (BE, ME, AR, CE, Ind K, stc,)
Economice

Military Sciancea

Sociclogy

Paychology

Pol Science
iistacy/Geogruphy

Art & Humanitites

other Social Sclences
Businesas

Othay

:

Civ

Y
on

n
-—

E -
O

i (g
} 1

nN w O O O O O O o

P ————————

Total

22
20

47

Hor OO OO0 O O O

0-¥1-6




4, Distr.butfon of tims since last formal sducation,

Nr Years Since Employes Attended

Any Accredited College/Univervsity,

and Successfully Complated a Couras

That Would Normally Result in Nr Prrsons

3 SH Credit bil Civ Lorral
Q-1 9 L ¥} 5
3=} 2 28 30
é-10 0 14 14
=120 ] 2 3
Over 20 | ) 2

k., Dietribution of resscns for professional civilisas leaving the
organiastion (twa year pericd),

' V. ' |
Leaving | Fog Prowotiop! Promoted Afesr lLeavingi For Private Sactor | Fot Retirement

Total
Leaving

or
Other . .
Reatons

n )

1. Of the caven personna) who left for promotisn, six were reported orcroted,

~

D-v1-7
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3. Study Program - FY 78

a, Pericd during which work could first affe:t ths operstional capsbilities
of Army forces in the field,

¥Y Peziod ' h—&?LL% c,":‘ £ m
1978 24 | 697 | 226 |3
1979 8 | 212 o |o

1980 - 1390 7 | aw 0 | o0
1991 - 2000 0 0 o | o
rorat | 35 |46 | 222 | 3

b, Distribution of work primarily spplicable to type Aray Forces

In-Houss | Cojn'l:ng,_? "
' ] ¥R

Type LT N £ 5)
Heavy Porces 0 0 2 7 184
Light Porces 0 0 } 38
All Kinds of Forces 8 1 330 0 3
Bot Applicable to I 31} 816 0 0

Combat Forcas

1. To convert In-hause TNM to $(K), multiply by $4.167(K).
2. To convert contract ${K) to TRM,divide by $75(K).

D-vi-9




c, Distribution of work program according to source of work vequirement,

-~ nouu Co!
Source of Work Reguireuent _ NR ™ K M}

SeAf initisted as implicit in mmﬁ 101 100 K
Specifically directed by higher HQ 22 | 657 50 | 1
Response to rtequests for assistance 71 389 0

Other 0 0f 134 |

d, Distribution of work program according to objectives of ths sctivites.

- R Ao e

Activity THH 8(X) | NR

Solve specific problem/illuninace a 26 | 698 184 2
current issue ,

In - House Contract
—i ) )

. laprove analysis methods, tools, 8] 36 B i
B ' madels, ete, '- .
Acquire new experimentsl facie 6] W 0 8
S5 for data bases, 7
Expand basic knouledge of the ) is 0 [}
kO underlying uatuge of, and
S relationas among, elenents of
2. the syetasms being sxanined
G-, o ,
E. - Othee 0 0 9 0
E
k.
S
s #
3
W
0-vI.1d




e. Distribution of work program according to the pature of the primary
1ssue involved,

In = P~yse Cerrract

Iasue Tf s ., X
Personnel aslection, vecruitment and assign-| | ] 0t
ment,
Individual and smail unit traising. 21 178 0l
Formulation of new doctrine, tactics, 0 0 ey
techniquen.
Detarmination of whethar a class of 0 0 010
systen in warranted,
Analysis of vhat kind of eysatsn is | 12 0o
pequirad,
Determination of system performance. 4 45 etro
Definition of the environments of 2 46 13¢ |1
use of Army systems, ,
Threat assessmants, 0 0 0}
Analysis of costs, 10 | 346 0{o
Evaluation of systeme sifactiveness, - 6 62 88 | 2
other N1 348 0|0

£, Distrgdbution of work program according to "Study Catagoriss" il 250.

Y
{ rd

In - Youse ‘' Lo . .

Study Gategory — R Tt 1 19
}. Manpowet & Personnal ' 4 35 6 0
2, Concepta & Plans \ | 6 0 | ¢
3, Operations & Forae Btructure 0 0 0 0
4, Installations & Logiatice 2] 376 50 i
3, Sciance, Tech, Systema b Equip ! 64 ) 72 2
6, Manegement 2 465 0 0
1, ntelligence Q 0 0 0
de International Security 0 0 0 0
3, Other ¢ 0 ] 0

D-vI-11
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g, Distribution of work program accerding to '"Level of Conflict" involved,

' In-House Contract
Level NR| 1MM S(K) I NR
Conventional .o, 51 |1633 165 2
Conventional-Chemical ] 1 0 0
Conventional-Chemical- 48 13949 {7,069 20
Nuclear
Not Applicable %o 66 (1010 20 4
Combat Forces

h. Distribution of wnrk pregram according to the level of systems that
were examined,

In -~ House | Contract

System Level NR | TMM $(K)| NR
Hardware or personnel or procedures 45 | 3,201 | 7254 22
aspects of items (sub-item),

Item, 45 253 161 1
Small units, teams, task forces, 3 129 0
Vertically dntegrated system of 30 | 1,097 1551 3
items to accoumplish fuanctional obj,

Large organizations--divisions & corps, 6 217 0! 0
Aroy force structure, theater 24 11,272 0l ©
forces, joint forces, .

Other 17 307 0f 0

0-VI~12




#, Distribution of work program according to "Capability Category" involved.

__fg:l_l_gm Contract

CAPCAT NR! TMM § (K] W

Close Combat 0 0 e 0
Fire Support 0 0 0 0
Air Defense 0 0 0 0
Othar Combat Support 4 64 134 1
Command Systems 0 0 0] 0
ISTA (Intelligence, Surveillance & Target 0 0 0 0

Acquisition)

Combat Service Support i 6 0 0
Other Logistics 0 0 0 0
Ballistic Missile Defense 0 0 0 0
Rzeearch (6.1) 4 1 0 e
Progran Wide Support 0 0 88 2
Other 383 1 1N g 0

0-¥1-13
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§. DNistribution of work according to the TRADOC Battlafield Development
Plan (BDP).

In - House Contrract
- BDP Element NR| THM $(K)]
Surveillance/Fusion 0 0 0 0
Interdiction 0 0 0 0 .
Force Force Mobility 0 0 0 0
Generation
Reconstitution 2 108 0 0
¢® /e 0 0 0| o
Subtotal | 2 108 0 0
Target Servicing 01 0 0 0
Suppresaior ‘Zounterfire | 0 0 0 0
Central
Battle Air Defense 0 0 0 0]
Support 3 716 88 Z
¢rew 0 0 o | o
Subtoval |31 716 0 .0 ﬂL
Other ) 322 134 ]
Total!39 1146 1222 3

0-Vi-14
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APPENDIX D
DATA
CHAPTER VII
TRADOC ROLL-UP

1. Scope. This chapter contains a roli-up of personnel and FY 78
study program statistics for TRADOC. TRADOC organizations (elements
with study missions) included in the roll-up are as follows:

a. HQ TRADOC: DCSCD, Anal, Div,

b. CACDA

c. LOGCEN

d. ADMINCEN

e. Armor School

f. Artillery School
g. Air Deferse School

' 'i h. Engineer School

? . i 1. Transportation School

Gy

J,» Quarter Master School
k. Missile & Munition School

it

1. Intelligence School

m. Signal School

n. Military Police School
0. TRASANA

0-VII-1
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2. Personnel

8. Distribution of position categories of professional employeces.

Position Hr Perscns

Category Mil Civ | _ Total

Managers 30 30 60 )
Supervisors 56 39 95

Analysts 165 339 504 )
Total 251 408 659

b, Distribution of grade level of incumbent professional staff,

| Civilian H:lwl,itltx
._Crade Nr Persons Grade Nr_Persons
6S=5 2 2d LT B
l 14 let LT 7
9 14 CPT 89
11 41 MAJ 75
12 132 LTC 63
13 133 coL 12
14 50 8C 0
15 20 NG 0
16 0
17 1
18 1

D-vI]-2
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¢« Digtribution of Time in Current Grade,

Nr Years

N A

| incrage | MU ltlr  oT wa e o % Mg
0-2 5 5 nooxR 23 6 0o 0
3.3 0 2 8 2 15 6 0 0
6«10 0 0 ‘46 8 15 ¢ 0 0
| over 10 0 0 4 3 3 0 0 0
E peateleses 7 09 w12 33 W 15 16 1 18
n-2 2 ¥ 12 ¥ 8 2 n oY ¢ v o0
3-3 0 0 1 4 33 4. 19 9 9 o o
610 0 0 1. 2 24 8 15 8 0 0 0
overlo | 0 6 0 1 4 8 5 2 0 0 0
d. Distribution of total or yu;u in fedaral servics,
Nr Years Hil = ?‘"::: Total |
0-3 19 84 103
¢-10 60 100 160
113 6} 81 142
16 = 20 74 57 13
-2 30 4 ”
Ovor 2% 7 43 50
D-V11-3




e, Distribution of nr years professional experience in specialty.

&,

== 5
. .:ﬁ

Nr Years
Actual Experience Nr Fersons
in Specialty Mil _Clv_ Total
0-5 116 116 231
6 - 10 ' 52 102 154
11 - 15 39 76 15
16 - 20 32 58 90
2l - 25 10 3 4
Over 25 2 26 28

f. Distribution of nr years experience in specialty in private sector,

Nr _Persons

Nr Years Mil Civ Total

0 234 251 485
0-5 17 9N 108
6 - 10 0 39 39
=135 0 18 18
16 - 20 0 7 7
21 - 35 0 1 1
Over 25 0 1 1

0-VIl-4
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8. Distribution of nr years employed in current organization (or directly
precedent crganizattons),

Nr Persons
Nr Years - Mil Civ Total
6-~5 245 237 482
6 -10 6 125 13
11 -15 0 3] 3
16 - 20 0 12 12
2l - 25 0 3 3
Over 25 0 0 0

h. Distribution of education level of professionsl staff,

Highest Nr Persons
Bducation Level Mil Civ Total
High School 6 24 30
4=yr college degree 61 72 133
College degree + 40 128 168

grad level credit
1 grad degree 120 148 | 268
2 or wore grad degree 17 34 51

D-vII-5




i.

Distribution of f£ields of education.

N e W TRTMNMEANC A AR T e e

Primary Fields

t, Parso

of Bducation Mil Civ_| Total
Operations Research 4 44 85
Math/Stat/Computer Sciences 28 136 164
Physics/Chen 7 47 54
Other Experimenal Sciences N 2 13
Eng (EE, ME, AE, CE, Ind E, otc,)] 40 94 134
Economics 7 7 14
Military Sciences 5 4 9
Sociology 4 3 7
Paychology 4 10 14
Pol Science 8 5 13
History/Geography 5 5 10
Art & Humanitites 4 1 5
Other Soctal Sciences 7 0 7
Business 46 24 70
Other 34 26 60

D-VIi-6




§. Distribution of time since last formal education,

LI - . -
DR G B S Y4 Tt S .

Nr Years Since Employes Attended
Any Accredited Collega/Univeraity,
and Succesafully Completed a Courss
That Would Normally Result in N Nr Persons
3 SH Credit Mil Civ Total
f} 0-2 125 140 265
; 3-5 Y 83 140
_ 6-10 : ] o fwe | owe
4 11 - 20 24 59 83
Over 20 6 26 32

k., Distribution of reseons for profcasional civiiiana leaving the
organisstion {tvo yesr period).

Total 1.
Leaving | For Promation| Prowmotud After Lsavingi For Privata Sector | For Retirement

IL] 25 3 16 18

Total
Leaving

Other
Reasons

15

1. Of the 25 personnel who left for proaotion, 21 were reported promoted.

D-VIl-7
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3. Study Program - FY 78

a, Period during which work could first affect the opsrational capabilities
of Army forces in the field.

FY Period ﬁzw_n_é—jd Co:tr “Nl
1978 76 869 4 2
1979 72 I 197 620 5

1980 - 1990 269 | 5699 | 3306 25
1931 - 2000 6 12 350 2
Total 423 | 7877 | 4820 34

b, Distribution of work primarily applicable to type Army Forces

In-House Sontraet
_Type NR ™ ] 3 (K) NR
Heavy Forces 47 556 50 1
Light Forces 28 345 322 4
'4 All Kinde of Forces 284 | 5927 2188 20
i
' Not Applicable to 64 | 1049 N0 9
Combat Forces

1. Yo convert In-house TMN to ${K), wultiply by $4.167(K).
2. To convert contract $(K) to TN, divide by $75 (K).

0-v11-9




c. Distribution of work program according %o source of work requizement,

In - Houssl Coutrac
Source of Work Rgguirg ent ) NR ’Bﬁ'“ WLNT
Sakf initiated as implicit in wiesiog 139 | 2434 1633 |14

Specifically directed by'hiahar HQ | 235 | 4958§ 1115 | 8
Response to requests for ausistance | 45 ] 4721 440 | 5

Other ' . 4 13§ 1092 | 7

d, Distribution of work program according to objectivac of tha activites,

J

In « Houae |  CORLEAGE
N IO

Solve specific problem/iliusinate a 256 3745 12618 15
current {saue ’

Activity

" .
: R
et M R R RO i ey
ORI IO 2 SO LT AR S

Improve analysie mathods, tonls, 82 928 | 1612 18
sodels, eotc, .
Acquire nev experimental facts 18 209 50 ]

for data bages,

Bxpand basic knowledge of the 43 1300 } O 0
underlying aature of, and
relations ameng, elemente of
the systens being examined

Other

49 1 1595 ] 0

D-VIl-10

. N
P 2 3 ; el

st PV RN 2 R TN, TR T T L AN ZAArp
DR WY i i ot B AR e B ind o i v

3

L e e - |




) . s, Distribution of work program asccording to the nat:ve of the primary
o . i3sue involved.

5% In = House Contract
13_ Issue NR| THM SR _NR
R "
53 Personnel zelection, recruirment snd sssign- 3 81 0 {0
g ment, ’ e
3 Individual and small unit training, ' | 68 |98 11
Formulation of new doctrina, tactica, 37 | . 882 186 2
techniques.
Determination of whether & class of 4 48 6 |0

(5ot b,

system i3 warranted,

Analysis of what kiad of systea ia - 61 1 1269 231 | 7
required,
Determination of system performance, 36 313 116 ]
Definition of the environments of 28 327 {466 | &
use of Arwy r~ostems,
! Threat £esessments, ' 7 0 1477 | 3
n% | Analysi of costs, 21 209 ¢ o
:§ Evaluation uf sysiem: effectiveness, 138 | 2988 {524 | 7
i Other : 84 | 1362 a4 |9

f. Distribution of work progrsm according to "Study Categories” used by 08D,

PO PO P S I

'gé In = House Contract

K Study Category NR | TMM 5(K NR

E

?f : 1. Manpower & Personnel 3} 670 4 1

% 2. Concepts & Plans 41 1034 {336 4

B

3 3. Operacions § Force Structure 110 | 2730 040 7

53 ,

Z? " 4, 1lInstallations & Logistica 72 §44 746 _ 6

? ;. Science, Tech, Systems & Equip 132 | 2284 {662 8 .

& :

k 6. Management \ 15 | 199 [116 | v

5

o ' 7. lutelligencs 21 368 i375 l 7 {

: . 8, International Security 0 0 ) ,

X _
9. Other ! 4 |

;‘ | 0-VII-11
?% -VII-
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g. Distribution of work program according to "Level of Conflict" involved,

—In-Houss | Conmtract
Lavel NR] TMM K NR
Conventional 194} 3755 § 1409 15
Convent jonal-Chemical 18] 267 0 '0
Convercional-Chemical- 138} 1868 993 8
Nuclear
Not Applicable to 76] 1987 | 1878 1
Combat Yorces

h. Distribution of work program according to the level of systems tiwat
vere exanined.

{ .JIn - Houss | Contract

Systen Level W T 5(0) R
Hardware or personnel or procedursa 103 | 1407 561 6
_ aspects of items (sub-item).

: : Iten. 16| 142 50 1
%1 Small units, teams, task forcea. 39 | 1"7a 750 1
ﬁ‘ Vertically integreted syatew of 207 | 3991 2662/ 19

- § items to accomplish fumctional obj. '
~§ Large orpsnizations--divisions & corps, 40} 8N 832 6
‘él Aray force gtructure, theater 7' 138 100{ 1

N
i
.
&
%
e
W
Lo
H
Ay

forces, joint forceas.

Other N2l 0 0

i — - © e e ——

D-vII-12




s e e

t. Distribution of work program according to "Capability Category" invoived.

e AT s
Close Combat 64 | 1501 0O 0
Fire Support 26 512 | 50 1
Air Defense 13 627 | 400 3
Othar Coubat Support 28 510 142 2
Conmand Systems 10 75 | 667 3
ISTA (Intelligence, Surveillance & Target | 27 679 11785 1
Acquisition)
Combat Service Support 145 | 1669 | 888 8
Other Logistics 7 30 0 0
Ballistic Missile Defense | 0 0y 0 0
Research (6,1) 1 16 0 0
Program Wide Support 82 1716 { 234 4
Other 20 542 ] 215 2

D-VII-13




Distribution of work according to the TRADOC Battlefield Development
Plan (BDP).

In - House Contract
BDP Element NR| TMM (KY NR
Surveillance/Fusion 16 278 98 2
Interdiction 5 10 0 0
Force Force Mobility 32 612 327 4
Generation
Reconatitution 20 116 50 )
c3 /ew 14 361 |567 | 3
Subtotal | g7 1377 jo42 10
Target Servicing 76 | 2066 190 3
Suppression/Counterfire 3 65 0 0
Central
Battle Air Defense N 586 400 3
Support 1731 2273 613 6
¢3/m 29| 746 | 1666 9
Subtotal | 292 | 6736 2868 { 21
Other 44 764 370 | 3
Total| 423 | 7877 4820 | 34

D-VII-14
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APPENDIX D
DATA
CHAPTER VIII
MACOM (OTHER)

1. Scope. This chapter contains a roll-up of personnel and FY 78
study program statistics for Army Major Commands (MACOMs), excluding
TRADOC and DARCOM. The MACOMs included in the roll-up are as follows:
a. USAINSCOM
b. USACC

c. USAFORSCOM

D-VIII-1
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2. Personnel.

a. Distribution of position categories of professional employees,

Position lir Persons
Category M1l Civy Total
Managers 1 ] 2
Supervisors 6 6 12
Analysts 21 43 64
fotal 8 | 50 78

b, Distribution of grade level of incumbent professional staff,

L Civilian Military
Grade Nr Pexsons Grade Nr Persons
GS=5 0 2d LT 0
7 0 ' 1st LT 0
9 0 CPT 8
11 3 MAJ 8
12 19 LTC 9
: 13 2 CoL 3
: 14 6 BG 0
; 15 0 MG 0
16 0
1 0
3 D-VI11-2
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c. Distribution of Time in Current Grade,

; iogeats | adLT  letIT  CPT- M LT COL  BG MG
i 0 - 2 0 0 0 2 6 2 0o 0
?
% 3-3 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0
i
g Over 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5
|

f ’i‘i g::gg %5 7 9 1 12 13 1% 15 16 17 18
; n-2 o o 0o 3 9 4 1 0 0 0 o0
: 3-5 ©c o 0 0 3 6 3 o 0 0 o
6 - 10 o o o0 ¢ 6 10 1 0 0 o0 o
Over lol 0 60 0 O 1 2 1 0 0 0 0
d. Distribution of total nr years in federal service.
Nr Persons
Nr Years Mil Civ Total |

: 0-5 0 3 3

; 6 - 10 7 7 14

- 11 - 15 7 10 17

; 16 - 20 10 9 19

: i | 21 « 25 3 4 7

é i Dver 25 1 17 18

] D-VI11-3
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e, Distribution of nr years professional experience in

specialty,

Nr Years
Actual Experience _Nr Persons
in Specialty Mil Civ Total

0-5 15 14 29
6 - 10 9 10 19
1 - 15 1 8 9
16 - 20 3 5 8
21 - 25 0 5 J
Over 25 0 8 8

£. Distribution of nr years experience in specialty in private sector,

Nr Persons
Nr Yearas Mil Civ Total
0 27 39 66
0=35 1 7 8
6 - 10 e | 2
SRR L 0 1 I
16 - 20 0 "0 0
21 - 25 0 0 0
Over 25 I ‘
:D-VIII-4
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1 g. Distribution of nr years employed in current organization (or directly
] precedent organizations),

' Nr Persons

% ] Nr Years - Mil Civ : Total ;

’ 0-5 28 w |, 2 f

L 6 - 10 o | 12 | §
11 - 15 0 3 [ 3 g

g 16 - 20 0 | 1 |

% 21 - 25 0 0 0

5 Over 25 0 0 0

h. Distribution of education level of professional staff,

: Highest N Nr Persons :
; Education Level Mil Civ Total ‘
§ High School 0 8 8
;
% 4=yr college degree § 7 12
f College degree + 5 14 19
grad level credit

1 grad degree 17 16 33

- 2 or more grad degree ] 5 6

D-VI11-5 5
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1. Distribution of fields of education,

Primary Fields .. Ny, Persons

of Education Mil Civ Total
Operations Research 4 1 5
Math/Stat/Computer Sciences 1 1
Physics/Chen 0 0 0
Other Experimenal Sciences ] 1 2
Eng (EE, ME, AE, CE, Ind E, etc,) 1 8 9
Economics 2 4 6
Military Sciences 1 1 2
Sociology 0 0
Paychology 0 0 0
Pol Science 6 4 10
History/Geography 2 2 4
Art & Humanitites 0 1 1
Other Social Sciences 4 3 7
Business 3 8 H
Other 3 10 13

o e

0-VIII-6
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j. Distribution of time since last formal educationm,

L Nr Years Since Employee Attended

’ Any Accredited College/University,

i and Successfully Completed & Course .

: That Would Normally Result in Nr Persons

: 3 SH Credit ) Mil Civ Total -

! ;

0-2 n 15 2% ;

i 3-8 | 41 w| W !

| 6~ 10 9 8 W §

|

11«20 3 9 12 !
Over 20 1 5 6

%, Distribution of reseons far professional civilians leaving the
organization (two year period).

Tota) ' 1. -
leaving | Por Promotion | Promoted After Leaving| For Private Sector | For Retirement

.

Total

Leaving
for
Other
Reasons

4

1. Of the four personnel who left for promotion, &11 were reported promoted.

' D-VII1-7

R oy e —



IR
Iy T

L
O 3
1
-
0 . = w
¢ 0 =
a t iy |
qor 3395 IIVAFIJ UF Sor 5 f
3395 I3uvAy T :
Y30 uMw.mau A31e3ands 304 Yeyig oz £aoyoodg wwhnw uunwmn.uom uowwwbv cumz.ru a5 51 387 | FOTATT
X Q7 1333V 8IB9% 07 IV T uﬂnﬂ.ﬂwwuadm 209 T®301

*(Po3a3d 1w4 om3) ucrIvzyUezo Wy

Iupawsy s3z9o37330 gﬂ«l 203 ST0NWII JO TOTINGTIISTQ T

et g e R et S s .
AN P b O i oI




> S T e T

b rul

Ry

AR Bl S e sty it .

3. Study Program - FY 78

a, Period during which work could first affect the operational capabilities
of Army forces in the field,

In -~ House - Contract
FY Period Nr ™M1 § (R) NR
1978 3 10 0 0
1979 1 2 0 0
1980 ~ 1990 5 651 151 ]
1991 - 2000 0 0 0 0
Total 9 663 751 ]

b, Distribution of work primarily applicable

to type Arxmy Forces

- o w——

In-House Contragt
Type NR T § (K) NR_
Heavy Forces 0 0 0 0
Light Forces 0 0 0 0
All Kinds of Forces ] 600 751 1
Not Applicable to 8 63 0 0
Combat Forces

1. To convert In-house TMM to &(K), multiply by $4.167(K).
2. To convert contract $(K) to THMM, divide by $75.K).

D-vIII-9
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¢, Distribution of work program according to source of work requirement.
In -~ House] Contract
4 Source of Work Requirement NR ™ | $(K) NR]
3 Sélf initiated as implicit in missiod O | O | 7581 1 )
Specifically directed by higher HQ 3 {27 0 0
Response to requests for assistance 6 1636 0o |o
Other oo o |o
d, Distribution of work program according to objectives of the activites,
E In - House | Contract
. _ Activity NR | THM S M
1 Solve specific problem/illuuinate a 4 | 620 0 0
F - .8 current issue _
' Imptove analysis wethods, tools, 5 43 0 0
il wodels, etc, '
L '5-" Acquire nev experimentsl facts 0 ] 751 h
r*_i : . for data baacs,
‘i Expand basic knowledge of the 0 0 0 0
‘5 uaderlying nature of, and
: } relations among, elements of
3 the systems being examived
L. Other 0 0 0 0
S
,
3
1
3
9
_‘ D-Vili-10




&, Distribution of work program‘according to the nature of the primary
1ssue involved,

- In ~ House Contract
Issue WR| TMM $(K) MR

Persoanel selection, recruitment and sssign-] 0 0 pt{o
ment, : .
Individual and szall unit t;aiming. ’ 0 0 0 0
Forzulation of new doctrine, tacties, 0 0 0 0
techaiques,
Deteraination of vhether g class of 0 0 0 0
systea is warranted,
Analysis of what kind of system is 0 0 0 jo
required,
Deteraination of system performance. -1 6 0 {0
Definition of the environments of 0 0 010
use of Aray systess,
Threat assesszents. ' ] 600 .| 751 1
Analysis of costs, 2 14 0|0
Evaluation of systems effectiveness, 2 a7 3]0
Other 3 16 010

f. Distribution of work program according to "Study Categories" used by 0SD,

\ In - house Contract
Studv Category NR THMM ${K) NR
1. ‘Manpower & Personnel 0 0 0 0
2. Concepts & Plans ] 4 0 0
3. Operations & Force Structure 0 0 0 0
. ) 4. lustallations & Logistics 0 0 G 0
;g 5. Science, Tech, Systems & Equip 7 A3 0 0
-f{a 6., Managecent ] 0 0 0
7. Intelligence 1 600 * | 79) ]
. 8. Interrational Security 0 0 0 0
t 9. Otter o | o I

D-VIII-11




g. Distribution of work program according to "Level of Conflict” involved.

;;é; ' In-House | Contract
. Level NR | TMM S(K)| MR
f%g Conventional ] 600 751 1
v?’ Conventional-Chemical 0 0 0 e
Conventional-Chemical- 0 0 o} 0
Nuclear :
Not Applicable to 8 63 0.0
Combat Forces

h., Distribution of work program according to the level of systeus that

wera examined.
In -~ House | Contract
System Level MR | TMM | S(K)] MR
Hardware or personnel or procedures 4 30 0 G
aspects of itoms (sub-item),
Item, 0 0 0 |0
Swall unita, teams, task forces. 0 0 0 |0
Vertically integrated system of 0 0 010

items to sccomplish functional obj.

Large organizationa-~divisions & corps, | 1 | 600 |76 1

Army force structure, theater 0 0 6 0
forces, joint forces.
Other 6 33 0 0

D-VI1I-12
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E {. Distribution of work program according to "Capability Category" involved.
4 : _ In-House Contract
i : CAPCAT , NR | TMM EOIER
V:-%é' Close Combat ' 0 0 0 G
- ;';: ; ] Fire Support 0 0 0 0
B Air Defense ] 2 0 0
i: . Other Combat Suppo:t.- T 6 | O 0
j; Command Systems . o o 1 24 0 ._ 0
: ISTA (Intel.l‘ige;lce,ASurveillancél & Target ¢l 0] o |0
Acquisition) o ' ‘ ) :
Combat Service Support 6 0 o 0
e E ?Otﬁer Logistics S A : . ) 17 2 ';O'- 0
i - Ballistic Miesile_néfense : SR oy o | I
E Research (6,1) | . 0 . iol- 0 0
' Program Wide Support 51 629 | 751 1
\ é Other 0 0 0 0
3
. j§ D-VII1-13
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; 4. Distribution of work according to the TRADOC Battlefield Development
; Plan (BDP),

In -~ House Contract
BDP Elemeat . NR | TMM $(K)| NR
Surveillance/Fusion 0 0 0 0 .
' Interdiction 0 0 0 0
Force Force Mobility 0 0 0 0
Generation
Reconstitution 0 1] 1] 0
3/ 0 0 0o | o
Subtotal 0 0 0 0
’ ]
Target Saervicing 0 0 0 0
Suppression/Counterfire | (| ¢ 0 0
Central ‘ . ' :
Battle . Air Defense 1 1{. 2 0 0
Support 7 ':'61 0 0
c3/m | o] 0 0] o
. Subtotal | 8 X t-o0 ] o
Other 1| 600 |51 |
T°“‘1[ 9| 663 [751 1 1|

D-v1II-14
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APPENDIX D
DATA
ANNEX 1
QUESTIONNAIRE

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

24 August 1978

SAUS-OR
SUBJECT: Review of Army Analysis

By direction of the Under Secretary of the Amy (Inclosure 1),
a review of Army analysis is being conducted by a Special Study Group,
The HQDA staff responsibility has been assigned to the Office of the
Ceputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans. The Special Study
Group has been charged to review the resources, organization, and
procedures of the Army analytical community and to make recommendations
to improve the contribution the community makes to the solutionm of Army
problems, The Terms of Reference are included at Inclosure 2 for your
information, _ B

The Study Group must detemmine what resources presently exist in
the analytical community and to what end those resources ave committed,
At present, the bulk of the Amy's analytical resources are located
at placas such as the US Army Materiel Systems Analysis Agency of the
US Army Materiel Development and Readiness Command, the US Ammy Concepts

-Analyais Agency, a Staff Support Agency of QDCSOPS, HQDA, and the

Combined Arms Combat Development Activity and TRADQC Systems Analysis
Agency of US Army Traintng and Doctrine Ccmmand, However, other Major
Commends also hava some personnel and vesources committed to somewhat
similay study and analysis activitias, Although a clear definition is
not possible, we are not interested in the normal "staff study" type of
work, the routine financial management functions of the comptroller,

or "estimate of the situation" type analyses, but rather in the jdenti-
fication of personnel and resources involved in the studious applicatiqn
of quantitative analysis methodology to tle solution of Army problenms,

OWIT
ﬂﬁsp' " :
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SAUS-OR - 24 August 1978
SURJECT: Review of Army Analysis

Because of severe time constraints which the Special Study Group
is under, 1, as chairman, am taking the liberty of writing direct to
ask for your suppart in helping us upderstand your Command's capability
to conduct analyses of Army problems, Providing the information
requested in our survey (Inclosure 3) would be of great assistance to
us in achjeving this understanding, Some additjonal instructions for
completing the survey are provided at Inclosure 4, '

Our purposes are satisfied if the survey is returned to us by
15 September 1978, The Study Group point of contact is
MAJ Jeffrey A, Larson, ODUSA(OR), AV 227-0367, Request that the name
of your point of contact be forwarded to MAJ larson as soon as
practical, but NLT 5 sep 1978,

gbcruii? O thodyo—
David C, Hardison

Chairman, Special Study Group
Review of Armmy Analysis
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SURVEY OF ARMY ORGANIZATIONS INVOLVED IN OPERATIONS RESEARCH,

PART T

PART 1I

PART 111

PART 1V

PART V

PART V1

PART VII

PART VIII

PART IX

STUDIES, AND SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ACTIVITIES

Idegtification of Organization

Mission, Functions, and Organizational Stru:ture
Personnel Resources

Facilities

Computers

Funds

Expected Program of Work During FY 1979

Work Program Content = FY 1973

Special Topics
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SURVEY OF ARMY ORGANIZATIONS INVOLVED IN OPERATIONS RESEARCH,
STUDIES, AND SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ACTIVITIES

’

PART I - Idgntification of Organization

1, Name of o:ggnization.

2. locatiqn.

3. Name of organization to which this organization reports,

4, Age of tﬁis organization.

5., If thié-organization is easentially a renamed earlier organization(a)
having essentially the same mission, what was the name of the original

organjzation?

6. When_was the original organization established?
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PART I1 =~ Mission, Functions, and Organizational Structure

1.

2,

4,

5.

6,

7.

8.

In what officlal document is the missions and functions of the
organization formally stated?

Please provide a copy of the missions and functions of the organization
as stated in the document listed next above,

Please provide a copy of any additional MOU, directives, etc,, which
have the effect of altering or extending the missions assigned to the
organization,

Please provide a copy of the current organizatiomal structure of the
agency.

To the extent possible, correlate the organization's structure to its
missions and functions,

Please provide a copy of the TDA of the organization,

what part of the personnel resources of the organizatiom, if any, are
not involved in operations research, studies, or systems analysis
studies?

In addition to the above, what else characterizes the missions, functions,

and structure of the organization, to include assumed missions?

D-1X-8




PART IIT ~ Personnel Resources

(Please fill in deta in Form PRDS (Persomnel Resources Data Sheet) on page 6)
Code

1237 How many professional civilian spaces ave authorized for this
organization?
4=3, What is the total number of civilian spaces authorized?
6-8, How many military officer spaces are authorized?
9.11, What is the total number of military spaces authorized?
12-14, How many professional civilian spaces are filled?
15«17, What is the total number of civilian spaces that are filled?
18«20, How many military officer spaces ave filled?
21-23, Wwhat is the total number of military spaces that are filled?
24-25, How many professjonal civilians came to this organization during
the past two years?
26-27, How many professional civilians left this organization during
the past two years?
28.29,

0f Lhe professional civilians who left, how many are thought to

have moved to other govermment organizations for promotions?
30-31, Of the professional civilians who left, how many are thought to have
moved to other government organizations and veceived promotions?
32.33, Of the professional civilians who left, how many are thought to have
left to obtain employment in the private sector?

3435, Of the professional civilians who left, how many vetirad?

36-37, How many military officers came to this ovganization during the

past two years?

38.39,

How many military officers left this organiration during the

past two years?

D-1X-6
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4041,

42-43 .

4bab5,

4b6-47,

48- 49 [}

50051.

52-53.

54-55,

56- 57 [

58«59,

Of the military officers who left during the past two years, how
many left the Amy?

Of the military officers who left the Army from this organization
during the past two years, how many left with less than 20 years
active duty service?

Of the military officers who left the Army from this organization
during the past two years, how many left with 20 yeais active

duty service?

Of tie military officevs who left the Arpy from this organizstion
during the past two years, how many left with more than 20 years
active duty service?

Of the military officers who left the Army with less than 20 years
active duty service, how many are thought to have obtained employ=
ment in his specialty in the private sector?

Of the military officers who left the Army with 20 years active
duty service, how many are thought to have obtained employment

in his specialty in the private sector?

Of the military officers who left the Army with more than 20 years
active duty service, how many are thought to have obtained
employment in his specialty in the private sector?

Number of liaison personnel attached to organizationm,

Number of persomnel of the organiszation that are attaclied to other
organizations for a period of at least a year,

Number of persons that are, de facto, working for the agency but

not included in the TDA,

D-1X-7
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60-61, How many interns currently work in the organization?

Please provide the data requested in Form PDDS (Persomnel

Description Data Sheet) on page 8,

for each of your professional staff personnel,

D-1X-8
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FORM PRDS

Personnel Resources Data Sheet

1, Name of Organization

2. Coded Personnel Resource Summary

12 13 14 - 15 16 17 = 181920.5"1"52'11]

56 55 - 56 57 - 38 59 -~ 60 6l

D-IX-0




1.
2,

3.

FORM PDDSI

Personnel Dascription Data Sheet

Name of Organization

This data sheet Nr of

Coded Personnel Descriptive Summary

J- . -

TTTTT-

(See attached descriptor code)

e
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FORM PDDS

Perscnnel Descriptive Summary Descriptor Code
(Professional Staff)

s

o2 S h bbb s AR it e F

;iﬁi | 1l-1z213l-}selsi-16170-1819]- 1011
f 2] 13d - | 1al 15} 6] 7]~ Jas] - | 19] 20] - | 23] 22
°cf% : Code 1 « Manager (overhead)
o3 : 1, Position Category 2 = Supervisor (first line)
_ % 3 ~ Analyst {individual worker)
. :
xE 283, Grade Level 0l - GS5 12 = 2d LT
‘ § 02 - GST 12 - lst LT
03 - GS9 14. - CPT
RS - 04 - G811 15 .~ MaJ
E 05 - Gs12 16 « LTG
! 06 = 0813 17 = COL
. 07 - GSl4 18 - BG
b 08 ~ GS15 19 - MG
g 09 - GS§16
,§, 10 - G817
E 11 - Gs18
! 485, Time in Current Grade Enter numbeyr of years
a8 ; 687, Total Nr Years in
E Federal Service Enter number of years
ﬁ- 8&9, Yrs Professional Experience
7 in Specialty Enter number of years
}? 10&11, Nr Years in Specialty
g in Private Sector Enter number of yeavs
‘i 12413, Nr Years in Current Organization
4 (or directly precedent organizations) Enter number of years
;} 14.17, Specialty Enter job series or military specialty
. : (eeBey 1315 or 1249)
'i _ D-1X-11
o 3 |
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18. Education Level

19&620. Pield of Education

21822, Time Since last
Formal Education#

01
02
03
04
05

0l -

02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
4
15

High School

4 Year College Degree A
College Degree Plus Graduate Level Credit
1 Graduate Degree

2 or more Graduate Degrees

Operations Research
Math/Stat/Computer Science
Phyaics/Chem

Other Experimental Scisnce
Engineer (EE, ME, AE, CE, Ind E, etc.)
Econemics

Military Science

Sociology

Psychology

Political Science
History/Geography

Arts & Humanitiles

pOther Social Sciences
Bueineas

Cther

Enter number of years (if currently enrolled
or less than ¥ year, eanter "0"),

*Nr years since cmployee actended any accredited collegs/univesrsity, and
cuccessfully coupleted a course that would normally result in 3 semestss

0-1X-12
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PART IV

- Facilities

1

A K, ot SR $ A e,

1.

2.

3.

b,

S5

6.

1.

8.

%

Office space (square footage)

Conference room space (square footage)

Wargaming room space (square footage)

Computer space (square footage)

Library space (aguare footage)

Support facility space (square footage)

Lab space (square footage)

Number BOQ rooms available on your
host installation

Additional space available without
construction (square footage)

D-IX-13
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10,

11.

12,

13,

14,

Additional space currantly pragramad
(square footage)

Training area space (aquare miles)

Range space (square miles)

Describe any special facilities your
agency has available,

List each facility not owned by
government togather with the leasae/rental
cost and date of expiration/renewal,
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PART V - Computers
FORM CRDS

Informmation Code

Li213fa]s]-16]z1819 Jiof-Juif-ji12] - J13}

Code
Please provide requested data for each computer operated by
this organization, using Form CRDS (Computer Resources Data
Sheet) on page 14, |

1-5 {ore capacity (in K words).

6-10 Average monthly production time (in CPU hours).

11 Classification (A = Disk Operating System (D0OS); B = Operating
System (08); C = Machine Virtual Storage (MVS)).

12 Current primary limitation on computer utilization (A = Available
Production Time; B = Core Capacity; C = Individual Model Run Times;
D = No Limitations; E » Other--enter comment in paragraph 6 of
Form CRDS).

13 Outside agency use (A = 0; B = }; C=2; D= 3; Ew{; P =5;

G = 5-10; B = more than 10).
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1,
2,
3,
4,

3.

6.

l FORM CRDS '

Computer Resources Data Sheet

Name of Organization,
This is Data Sheet Nr of .

Name and Model Number of Computer,

Coded Description of Computer

- “TELED)

What peripheral equipment is available for use with this computer?

How many of each type equipment?

"Othex current primary limitation (Code 12),

D-1X-16




Supplemental
Computer Survey

1. What can be done, if necessary, to increase the production capacity
of agency computers? Describe briefly for each applicable computer,
to include a cost estimate and personnel requirements (in TMM),

.l % 2. Describe any actions currently under way to increase production

capacity of agency computers, to include cost and personnel requirements,

o , 3. What computer time do you obtain from scurces outside of your
i organization?
? FY 78 FY 78
3 Averags Monthly Average
E Name & Model of Productien Time Monthly
3, Source Agency Computer Used (in CPU Hours) Used Cost
i
|
M

0-1X-17




PART VI - Funds
- RECEIPTS -

1. List organizational (mission) funding receipts as follows:

Source Appropriation Amount (FY, K Dollars) -
A, FY 77
B, FY 78
C. FY 79

2. List funds received from customera for services rendered as follows:

Customer Amount Product
Providing (FY, K Dollara) Requesated
A. ®Y 77
B, FY 78
C. FY 79

D-1X-18




3. List cost of studies/reports/model building, etc,, being done for

your -agency, but paid for by some other organization as follows:

;
{ Agency
; Amount Providing
j» Product {FY, K Dollars) Funds
: § ' A, FY 77
i |
_? é
¥ i
g
1 B, FY 78
C. Y 79

E3 .
R o A 5 R T Sl o
- - o A s

G i — o
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4, What funds are the hardest for your agency to obtain? Please explain,

5, What funds ave the easiest for your agency to obtain? Please explain.

F 22
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Fund Expenditures Information Code

11 - ?;13 4 5—16 -ﬁl 7 I 8 I 9 lﬁlO 11 - | 12 13| 14I 15|16

17 118 J19 J20 J21 | - 3§22 §23 §24 ]25 J26 | - §27 §28 |29 {30 |31

32 133 |34 35 |36 | - 37 |38 |39 140 41 | - 1642 | 43044 145 Y46

47 148 }49 |50 {51

Code
1, Fiscal Year (A=FY77j B=FY78; C=FY79)

2«6, ' Givilian Salaries (FY¥, K Dollars)

7-11, TDY Cost (FY, K Dollars)

12.16, Facility Maintenance/Upkeep Costs (FY, K Dollazs)
17-21, Computer Operating Costs (FY, K Dollars)

22.26, Other Overhead (Consultcnts, Publication, Lessing) (FY, K Dollars)

e Ao et e A 5 e s+ 2

27-31, Expeviment, Lab Costs (FY, K Dollavs)

32.36. Training Area, Range Costs (FY, K Dollars)

37.41, Contractual Costs (?Y, K Dollats)

h2.46, Costs for Services from Other Amy Agencles (FY, K Dollars)

47.51, Other Costs (FY, K Dollars)

D-1X-21




FORM FEDS

Fund Expenditures Data Sheet

1, Name of Organization
2, This is Data Sheet Nr of 3,

HESNNEEONEEEEONENEE
T T LTI T LT]
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PART VII - Expected Program of Work Duriang FY 1979

1.

6.

Please stop at this point, go get a8 cup of coffee, reestablish your

senge of humor and return to the next {tem,

We want--despite experience which confirms that much of our work is

ad hoc and directed--to make the best forecast possible of to what the
organization will actually commit its resources during FY 79, Tough

task, but we are good at that sort of stuff, 5
We would like to see ycur program in terms of a set of 'work units",
which you can define as you fird convenient, together with certain
descriotors which will help us understand its nature., To enable us

to do a little combining and sorting we are asking that--however
iuconvenient—-you.tty to fit your information into our format--sams
old story--the computer wins again. So please look over our Form WPDS
fwork program data sheet) before you decide exactly how you will
partition your plauned activities into work units,

Wo'd like to have a data sheet for cach work unit.

If every: ifug it donw cerreckly, cha sum of the resources on the data
sheots will be that which the orgenization cxpects to have for use
during PY 7%, Siwmilarly, the work described on the eet of data shoets
is what you expect to do during 1979,

Please cowpleie as msny data gsheets as nuceséary to desgcribe your

planned program of woik t» FY 79,
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10.

: FORM WPDS !

Work Program Data Sheet

Name of Organisation:

This is Data Sheet Nr of

Title of the Work Unit:

Codsd Degcription of Work:

I N N O 1 N K I O K
(ses attached descriptor code)

-1 L i-t v -7 31

Planned Expenditure of Manpowoer: Technical Maun Noath

Planned Expendfture of Fuunda: §

Will Contractor be Used: Yes | ] M [___ ] -
1f Coatractor Used, At What Cost? [:::::::::]

If Computer Nodel(s) Used, Which & How Many lours? | Nams | GG fire .

Brieily Describo:
- What {ntend to learn.

- Wno will use results for what,

D-1X-24




Form WPDS
Activity Descriptor Code

(1]-J2}-f31-Ja4]-T5T61-]7]

[ 81-19J10]-]11]12] - T15]14]

1. Period Work I = Dhmmediate 0-1 Years
First Affects
Army's Operational S = Short-Range 1-2 Years
Capabilities
M = Mid-Range 2-10 Years
L = Long-Range 10-20 Years

NOTE: Estimate years from start (Oct) of FY being described (FY 78 or FY 7

2. Type Forces to H = Hvy Units A = All Units
Which Work
Applicable L = Lt Units N = Not Applicable to

Combat Farces

|
i 3. Source of Work 1l - Mission Implicit, Self Initiated
i Task

}

1

2 - gpecifically Directed by Highsr Echelons
3 - Customer Request for Support 8Services

4 - Other

4, Type Objective l - 8olve Specific Problew/Illuminste a Curreni Issue.

2 - Improve Analysis Methoda, Tools, Mocdelas, etc.

3 - Acquire New Experimental Facta for Data Bases.

4 - Systems Research to Expand Basic Kuowledge of the
Underlying Nature of, and Reiations Amoug, Element:
of the Systems Being Examined.

D-1X-25
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5&6. Nature of Issue
Primarily
Examined

1. Study Category

8, level of Conflict

al
0z
03
04
05
06

&
k]

- Determine System Performance

- Personnel Selection, Recruitment, Assignment
- Individual and Small Unit Training

- Formulation of New Tactics & Tech

- Determination of Whether System Class RQD

- Define What Kind of System {s RQD

- Definition of Enviromments of System Use
- Threat Assessments

- Analysis of Costas

- Evaluation of Bystem Effectiveness

- Other

Manpower and Personnel

Concspts and Plana

Operations snd Porce Structurs
Inatallacions and logistics

Science, Tochnology, Systews & Equipment
Management

Intelligence

international Security

Conventional

Conventional with Chemical .

~ Conventional with Chemical and Nucleay

Not Applicable to Cowbat Forces

D-1X-26




9&10, System Level /Function 0l - Suyb-Ttem =~ Persomnel
Examined
02 - Sub~Item ~ Hardware

03 - SubeItem - Procedures
10 » items

20 ~ Small Units, Teams, Tasks Forces
(Close Combat)

31 « ISTA
32 - Fire 8pt, Including FW Aircraft

33 - Air Defense

Functional
(Nocrmally thought of as
Combat Support & Combat
Service Support)

34 ~ Combat Eng & Other Combat Spt

35 » Control, Including Command & Commo

36 - Supply, Tramsportation, Maintenance
37 - Personnel, Admin, Finance, Medical

38 « Qthor

40 = Msjor Organizations - (Div & Corps)

50 « Army Force Structure - Theater Forces,
Joint Forces

0-1X-27




11&12, Capability Category 0l - Close Combat
11 - Fire Bupport
21 - Air Defense
31 - Other Combat Suppoit
41 - Command 8ystems

51 - Intelligence, Surveillance & Target
Acquisition (ISTA)

61 ~ Combat Service Suppert .

71 - Other lLogistice

81 - Ballistic Missile Defensge

91 - Research (6.1)

92 - Program Wide Support (6.5) (Testing,
Studies/Analysis, HQ Support,
Information Systems)

93 - Program Wide Support (Other) (Pevsounel

Performance & Training Research)
94 - Progvam Wide Support, Ammo PES
95 - Program Wide Support, Other PBS

96 - Program Wide Bupport, Non-8ystew Training
Daevices

D-IX-28
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13&14.

Force Generation/
Central Battle
Aspect Examined

Al
A2
A3
A4

Bl
B2
B3
B4

B5

- Surveillance/Fusion

- Interdiction

- Force Mobility

- Reconstitution

-c3

- Target Servicing

- Suppression/Counterfire
- Air Defense

- Support

- ¢3/ew
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PART VII1 - Work Program Content «~ FY 1978

l, Well, we had hoped it would be adequits to look at FY 1979 only,
But now we find it is necessary tc ask you to look at what your
organization will have done during FY78 as well.

2,

Please provide work program data sheets for FY78 in a manner just

like those you provided for FY79 plans.

¢

P
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PART I1IX - 8peclal Topics

1.

2,

3.

4,

3¢

6,

7.

9,

10,

1.

Please briefly describe your perception of the worth of your
organization to the Army,

Please briefly describe your organizaticn's area of greatest
contribution to the Ammy analytical community's program of studies.
Please briefly describe your organization's three most'important
areas of expertise,

Please briefly describe your organization's two most significant

weaknesses,

For each weakness, briefly describe how the weakness might be overcome.

Describe how priorities are established and implemented in your agency.

Describe briefly how your agency obtains feedback concerning the
suitability, timeliness, and completeness of its products,

What tests and experiments has your agemcy requested during FY78

in order to develop mode! input data? From what agencies have these
been requested? Provide similar information on what you propose for
FY79,

What special education programa are eupported by your organization
to assist professional staff to maintain currency of knowledge in
professional specialty?

Describe briefly the proceas by which your agency assesses its
mission perfotwmance.

Doscribe briefly how your agency altexs its mission and functions,.
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12,

13,

14,

Describe, if applicable, your intern program or other programs

to acquire and train professional analysts,

Identify any problems your organization may have in acquiring,

training, holding, and/or replacing professional aqalyais personnel,

and any solutions which you suggest,

Does your organization maintain a data base(s)? If yes, please describe
(number of data pointsj how stored--tape, caxd deck, printout only,
etc,; means of updating; frequency of updatingy source aof (and

documentation of) data points; how is it accessed),




DEFINIT IONS

1. STUDY - A careful examipatjion or analysis of a phenomenon,
development, or question; a paper in which the results of such an effort
are published.

2. ANALYSIS - An examination of a complex, its elements, and theix
relations. .

3, RESEARCH - A studious inquiry or examination, especially
investigation or experimentation aimed at the discovery and interpretatijon
of facts, revision of accepted theorieg or laws in the light of new facts,
or practical application of new or revised theories or laws.

4. OPERATIONS RESEARCH - The application of scientific and especially
mathematical methods to the study and analysis of problems involving complex
systems (as firm management, economic planning, and the waging of war).

5. SCIENTIFIC METHOD - Principles and procedures for the systematic
pursuit of knowledge involving the recognition and formulation of a problem,
collection of data thru observation and experiment, formulation of hypotheses,
and testing the hypotheses for validity.

6. SYSTEM - Regularly i{nteracting or intevdependent items forming a
unified whole.
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Additional Instructions for Completing Survey
- of Army Organizations Involved in Operations Research,
. Studies, and Systems Analysis Activities

A, Part I - Identification of Organization

% The organization of interest is that element which is directly
. ‘1 involved in OR, studies, and Systems Analysis Activities (definitions
g are provided at Inclosure 1), For example, we do not want the entire
e | service school/center included in the reported data, but only the
B _ 3 appropriate sub-elements -- Combat Developments, Training Developments,
3 34 and the Board, if appropriate, It is possible that part of the sub.
& ] element is not involved with studies and analyses. It's work program
. l and resources should not be reported., Question 7, Part 1I, indicates
that less than the full sub-element 1s included in the report, The
terms "organization" and Magency" are used interchangeably throughout
the survey.

B, Part II - Mission, Functions, and Organizational Structure

- As discussed in Part 1, only the directly involved element should
E be the basis for infomatjon provided in this part, Question 7 should

be answered only by those organizations which have a mission(s) in

addition to operations research, studiecs or systems analysis studies,

C, Part 111 - Personnel Resources

1. There are two forms provided which will allow recovding of all
desired information. The Personnel Resourcos Data Sheet (Form PRDS) is
completed only once, but the Persoanel Description Data Sheet (Form PDDS)
must be completed once for each individual classified as vprofessional
staff." As a general guide, professional staff includes grade levels 085
thru GS18 and 2dLT thru MG, Reproduction of Form PDDS is required, based
on the number of professional staff included in your organization,

Personnel Resources Data Sheet (Foma PRDS)
2, Coded ltem 1.3 should not equal the number :iported in Iem &5,
The difference represents the civilian personnel who support the organie

gation's analysts (secretaries, admin persownel, maintenance repair
persounel, etc.).

3. The samo philosophy applics to Coded Items 6-8 and 9-11,

4, Coded Items 12.14, 15-17, 18220, & 21.23 should be reported in the
sane mannex as the categories discussed in paragraphs C2 and C3 above,
Projection through the end of FY78 shwuld be included {n theso data.

5. Coded ltems 24-25, 26-27, 3637, & 3839 should be projected
through the end of PY78, :
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6. The sum of Coded Items 28.29, 30-31, 32-33, & 34-35, should not
necessarily equal Coded Item 26.27, specifically if some civilian personnel
moved to other govermment organizations and did not receive promotions,

7. Coded Item 40-41 should not equal Item 38-39 unless there have
been no reassigmments during the past two FYs,

8., The sum of Coded Items 42-43, 44.45, & 46-47 should equal Item
40-41, Thege items are designed to detemmine how many military personnel
are leaving the Amy before retirvement, how many leave at first retirement
eligibility, and how many leave sometime after thelr initial retirement
eligibility,

9, Coded Items 48-49, 50-51, and 52-53 should equal 42.43, &44.45,
and 46-47, respectively, only if all military perscnnel who left the Armmy
obtained employment in their specialty in the private sector,

10, Coded Items 5455, 56.57, 58-59, & 60-61 are self-explanatory,

Personnel Description Data Sheet (Form PDDS)

11. The descriptor code on page 9 explains the code choices available
fer use in completing Form PDDS (page 8). The code number locations on
Form PDDS are also defined in the descriptoyr code (page 9). One Form PDDS
should be completed for each "profeasional staff" meamber.

12, Coded Item 1 {3 dcasigned to separate the profesaional staff
into three general categories~-a group which basically managea and performs
lictle original work; a group whieh manages, but aleo performs some original
work; and a group which only worke on the organization's "work units"
(defined in the program part (Part VII)) of the survey.

13, Coded Items 2563 and 4&5 are self-explanatory.

14, Coded Item 6&7 ghould include military plua ecivil service time,
if appropriate for the individual concerned.

15. Coded Items B&9, 10&ll, and 12413 are self-explanatory.

16. Coded Ttem 1417 should, for military, reflect the two-digit
primary specialty first, followed by the two-digit alternate spocialty.

17. Coded Items 18 and 19820 are self-explanatory.
18, Coded Item 21422 involves college/university education caly.
Any comments concerning military courses or short training courees

(e.g., ORSA Bxecutive Course) should be incorporated in questions 9 or 12
of Part IX (page 30).
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D. Part IV - Facilities

g 1. €oded Items 1 thru 7 are gelf-explanstory,
; i 2. Coded Item 8 is intended to 1dént1fy government quarters raadily
E accessable for organization visitors, withou® involving any determination of
33' " whether or not the quarters physically belong to the organizstion,
gi' " ' 3. Coded Items 9 and 10 refer to additional working space
3 X (previously documented in Items 1 thru 7), but should not include
E additional BOQ space, If additional BOQ space is programmed, it may

be reported in Coded Item 13,

é; CQ ’ 4, Coded ftems L1, 12 and 13 are self-explanatory.
‘i_ -‘1 E. Part V - Compuiers
; i lé , l. A separate Computer Resources Data Sheet (Form CRDS, page 14)

gshould be completed for each computer operated by your organization. Ir you
own no camputers, your lsased time should be reported in question 3 of the
Supplemental Computer Survey (page l5).

2, The information code on page 13 defines the locstion of each code
number on Foiw CRDS and explains the code choices availsgbie for use in
coapleting Form CRDS.

R A SR o33

3.  Coded Ytams 1-5, 6«10, 11, 12 ave self-explanatery,

4, Coded Ytan 13 should iadicate the aumbsr of cutalde sgeacies which
uge your organization's computer dusing an average wonth,

5, Question 5 on Form CRDS (pages 14) may reguire additional space;
please use the bottom of the page and fhe vaverss gide, (f required,

6. ‘The Sapplemental Cowputer Servey {page 13) is seli-explasstory.

¥. Part ¥I - Punds

Hecpipta

1.  Question 1 veguests a listiong of the funds, by appropriation, the

organization rveceives in 4 é&ch year, through the budgct process, to accomplisb
{ts assigned migsion.

2. Question 2 requests £ listing of funds received for providing s
service to o customer. Thesu fundg are In addition to those received through
appropriation. This gquestion implicitly involves those funds which are
teznsferred from ons organizztion te snother.
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3. Question 3 requests a listing of funds which should be attributed
to your organization in that the product will benefit primarily your organie
zation, even though your organization was not requested to pay for the
product.

4, Questions 4 and 5 are self.explanatory,

Exgenditures

5. The infommation code for the Fund Expenditures Data Sheet (Fom
FEDS, page 19) describes, on page 18, the code choices available for use
and the locstion of each code number on Form FEDS,

6. All code items are self-explanstory, The sum of all items must
equal the total amount of funds expended by your organization,

L. Part VIl - Expected Program of Work During FY 197¢

1. The basic unit of wvefe-.nce to be tabulated in this part of the
survey 15 the "work unit®, A work unit is & level of effort expended by
your organization, expressed in T, to perform an analysis or study, The
work unit scope should be chosen so that the description of the problem
addressed can be uniquely chavacterigzed by the Activity Description Codes,
pages 22.26 of the survey.

2, 1t is anticipated that individual studies or analyses conducted
by your organization will wormally serve to defiue a work uwnit, However,
if the study is broad in scope and the effort cxpended samwt be strati.
fied uniquely by the Activity Descriptioy Codes, then the study must be
subdivided into its component parts, In this regavd, a
soparate Foro WPDS must be completed €or each work unit, and each work
unit must have a unique title descriptor. It 4s permissible to combine
a nunber of individusl efforts into a work unit which, when combined, can
be uniquely chavactevized by the Activity Description Codes. 1In this case,
only one Foma WPDS should be used to rocord this combived etfort work unit,

Work Program Data Sheet

3. The Activity Description Cede (pages 22.26) deseribos the cholces
available for, and the location of, each coded item on the Work Program Data
Sheat (Fomm WPDS, page 21). ©ne Form WPDS should be coapleted for each
work unit plami.ad for FY79 by your organiszation,

4, 1In addition to the Coded Description of Work, cach Rata Sheet
requires additijonal fnformation, All questions are self-éxplanatory except
planned expenditure of funds (dtem 7), In this regard, the cost of the FY19
vork units should equal the organization's compand operating budget plus
the pay and allovances of assigned military, If the listing of computer
wodels requires additional space, the lowar right corner or reverse side
of the foim can be used.
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Activity Descriptor Code (for Form WEDS).
5, Coded Items 1 and 2 are self-explanatory.

6, Coded Item 3 sinould b. answered based on where the source of work
originated without regard to administyative tasking procedures which may be
in effect to assist in developing priorities of effort, This is especially
critical in determining whether the source of work originated in a peer
organizatien or was dictated by & higher headquarters,

7. Coded Item 4 requires the uge of ""other" in those cases not
described in the offered choices, Review of other studies and work units
are examples of when the use of the choice 'other' would be appropriate,

8, Coded Item 5 and 6 requires careful consideration, This choice
will often require redefinition of the work unit, Proper selection of
uyhether" or t'what kind' of system required are the most difficult choices
to correctly identify,

9, Coded Item 7 requires a 'best fit", These are designated OSD
categories and "other' is not a possible selection.

10, Coded Item 8 will be troublesome only in the case of nuclear-only
studies, Choice 3 1s the desired choice in this case, This approach was
taken to reduce the number of possible-combination answers,

11. Coded Item 9 and 10 integrates two approaches, The work unit is
concerned with either a system level (sub-item, item (system), small unit,
large unit or Amy force) or a functional level, If, for example, the DIVAD
gun is being examined, Choice '"02" or "10" is the appropriate responsej if
the DIVAD gun as part of the air defense system is being examined, then 1331
is the appropriate responte, Helicopters used in organizations should be
reported by Choice '20i,

12, The Capability Categories in Coded Item 1l and 12 are +the current
DA CAPCATS, 1In this choice, helicopter work units should be reported under
Choice n01m,

13, Cocded Item 13 and 14 choices describe the TRADOC Battlefiald
Development Plan (BDP) breakout, Choices Al thru A5 are elements of Force
Generation and Choices Bl thru BS are elements of the Central Battle, These
choices vrequire a ''best fit! based upon the fundamental objective of the
work unit,

H, Part VIII - Liork Program Content - FY 1978
Use the same accivity designator code and Form (Form WPDS) as were

used for your FY79 program description, Again, proper definition of work
units is the key. Each work unit should be reported on a separate Form WPDS.
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I. Part IX - Special Topics

Responses should be provided on a separate piece of paper, Each
question is self-explanatory, Concise, but complete narratives are desired,
Question 14 is particularly important in assisting the study group to
understand the current status of Army analysis,
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APPENDIX E
MANAGEMENT OF THE ARMY STUDY PROGRAM AND STUDY SYSTEM

E-1. INTRODUCTION. This appendix examines the Army study program
(TASP) and the system by which it is managed--the Army Study Sys-
tem (TASS). It begins with a detailed discussion of the current
system in its ideal form as specified by regulation. In reality
this system has serious shortcomings which are described as are
what the Study Group considers to be the characteristics of an
adequate study system. This is followed by a discussion of three
alternatives to the current system.

E-2. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT, IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION. a.
General

(1) The Army Study System (TASS) provides the Army ability
to conduct selected study and analysis projects. These thorough
and detailed analyses of present and projected problems help Army
decisionmakers respond ta changing conditions.

(2) Army studies are managed under a system characterized by
decentralized program development to provide maximum creativity
and flexibility, and centralized program review. Administrative
responsibilities are delegated to Army Staff agencies and to the
MACOMs. Administrative procedures are intended to be as simple as
practical and emphasize quality control. The study system is ori-
ented toward maximum use of in-house study capabilities. supple-
mented by contract support only when absolutely necessary.

(3) The annually developed program is a two-year program of
studies planned for initiation or completion during the next two
fiscal years. Program development and performance consists of
five activities

(a) Publication of Secretary of the Army/Chief of Staff
Study Planning Guidance.

(b) Preparation of MACOM and HQDA Staff agency pregrams.
(¢) Development of The Army Study Pragram (TASP).
(d) Implementation of the annual program.

(e) Evaluation of the program,
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b. Study Planning Guidance

(1) HQDA pubiishes Study Planning Guidance (SPG) in October.
The guidance is a specially designed expression of the principal
concerns of the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Staff. SPG
covers the budget and first outyears. It identifies priority
problem areas %PPR), the resolution of which would provide sub-
stantive contributions to Army planning, programing, and decision-
making., The intent of SPG is ta give direction to the total study
effort and serve as a basis for establishing priorities among in-
dividual study proposals,

(2) Before SPG is drafted, the +ACOMs and HQDA Staff
agencies are invited to provide ide:s concerning the PPAs which
should be included in the new edition, These contributions are
reviewed at SA/CSA level and selecied items are incorporated into
the final SPG.

(3) SPG identifies only a select few of the most impartant
problem areas, It would be possible ta publish a very large 1ist
of potential PPAs, but this large 1ist would lose its sense of
priority and importance. Therefore, only a few PPAs are provided.

(4) Each PPA is assigned to a HQDA Staff agency. That
agency serves as "Project Manager" and develops a subprogram of
studies and related actions to resolve the problems identified in
the PPA, The PPAs are continued in subsequent annual editions of
the SPG until the identified problems are solved, The systematic
addressal and resolution of a PPA implies preparation of a coher-
ent grouping of studies which frequently cuts across agency/MACOM
functional areas. Therefore, coordination hetween agencies and
MACOMs 1s -necessary in the planning of studies to adequately ad-
dress the PPAs. The studies the "Prcject Manager" initiates are
included in the annual TASP, E

Cc. MACOM and HQDA Staff Agency Programs

(1) Each MACOM and HQDA Staff Agency prepares and maintains
a two-year program. These local programs are prepared annually,
and include all the studies ongoing and planned, Each progiram is
based on SPG (paragraph E-1 above) and on the study needs of the
Tacal cormand and agency. Format and content for the programs are
prescribed in AR 5-5, '

(2) The principal action officer for preparation of the pro-
gram is the local Study Coordinator. The Coordinator may issue
command guidance for his subordinate organizations to follow in
preparation of the command program.
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(3) ANl command and agency programs are reviewed centrally,
However, the method for that review varies widely. In some cases,
the review is conducted mainly by the Study Coordinator, with
minimal staff coordination. In other cases, there is a highly
structured command study review board which goes over the program
thoroughly and establishes study priorities.

(4) The command and agency study programs are forwarded to
HQDA during the second quarter of each fiscal year, There, they
-are coordinated and consolidated into the master Army Study Pro-
gram. HQDA notifies the MACOMs/agencies when their programs have
been reviewed by the VCSA. When the individual command and agency
prograiis are finalized, some are printed in formal documents, and
some are maintained as less formal staff papers.

d. The Army Study Program (TASP)

(1) The TASP is a single document which lists the studies
the Army has ongoing or plans to initiate. The program is pub-
Tished in September, just prior to the beginning of each fiscal
year. It lists studies for the next two years., It is a compila-
tion of all the MACOM and HQDA Staff agency programs,

(2) The TASP provides the following information:

(a) Studies by major study categories (manpower, opera-
tions, management, intelligence, etc.).

(b) Studies by MACOM and HQDA Staff agency,
(c) Studies by fiscal year, for the next two years.

(d) Names, addresses and phone numbers for MACOM and Staff
agency Study Coordinators.

(e) Study points of contact in 0SD and the Services.
(f) In-house study agencies and reference facilities,

(3) The annual edition of the TASP is prepared by the Study
Management Office, OCSA. MAGCOM and Staff agency programs are con-
solidated and grovided to the HQDA Staff and Secretariat for re-
view. During the review, each proposed study is represented by an
abbreviated DD Form 1498, which provides the study title, level of
effort, and brief description of the project. Staff and Secretar-
1at comments of the individual study proposals are consolidated
and ﬁrovided to the MACOMs and Staff proponents for resolution.

In this process, several proposed studies are either delated or
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revised to resolve any adverse comments. A computer program has
been developed by USAMSSA to a.sist with the production of the
several listings necessary during the review and final production
process.

(4) The final draft, after concurrence by the HQDA Staff and
Secretariat, is provided to the VCSA for review/approval. It
should be noted that MACOM commanders, in accord with AR 6-5, have
full authority and responsibility for development of their own
study programs. Consequently, when the final consolidated TASP is
provided to the VCSA, he reviews and notes the MACOM parts of the
TASP, and he reviews and approves the HQDA part of the TASP,

(5) The approved TASP is printed in approximately 500
copies, and distributed to the MACOMs and HQDA Staff agencies,
other Services, and to organizations outside DOD upon request, In
accordance with DODD 5010.22, a copy of the TASP together with
copies of each of the DD Forms 1498, are provided to the Office of
Under Secretary of Defense (Research and Engineering) for review
by the DOD Study and Analysis Steering Group.

(6) The TASP is a snapshot at a poirt in time. Soon after
publication, some studies are determined to be not necessary, and
others are added. There is continual change during the fiscal
year, The TASP is not updated after publication., There is no at-
tempt to keep track of additions and deletions. Changes are made
at the discretion of the MACOM commanders and HQDA Staff agency
heads. However, at time of preparation of the next year's TASP,
the MACOMs and agencies report the changes made during the year,

e, Program Implementation

(1) Implementation of the TASP {s conducted on a decentral-
ized basis. Upon TASP approval, MACOMs and HQDA Staff agencies
proceed to initiate the individual study efforts within their pro-
grams. AR 5~5 prescribes the requirements and procedures for the
initiation, validation, develepment, and conduct for individual
studies and the application of study results.

(2) Unprogramed study requirements are often identified by
the MACOMs and Staff agencies, and may be initiated 1f resources
are available. The unprogramed studies require the same defini-
tion, justification, monitorship, and use of results as programed
studies.

(3) Some unprogramed studies result from unsolicited propos-
als from outside contract organizations. The recipient of an un-
solicited proposal performs certain administrative tasks regarding
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acknowledgement, protection, review, and evaluation of the pro-
posal. The checklist of responsibilities, and sample correspon-
dence are given in AR 5-5.

(4) Before a study is begun, the sponsor aestablishes the
need for the study, defines the groblem and scope, determines a
manageable number of valid objectives, identifies the use and
users of the study results, determines when the results are
needed, and conducts a thorough literature search to preclude du-
plication of previous study efforts.

(8) The sponsor confirms the validity of the proposed effort
by coordinating the requirement among interested MACOMs and Staff
agencies, determines the availability of in-house resources to
perform the study, and obtains approval of contract funding or
prepares a study directive.

(6) Contract and grant studies are initiated by means of a
Request for Approval of Contractual Support (RACS). The RACS is
written by the sponsor's action officer, and coordinated for ap-
proval. AR 5-5 provides the format for the RACS.

(7) In the MACOMs, a RACS is approved by the MACOM or sub-
MACOM commander if the stud¥ is to cost less than $200,000, If
$200,000 or more, the RACS is forwarded to HQDA for approval at
the Secretariat level. O0CSA Study Management Office designates a
HQDA Staff agency to coordinate the RACS within the Staff and with
the ODUSA(ORg. The coordinated RACS is approved by the OCSA. If
funded with RDTE money, it is forwarded to ASA(RDA) for final ap-
praoval, and if funded with OMA or other appropriations, it is ap-
proved by ASA(IL&FM). The approved RACS 1s returned to the spon-
soring MACOM for initiation of the study contract.

(8) For HQDA Staff contract studies, a RACS is approved by
the head of the Staff agency when the study costs less than
$200,000 and if it has been agproved by the VCSA in the annual
program. If the study was not programed at the beginning of the
year, the RACS 1s approved by the 0CSA, [V $200,000 or more, the
RACS goes through OCSA to the Secretariat for final approval., If
funded by RDTE, the ASA(RDA) approves the study, and if funded by
OMA, the ASA(IL&FM) approves. The RACS is returned to the sgon-
soring Staff agency for initiation of the study contract. The
Study Management Office initiates funding documentation for the
approved HQDA contract studies.

(9) In-house studies to be conducted by ad hoc study groups
or by established study organizations are initiated by means of
study directives. A study directive may be a formal document
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initiated by HQDA requesting a MACOM to conduct a study in one of
its in-house study organizations. In that case, the study direc-
tive is written by HQDA Staff proponent and coordinated with the
MACOM staff prior to publication. A sample format for a formal
directive is given in AR 5-5. On the other hand, if the study is
initiated within an organization, the directive may be as simple
as a local memorandum addressed to the head of the study team.
In-house studies are authorized at any time, as the need arises,
by Tocal managers so long as resources can be made available. Au-
thority to initiate in-house study projects is completely decen-
tralized, The size of the in-house effort is immaterial-~it may
range from as little as one man-year effort or as much as twenty
man-years.

(10) Actual conduct of the study begins upon award of the
contract or when the in-house study team begins work. A Study Ad-
visory Group (SAG) is convened, or a Study Advisor is appointed to
guide the efforts of the Study Group. A study plan is prepared
and approved by the SAG or Study Advisor. The role of the SAG or
Study Advisor is advisory unless management responsibility is
delegated by the sponsor,

(11) Upon completion of the study, the sponsor evaluates the

results, and acts on approved study recommendations. The sponsor
comunicates the result to all those affected and implements the

decisions, or documents the rationale for nonimplementation.

(12) Individual study projects are reported to the Defense
Documentation Center (DDC) on DD Form 1498. The DD Form 1498 is

first submitted when a study effort is approved in the annual
study program. The form is resubmitted upon {nitiation, change,

termination, and completion of the study, A final 1498, after im~

glementation of study recommendations, includes an evaluation of
he results and uses of the study.

(13) Copies of the final study document, upon approval, are
forwarded to DDC and the Army Library, Pentagon. Copies of logis-
tics studies are provided to the Defense Logistics Studies Infor-
mation Exchange (DLSIE),

f. Program Evaluation. Army study program evaluation consists
of the following two activities,

(1) Results and Use Analysis

(a) Each fiscal year, during the fourth quarter, an analy-
sis 1s conducted by the Study Management Office of the results and
uses of completed studies (all studies completed during a selected

E-6




12- to 18-month time period). This consists of a desk audit of
the results and uses of each completed study as reported by the
study-doing organization. At the end of each individual study,
the sponsor has completed a DD Form 1498 and recorded the extent
to which the study met its original objectives. The sponsor also
recorded the uses made (the implementation) of the study results
(recormendations, conclusions, etc.).

(b) The Study Management Office reviews each of the indi-
vidual DO Forms 1498, and accumulates observations and statistics
about the success and utility of the many studies. Tnis analysis
is printed in a results and use document and provided to top Army
management, and to the MACOMs and DA Staff agencies. Any areas of
study management which app:ar to need correction as a result of
this analysis are given special attention by the Study Management
Office and the Study Coordinators.

(2) Priority Problem Area Evaluation. As indicated in para-
graph 2d above, each PPA in the annual SPG is assigned to a HQDA
Staff agency. That agency serves as “"Project Manager" to develop
a set of studies and other actions designed to solve the PPA, The
PPA studies are included in the draft agency and MACOM study pro-
grams. When the programs are reviewed at HQDA during development
of the TASP, an evaluation is made to determine how well the PPAs
have been resalved and which PPAs need additional study effort,
This evaluation is conducted by the ODUSA{OR). Results of this
evaluation are used in determining whether PPAs need to be
continued and republished in next year's SPG.

E-3. BUDGET, DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION, a., General., Bud-
geting for Army studies and analyses is decentralized. Each MACOM
and major Arny headquarters develops its own budget requirements
and includes these amounts in its annual Command Operating Budget
Estimate (COBE)}. Funds for studies and analyses may be expended
from avery Army appropriation. The funds are expended for mainte-
nance of full-time in-house Army study organizations, for support
of ad hoc study groups, for consultants, and for study contracts
with non-DOD study organizations (think tanks).

b. In-house Study Organizations. Budgets for study and analy-
sis organizations are prepared at the local level and are included
in the COBEs of their parent organizations. Funds requested in
these budgets include amounts for civilian pay, for comouter sup-
port, travel, security, and all other housekeﬁging expenses.

These organizations are usually funded from OMA or RDTE appropria-
tions. The budget requests are defended routinely up through
channels during the annual budget review process. Usually, no
special budget defense is required before 0SD, or the Congress,
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When Congress does single out a particular organization, a special
defense is prepared, consisting of special justification materials
and witnesses before the Congressional staffers or Committee mem-
bers. [t should be noted that in-house study organizations may
recieve funds from other Army and DOD organizations for the con-
duct of special study projects.

¢, Ad Hoc Groups. The army uses specially formed ad hoc study
groups extensively., These groups vary in size from 3 te 20 cna-
lysts and administrative support personnrel. They work part-t-:ne
and full-time, They belong to a single parent organization, or
they may be borrowed (assembled) from varicus organizations, Re-
quirements for ad hoc studies are not usually known very far in
advance, and budgets are not included in the annual COBEs. Conse-
quently, funds to support the ad hoc¢ groups must be found from
within the currently available funds of the local operating bud-
get, Analysts and administrative personnel are paid their regular
salaries by their parent organizations, TDY funds are often pro-
vided by the parent organization, but may be provided by the or-
ganization sponsoring the study. Administrative support (office
space and supplies) is provided by the study sponsor from his ap~
erating accounts.

d. Consultants, Consultants are hired to bring highly spe-
cialized expertise needed by the Army for relatively short periods
of time. The consultants are hired in accordance with civilian
personnel regulations (CPA A-9, Employment of Experts and Consul-
tants). Each consultant is pa*d on a per diem basis for the dura~
tion of the special study or analysis project. Local civilian
personnel salary funds are used to pay the consultants, Funds
may, or may not have been specfally included in the civilian pay
budget, If not, the Yocal comptroller uses slack (monay fcr cur-
reptly vacant civilian positions) to pay the consultants,

e, Contracts and Grants

(1) Study and analysis contracts are performed by non-D0D
commercial organizations (think tanks) and by Federal Contract Re-
search Centers (FCRCs) of the other military services. Study and
analys.s projects are also performed by means of grants to either
individuals or institutions (i.e., universities).

(2) Budgets for contract studies are usually included (some-
times invisible) in local C0Bs. In a few cases contract funds are
budgeted at program elements specifically for contract studies.
These few program elements are visible in the Army budget.
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(3) Planning for study funds begins about 20 months before
the year of execution when approximate amounts are recorded in the
Army Program Objective Memorandum (POM). About 14 months before
execution, budget review committees begin a series of reviews
wherein questions are asked about the needs of the study program.
About 12 months before execution, a detajled 1isting of grOposed
contract studies is prepared for support of the few visible pro-
gram element budget 1ines. This information includes title, brief
statement of the problem to be addressed, description of exﬁected
results, and the contract cost. At the same time, a comprehensive
Tisting of titles {s prepared for all planned in-house studies,

In November of each year, information on planned contracts for the
few visible budget lines and on all planned in-house studies is
provided to the authorizations and appropriations committees of
the Congress.

(4) The requirement to provide detailed informatian about
plarned studies for the budget year grew out of the difficult ex-
perience with the FY 79 study budget. In years prior to FY 79,
the Arny had merely prepared Congressional Descri?tive Summaries
of study budget needs {again in the few program element budget
lines). Congress approved a “bucket" of funds for each program
element which the Army spent on contract and in-house studies in
any manner that seemed appropriate. Congress became dissatisfied
with what appeared to be poor study management throughout DOD, and
cut the study funds in the FY 79 buydget lines. In order to pre-
clude this happening again, the Army is preparing the detailed
1istings described above for presentation to the Congressional
Comnittees prior to the time of the FY 80 budget markups. 1In {his
manner, 1t is hoped that the staffers and committee members will
be sold on the importance of the study efforts and will not cut
the budget reflected in the few program element study 1ines.

{5) In the past, the few specific study program element
1ines have been routinely defended by Arny represenrtatives testi-
fying before the Congressional Comnittees. This method worked
satisfactorily until the FY 79 budget request. Special appear-
ances were made by officials of the Army Secretariat and HQDA
Staff to defend the FY 79 budget request.

(6) During approval of the FY 78 and Y 79 Arny budgets,
Congress also made general, across-the-board cuts to the OMA bud-
get, reducing study funds for HQDA and the commands. Here too, it
is hoped that the advance lists of contract and in-house studies
to be presented to Congressional Committees will justify the study
funds requested i. the FY 80 budget.

E-9

——




5 . )
oo a M bR N
2 N SR L SN A5/ s RSO s

(7) There is an annual requirement to provide to 0SD, during
the budget formulation process, a report of funds being budgeted
for studies and analyses {Exhibit PB-21), To this date, only
funds for studies monitored in the AR 5-5 study system have been
reported to 0SD. This report is prepared by each MACOM and DA
Staff agency, and assembled by the Study Management Office, OCSA.
The report covers the previous, current and budget year, For ex-
ample, the current regort being prepared covers FY 78, FY 79, and
FY 80, Because AR 5-3 does not cover all Army studies and
analyses, the Exhibit PB-21 does not provide a comprehensive Army
total for Army studies and analyses.

E-4, EVALUATION OF THE ARMY STUDY SYSTEM (TASS). a. Introduc~
tion. The previous section described the Army Study System as it
is intended to be by AR 5-5 and DA Pamphlet 5-5, In some respects
it does not live up to these intentions. Furthermore, even the
system as intended does not meet some of the requirements stated
or implied in 0SD ard Congressional guidance, This section de- -
scribes the ways in which TASS does not meet Armg, 0SD or Congres-
sional requirements and the measures that could be taken to im-
prove the system in these ways. First, however, it is appropriate-
to review what the Aray, 0SD and Congress have indicated are “re-
quirements” for TASS.

b. Army Requirements. The Army wants a system that will fa-
gilitate the conduct of studies to help research, development, and
management decisions at various levels, More specifically, the
system should:

(1) Make efficient use of study resources by procuring high-

quality products, at reasonable cost, in a timely way and without
undesirad redundancy,

(2) Assure that information about Army studies and their re-
sults is available tc persons needing that information.

(4) Provide guidance to study sponsors about key problem
areas facing the Aray.

(4) Assure a logical planning of the study proyram toward
problem solutions,

c. 0SD Reguiremants. Most of the spacific rules used by the
Aray to make the system conform to these requirements are, in
fact, the sane as those spelled out in 0DODD 5010,22:

(1) An annual study program.
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(2) A designated official to monitor the program,
(3) A written plan for each study.
{4) 0D Form 1498 for each study filed in DDC.
(5) Copy of each study report filed ia DDC.
(6) A manager for each study.
(7) Responsible approval 1o initiate each study.
(8) Responsible approval of completed study.
(9) Written evaluation at the end of the study.
d. Congressional Requiremants. Congress' eipectations with

regard to studies ave expressed in specfal committee reports and
in budget mark-ups. They imply that the system should:

(1) Maintain a compiete record of the subject, cost, per-
forming oryanization and benefits of each study.

{¢) Prevent undesired duplication of study effort,
(3) Assure the use of correct contracting procedures.,
(4} Be consistent with other DOD study management,

e. Shortcomings ia Current System

(1) The Army Study System falls short of Army expectations
assentially im

(a) Not providing the means of processing contract re-
sources rapidly, and

(b) Not providing a ccherent program that focuses on the
most important problems, assures that new studies will build on
what has been learned in past studies, and helps in anticipating
future decision problems.

(2) The Arsiy Study System apparently satisfies 0SD require-
ments in all respects except that:

(a) 12 is not complete according to 0SD definition of
studies and analyses. In particular, certain projects done under
AR 70-1 and AR 70-8 are studies according to 0SD definition but
are not included in the Army Study Program {TASP).
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(b) It does not provide the centralized program and qual-
ity control implied by the DOD directive.

(c) It is unable to show the benefits resulting from use
of study resources.

(3) Congress seems to be most dissatisfied because the Army
Study System;

(a) Does not know the tutal costs of thefir studfes, ex-
actly where the monay comes from, nor whather the benefits are
commensurate with the costs;

(b) Does not prevent abuses of coniract procurement rules;
(¢c) Is not consistent with other DOD study systems;

4} Apparently cannot prevent the conduct of trivial,
foalish or redundant studies; and

(e} Dues not guarantee appropriate use and dissemination
of study information.

E~5. ELEMENTS OF A GOOD STUDY PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS. To be
effective, the process must:

3. Ennunciate clearly the Aray's priority problems. Further,
the Army's problem identification process should be structured so
that successive levels below CSA can further amplify these prob-
lams S0 as to lead to specific problem statements,

b, Provide clear instructions for the program preparation
phase. This wil] permit each HACON to read1l{ determine how best
1t can apply its analytical resources to the identified problems.
Lven though the ?uidance is from the top down, the total process
should allow additional priority efforts to surface from the bot-
ton to the top. .

¢. Require a strong MACON review. It {s at this first level
of consolidation that the proposed study efforts can be reviewed
in terms of study approach, efficient use of resources, existence
of an adequate data hase, interfaces and supporting requirements,
etc.  This review should answer the who, what and how guestions.
Only well-prepared plans shouid go forward.

- d. Provide a consolidated draft for DA level review. The to-
tal input should be cateyorized in a number of ways se that the DA
review bodies can dssess the program in terms of proper balance,
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content and responsiveness. As a minimum, the resources planned
for studies shouid be presented by:;

(1) PPA,

(2) Categories described in AR 5-5.

(3) Appropriation and budget programs.

{4) Long-range, mid-term, and short-range.
(5) Dollar value, highest to lowest.

(6) Each MACOM against above groupings.

e. Permit high level Army review. This review would be to ap-
prove a small set of high priority individual studies and to in-
sure the proper content and balance. This review should answer
the wiy and when questions as well as establish priorities of ap-
provad efforts.

f. Present a responsive, coherent, and well-coordinated study
program as budget input. The program that survives these succes--
sive reviews shouid be innerently defendable, DA should enly
sponsor as many studies as they can actively track.

g, Permit the feedback of “lessons learned" and modified gquid-
ance as it develops from the several levels of review and in the
execution of the program formulation process., Obviously those
persons invalvad in steps {c), {d}, and (e} above would be well
equipped to offer changes to the guidance,

h. Provide for adjustment of programs in accordance with pri-
oritfes as urgent requirements are injected fcliowing program for-
mylation,

E+6., IMPROVEMENTS IN THE ARMY STUDY SYSTEM (TASS). a. General.
Changas in TASS to meet the above problems could range from mostly
procedural to basic and cryanizational. In addressing this the
Study Group sought the views of three separate organizations: the
current Study Management Office, the Engineer Studies Center
(£SC), and the System Research and Analysis Office (SRAQ) of
ODCSRDA. The solutions indapendently proposed by these organiza-
tions spanned the range from minor modificattons to the current
system (proposed by the current SM0) to a highly centralized sys-
tem of control (proposed by ESC and documented Yn detail in Apen-
dix F). SRAC proposed an intemmediate kind of solution which
somewhat increased centralized control but retained decentraiized
program davelopment and execution,
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b. An Improved Decentralized System

(1) Even a minimally improved system needs to be consistent
with 0SD's definition of studies (which is apparently also Con-
gress’ definition) and needs to be able to account for funds used
for those studies. Thus, this system would require reﬁorting of
all studies to OCSA, both for the annual program and when studies
are approved after assembly of the program. This feature applies
to all alternatives considered.

(2) Also, this system would include Study Planning Guidance
prepared in coordination with the Staff and MACOMs. Certain
studies, perhaps about 40 in number, would be designated as PPA
studies and would be monitored by the OCSA on an exception basis.
These studies would normally be initiated at HQDA and, if not, at
least staffed at DA for consistency with other PPA studies.

(3) Contract studies would ulso receive special attention at
MACOM or DA level with sole source studies requiring special ap-
proval (this feature also applies to all cther alternaiives con-
sideres). Other studies would be approved anc initiated at Staff
agency, MACOM ar sub-MACOM leveis.,

(4) Thus, in sum, the principal changes necessary to create
this kind of study system are:

(a) Implementation of a broad definition of studies,

(b) Require reporting of all new studies to UCSA on DA
Form 1498, including specific PE fund sour.e.

(c) Provide a few additional resources in the OCSA and 1in
MACOMs for planning and monitoring PPA studies,

(d) Require specific approval of all sole-source contracts
at MACOM cor DA Yevel, depending on study cost,

C. A Highly Centralized System

(1) As a separate substudy to the review, the Engineer
Studies Center (ESC) was asked to examine the HQDA management of
the Army study programs, The ESC task team conducted a wide-
ranging management analysis (the full report of the ESC study is
Appendix F of the Review Report). It considered the classic man-
agement functions of plamning, organizing, staffing, directing,
controlling, coordinating, and evaluating. (Because of require-
ments for analysis visibility and funding dependence on 0SD and
Cungress, “reporting" was added to the list of management
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functions.) The team considered analysis resources to include
people, equipment, models, and data,

(2) Before answering the question “Who should manage?" the
team had to consider the s?ecific system to be managed, the sys-
tem's purpose, and how well that purpose is being met., Then, from
a broad perspective of the study system, the team was able to exa-
mine in more detail the study system's components, requirements,
resources, and capabilities, Mismatches between requirements and
capabilities implied possible management functional needs. Con-
sideration of the managerial needs then led to practical design
and assignment of management responsibilities. Finally, organiza-
tion and structure were developed to meet those responsibilities.

(3) The task team reviewed the numerous criticisms of OR/S&A
made over the years from many sources. The team also studied the
many attempts the Army has made to improve OR/S&A performance and
reporting/accounting, The features of those attempts that worked
well and not so well were examnined.

(4) Given the many concerns about OR/S&A (especially from
high 1evels), the task team assumed that there probably was some
sort of serious OR/S&A management problem, This working assump-
tion did not automatically force more centralized management of
OR/S&A activities, On the contrary, the management questions re-
mained open. 1s more or less management needed and at what lev-
els? Are one-time or continuing actions needed? Must all or just
a few of management's functions be strengthened (or weakened)?

(5) TYo correct the noted OR/S&A management weaknesses, the
team recommends a mangement cell at HQDA greatly strengthening and
centralizing the performance of the program planning, executing
(directing and controlling), and evaluating functions. The cell
contains no study-performing element; the cell's job is management
in the program sense and precludes jnvolvement or participatien in
individual studies. 1Its role for program evaluation may involve
some special evaluations of selected, individual studies, but the
main focus for evaluatton is the total program, not individual
studies. The cell is recomnended as a separate element/office
with a two-star director reporting to the Directar of the Army
Staff (DAS). “Next best” choice is an element within one of the
Directorates under the DAS. However, the team recotwmends against
adding the cell to Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation
(DPARE )}, where the cell's management functions would soon become
subordinated to the direct performance of POM-supporting studies,
and analyses, and actions. Structure of the proposed cell is
shown and discussed in the Main Report., There the purpose of the
cell is stated in more detail in terms of missions, roles, and
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critical functions. The implementing and operating concept is
given in terms of tasks and interfaces with other Army elements
and processes.

d. A system of Intermediate Level of Centralization. This or-
ganizational concept includes a council of top management offi-
cials to provide direction, a committee of top study managers to
exercise control, a review subcommittee of technically qualified
analysts to provide quality control, and a small study management
office to facilitate the process of centralized control and decen-
tralized execution, Studies would be performed by the appropriate
agencies under the same types of control now exercised, including
guidance by SAG, internal review at agency and MACOM levels, and
DA review by the staff proponent, Existing elements which provide
Army Staff analytical support would be retained, The proposed
concept is illustrated at Table E-1, Members of the Army Study
Program Review Council (ASPRC), the Study Program Allocation Com-
mittee (SPAC), and the Study Quality Assessment Subcommittee
(SQAC) are suggested in Table E-1.

(1) The ASPRC would assess the consistency of current pro-
graming with the previous year's guidance and would {ssue re-
guidance. New areas needing study would be identified, based on a
review of 0SD consolidated guidance, “out-of-court" POM settle-
ments, CG Study Plan, other analysis demands, and input from study
users. The counci] would issue guidance regarding the approximate
emphasis of analysis efforts by functional area, For example, in
February 1979, the ASPRC would update the FY 80 guidance (origi-
nally issued during the previous 80-84 POM cycle) and would pro-
vide study guidance for the 81-85 POM cycle,

(2) The guidance would be consolidated by the Study Manage-
ment Office (SMO) and transmitted to the study-doing agencies,
These agencies would draft study programs responsive to the guid-
ance and submit these to the SM0. The SN0 would synthesize groups
of study programs into manageable bites,

(3) The SPAC, upon receipt of the groups of proposed pro-
grams from SMO, would adjust the programs as required and allocate
resources for their execution. Changes to the previous year's
program would also be reviewed and approved, A series of meetings
probably would be required in order to handle the volume of work.

{4) Studies would be performed by the appropriate agencies

under the same types of contrel now exercised. Selécted studies
would be submitted through the SNO for assessment of quality.
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Table E-1, Top Management Group

Study Progras Review Counell Study Program Study Muality
Allocation Assessment
Committee Subcommittee
VCSA, = Chairman DUSA({OR 0AS ~ Chafrwan DUSA{OR)
‘ ASA(MRA
DAS » Vice Chairman ASA {ILFM) 0N - Vics Chairman Dir, SRAD
DCSPER ASA(RDA} TRADOC Tech My,
00CS0PS
DCSROA . COA - DARCON Others :s,
sppropriate, s.9.
BCSOPS CoE Consulunts: 3
. 00CSPER Contractory,
156 Other Services.
COR, TRADOC ACst 0DCSLOG
CDR, DARCON ACSAC 0BCSOPS
DPAE ODCSROA-
N BACS!
(DR, OTEA 0C0A
1 413
AL,

{5) The SQAC or other ad hoc committees would review studies
selected at random or because of suspected problems, Contracted
experts might be utilized, Results would be fed back to the study
doer. This quality control function would be in addition to the
current review process for tndividual studies, which is not only
directed at answering the question: “Does this study satisfy the
objectives?," but would attempt to assess the accuracy and com-
pletenass of the selected studies. These assessments, when re-
viewed by the study managers, would be used as one basis for de-
termining the degree of competence and professionalism of analysis
agencies and even key analysts within these agencies,
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(6) The SMO would serve as an ASPRC secretariat, would have
more authority than vested in the current office and might have to
be enlarged, The director might be a supergrade, and should re-
port to the Director of Management. The SM would support the
ASPRC and SPAC, challenge programs proposed by study agencies, co-
ordinate budget formulation and defense for all studies, and pro-
pose quality control initiatives. Procedurally the office would
disseminate the ASPRC annual guidance, synthesize the agencies'
proposed study programs, including initial allocation of re-
sources, provide an independent assessment of the resultant over-
all study program and of individual projects, and prepare informa-
tion books and presentations for the SPAC. The SMO would also
provide budget defense, before the Budget Review Committee (BRC)
and Select Committee (SELCOM), of the study program appraved at
the SPAC meetings. Feedback would also be ?rovided as necessary
to the study agencies. These functions would require personnel
experienced in doing and evaluating studies as well as expertise
in a range of military areas. A mix of civilian and military ana-
lysts and administrators is indicated, The manning level needs
further investigation but could comprise about 6-10 professionals.
Some of these, say four, could be permanently assigned liaison
personnel designated by major study agencies.
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APPENDIX F
SUBSTUDY ON MANAGING THE ARMY STUDY PROGRAM
The substudy following was prepared by the Engineer Studies Center

as one of three views sought concerning means of improving manage-
ment of the Army Study Program.
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ABSTRACT

This report records the results of a specisl task performed within

_{; the DA study, "Review of Army Analysis." The task consisted of acertain-
: % ing those management of operations research, studles, and analysis func-

tions best performed at Secretariat/HQDA level and the best organizational
ﬁ ' : structure to support them. A management cell at HQDA greatly strengthen-
ing and centralizing the performance of Army Study Program planning,
execution, and evaluation is recommended. The report identifies the cell's
regponsibilities and resources but leaves development of specific policles

and procedures as carly tasks of the cell itself.
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SUMMARY

Within "Review of Army Analysis," one task was to ascertain those
management of OR/S&A functions best performed at the Secretariat/HQDA
level and the best organizational structure to support them. This task
was consicered equivalent to answering the question, "What strategy,
policies, and organization at Secretariat/HQDA level are appropriate for
management of OR/S&A resources to ensure that the same (er lower) level
of resources does a better joh Army wide?"

The task team conducted a wide-vanging management‘analysis., It
considered the classic management functions of planniug, organizing,
staffing, directing, controlling, coordinating, and qbaluating. (Because
of requirements for OR/S&A visibility at and funding .dependence on 0SD
and Congress, "reporting'" was added to the list of management functions.)
The team considered OR/S&A resources to include people, equipment, models,
and data,

Before answering the question "Who should manage?" the team had to
consider the specific system to be managed, the system's purpose, and how
well that purpose is being met, Then from a broad perspective of the
study eystem, the team was able to examine in more detail the study system's
components, requirements, resources, and capabilities, Mismatches between
requirements and capabilities implied possible management functional needs.
Considerations of the managerial needs then led to practical design and
assignment of management responsibilities., And finally, organization aud
structure were developed tn meet Lhose responsibilities.

In broad terms, the OR/S&A purpcse is to answer questions, explore
and illuminate issues, and solve problems that arise in DA's performance
of its major functions: setting objectives, acquiring and allocating
resources, building forcas, and operating forces. Decisions in these
areas lead to the commitment and expenditure of resources--dollars in
peacetime plus unfortunately scme lives in wartime. The intent is that
Army OR/S&A activity produce quality, forward-looking, and usable results
in a timely, efficient manner to support DA decisionmsking, It is also
intended that OR/S&A effort be distributed in some balanced sense across
all those DA functions, avoiding both overlap and underlap.

The task team reviewed the numerous criticisms of OR/88A made over
the years from many gorrcee, The team also studied the many attempts the
Army has made to improve OR/SS&A performance and reporting/accounting. The
features of those attempts that worked well and not sc well were examined,
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Given the many concerns about OR/S&A (especially from high levels),
the task team assumed that there probably was some sort of serious OR/S&A
management problem, This working assumption did not automatically force
more centralized management of OR/S&A activities. On the contrary,
the management questions remained open, Ig more or less management
needed and at what levels? Are one~time or continuing actions needed?
Must all or just a few of management’s functions be streangthened (or
weakened)?

To correct the noted OR/S&A management weaknesses, the team recom-
mends a management cell at HQDA greatly strengthening and centralizing
the performance of the program planning, executing (directing and con-
trolling), und evaluating functiens. The cell contains no study-
performing element; the cell's job is management in the program sense
and precludes involvement or participation in individual studies, Its
role for prograr evsluation may involve some speciel evaluations of
selected, individual s:tudies, hut the main focus for evaluation is the
total program, not individual studies., The cel)l is recommended as a
geparate element/office with a two-ster director reporting to the DAS,

(A "aext best' choice is an element within one of the directorates under
the DAS. However, the team recommends against adding the cell to DPARE,
where the cell's managemeni functions would soon become subordinated to
tha d. ¢-~ performance of PCM~supporting studies, analyses, and actions.)
Struc .ia of the proposed cell is shown and discussed in the Main Paper.
There the purpose of the cell is stated in more detail in terms of
misaions, roles, and critical functions, The implementing and operating
concept 18 given in terms of tasks and interfaces with other Army elements
and processen. (The strengths and weaknesses of alternatives to the
proposed cell are covered in Tab A.)

Early on the proposed cell will have to adopt and enforce a much
more comprehenaive, much more workable definition of "studies and analysis."
One such definition particularly favored by the task team is referenced at
paragraph 5b of the Main Paper. (A separate task team will propose a
new definition as part of this "Review of Army Analysia." Regardleas of
how good that definition seems to be, the new S&A managewent cell should
give definition of "atudy" early and continued attention. Sowe word other
than "study" may even be adopted as the name of the new universe; but
throughout thie paper, “study," “studies and analysis," and "OR/SGA" ave
retained as acceptable terms.) The cell's execution of the study pregram
must include careful accounting of activity, costs, and benefits to O0SD
and Congress. That taek can be mat most quickly and easaiy. Full and
clearer accounting will entail risk in the short run before the weskest
parts of the study program become stronger., In the longer rum, the
improved linksges to Aramy planning, especially long-range planning,
should strengthen all partes of the program. Total etudy program eval-
uation related directly to the study program's better defined purpose
will provide constructive feedback, further strengthen the program, and
add substance to the Army's reporting of study activity to higher authority.
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DCDR
DCSLOG
DC30PS

GLOSSARY

Army Audit Agency
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Chief of Staff, Army
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MANAGING THE ARMY STUDY PROGRAM FOR EFFECTIVENESS

I. INTRODUCTION

1. Problem,
a. The given task was to,...

Ascertain those [management for OR/S&A] func-
tions best performed at the Secretariat/HQDA level
and the organizational structure to support them.

b. The team restated the task as a question....

What strategy, policies, and organization at
Secretariat/HQDA level are appropriate for manage-
ment of OR/S&A resources to ensure that the same
(or lower) level of resources does a better job
Arny wide?

2, Product,

a, PFrom among many alternatives, the team set out to develop
a management and ovganizational concept including:

; (1) A management structure showing location and spaces for
§ the structure (but without recommendation of specific current spaces
: or individuals from which to fill the new spsces).

! (2) An organizational purpose clearly stated in terus of
' nise¢ions, roles, and critical functione,

(3) An implementing and operating concept in terms of
prioritized tasks,

b, This paper includes a frank appraisal of the strengths and
veaknesses of all alternatives, inciuding the one finally recommended.

3. Scope and Organization of Paper.

a, The Matn Paper 1s limited to the mainstream analysis and
development leading to the recommended approach to OR/SEA management.
Several tabs support this development in greater detail.
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b, Tab A explains the team's approach to management analysis,
In this sense it parallels the Main Paper in leading to a proposal for
OR/S&A management, However, it goes beyond the Main Paper to identify

all management alternatives considered with their strengths and weak-

nesses, Then as a check, it adds a comparison of the desirable features

of alternatives against the background of unsuccessful precedents,

c. Tab B presents an assesament of the responsibilities, fune-

tions, and roles of current Secretariat/HQDA OR/S&A-related elements,
Actual execution roles are compared with assigned responsibilities,

The

tab includes an estimate of possible sources of spaces to fill management

requirements.

d. Tab C considers the ODUSA(OR) beyond its OR/SSA managerial
aspects. At the request of the DUSA(OR) himself, the team gave a wider,
extra hard look at this office. That special assessment is reported in

Tab C.

e. Tab D is a catchall. It collects a variety of comments,
bits of philosophy, and special topics that lie off the mainstream of
analysis but seem worthy of consideration as relevant fringe items.

f. Tab E lists the main sources of printed material used in

this analysis, The tab does not include other numerous sources, includ-

ing individuals, that contributed.
II. BACKGROUND

4. Army Expectations of OR/SSA,

a, The Army is a major decisionmsker and expends vast resources
ag an outcome of decisions. In peacetime, the focus is on the expendityre

of money. In wartime, the expenditures include loss of lives. The

Army's peacetime and wartime decisions have results and implications for

the natlon and the world. Given the probable coantinued squeeze on
resources, decisionmaking is tougher than ever. Can OR/S&A help?

b. In broadest terms, DA performs four major functions,
(1) Setting objectives (scrategy).

(2) Acquiring and allocating resources.

F-2




,
W TR e 2 R RN

2

-

n .
o 5 il ffio
RO A e S R S

s o
R

ydos

AT

R e R R TR B
e i G T G 0. s 0118

(3) Building forces,
(4) Operating forces.

c. Questions, issues, and problems tend to arise during DA's
performance of these functions, OR/S&A exists to underpin decisions as
needed. Thus, OR/S&A must be integrated into the decisionmaking process.
It is the responsibility of the decisionmakers and of OR/S&A to ensure
that OR/S&A activities are in phase and at the right level. The Army
seeks to maintain OR/S&A resources within the Staff and in separate S&A
agencies to support its decisionmaking with responsive, fresh, high-
quality, and usable information and recommendations.

d. It is reasonable for the Army to expect OR/S&A activity to
be directed at questions of Army resource use and at priority issues,
It is also reasonable for the Army to expect OR/S&A resources to be
directed at the performance of tasks which are beyond the capability of
other staff. It is reasonable to expect OR/S&A activity to be linked to
the decisionmaking process in peacetime and wartime. And, it is reason-
able to expect balanced contribution from analysts of many disciplines
both hard and soft. The products of OR/S&A must "bhlend" constructively
with military and managerial judgments, OR/S&A must not suffer the pre-
tense or the apgearance of being or becoming the decisionmaker,

e, There seems to be a tendency for the rest of the Army to pay
attention to the study program only to the extent of the direct cost of
that program. Attention should be based on a comparison of study cost
and study impact., Admittedly some studies have little impact, But,
some single study may impact an Army decision involving millions or
billions of dollars, perhaps to save money, perha,s to make better use
of money spent. Although a few good studies may more than pay for the
entire study program and often do, the Army should strive to exploit

study resources more productively and draw full potential from those
teaources,

S, TASS Daefinition.

a. The Army Study Syetem (TASS) includes only those activities
8o defined by AR 5-5, Attempts have been made over the years to narrow
ot broaden the definition, Practical definition is complicsted by varied
guidance, by tendencies to protect institutional territories and pre-
rogatives, by funding requiremwents, and by the rivalrics among different
kinds of "analysts." Efforts to preserve distinctions between research
and study, between "hard" and "soft," or between study-like and etaff-
like have always left gape and ambiguitics. Whatever the categories,
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some activities and resources fall "in between." Even what an indivi-

dual does may vary from one category to another or fall between,

b. The task team feels strongly that there is a larger class
of resources and activities that must be brought within a common or
joint framework. (The definition of the OR/S&A universe is the respon-
s8ibility of another task team, But their best definition now should be
subject to review from time to time.) This task team assumes that the
accepted definition will be much broader than AR 5-5's terms. At this
time the task team favors, from among known attempts, the definition
propogsed by Lester, Dunn, and Gripkey in their undated, unpublished
paper, "Review of Army Study Definition and Management." A positive
auggestion is to generalize in such a way that no curreat activity or
resource loses identity, is absorbed, or disappeara. Study 18 no more a
subset of research than is research a subset of study. Similarly,
neither "soft" nor "hard" is an sbsorbable subset of the other,

c. Whatever the "real" OR/S&A and related universe (possibly
renamed), that universe can be sliced/categorized in many ways: verti-
cally, horizontally, functionally, methodologically, and so on. But,
finally that entire universe must be managed with the focus on the pur~
pose of the system, not on the incidentsal internal categories. As always,
the means should not overwhelm the ends, And although exact definition
muet strongly influence the details of program management, there are
zmany needed management features that transcend study categorization.

d. As noted before, the system 18 to support Army decision-
making, Those decisions focua on the acquisition and allocation of
resources (money, manpower, materiel) and the employment of those
resourced, The "systew' muat be supportive of theae via correaponding
linkages to PPBS, In general, the principal players apply somewhat
different perspectives. HQDA manages from & more strategic, longer term
viewpoint. The MACOMs manage from operational, shorter range viewpointe.
Both levels feed into and receive frow PPBS, The different end some-
times conflicting viewpoints are supposed to be reconciled within the
PPBS framework. Reconciliation is here a synonyn for tough decision-
rmaking. An effactive TASS alao draws from and feecde the reconcilistion
process, The TASS exauines and sometimes generates alteornatives, perhaps
to the point of recommending some over others. In doing so, the TASS
is supportive of but not a substitute for Army decisionmaking. The dis-
tinction may be delicate but must be preserved. The historical record
suggests that over-eager analysts have on occasion overetepped the line.
Perhape worse, at times OR/S&A has not been used effectively in making
key deciaions--and the resulte have been disastrous for the Army.
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e, FPigure 1 sumpsrizes these broad relationships among Army
functional responsibilities, differing managerial perspectives, and
required linkages with PPBS and to a supportive TASP. The important
roles of "lasue/study requirements identifiers" are partially filled
now by direct links for programing and budgeting to high levels at DA
Staff and the MACOMs, What is lacking is a nearly equal player corres-
ponding to Army planning and the longer term strategic viewpoint. That
player should be invelved in study program management and possess the
rank/grade to have appropriate impact inside and outside the study com-
munity. It is notable that, if necessary study management functions are
spread across Secretariat/HQDA, no single study program management cell

will be large enough to make it acceptable for or to high-rank director-
ship,

6. Assessment of OR/S&A Management Today.

a. The team's assessment of OR/S&A wanagement today is based
on two approaches, The first approach starts with the notions of manage~
ment functions and system purpose., It assessea strengths and weaknesses
from this idealized, impersonal viewpeint, The other approach begine
from all-source criticisems of the studies and analysis system, By
blending the theoretical and practical, the team sought to develop a
gound, balanced asseasment.

b. Figure 2 liste some of the chargfee and challenges~-some old,
some new-~gome from outsiders, some from insiders. Whether outwardly
wore managerially or more technically elsnted, zll are properly topics
for consideration under "OR/S&A managevent.”

¢. By ita own admission, the Aruy cannot account quickly,
accurately, and comprehensively to ocutside authorities about study-like
activities. And outsiders confeass to puizlement at what the Army includea
and excludes as “etudies.”

d. Corrently, the study program is undefined beyond 2 years.
And too much of the prograw is vague within that 2 years. Even with
allowance for the differences between times of decfsion and tiwes of
effect, the shortness of the study program's own planning seems too
shortsighted, To be sure, there is much for the study progrem to do on
short notice and with stiort focus. As wmany reviews of the study procese
have argued before, “What the study procese does, it does fairly well
with relatively little duplication and repetition." The usual concern
is that what is done be done better., Often migsed 1s the probably wore
important point that there are mattera that should be addressed but are
left untouched by the program. Some Army functions do not get enough
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OR/S&A CRITICISMS/SYMI;__’%‘OMS W]é’l‘li MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS
gure

.+ Too much of OR/SSA 1s "toa far off line! relative to the key Avmy
decision processec,

. Too uuch of OR/SSA resources is devoted to untimely responsc to
relatively unimportant questions, issues, and problems,

. Interfunctional problems do not receive e¢nough attention,

. Quantitative and qualitative specialiers do not have sufficient
respect for gach other'a capabjlitiesa and contributions to bring
the beat of both to bear on problems requiring the efforss of
both., Not erough interdisciplinary approach.

223 A BRACAS U EFNNRS ol S vt o
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+ The focus of OR is too often too narrow,

J . o 5 < Of analysts have a natural carecr stream in studies and saalycis.
d : Hovever, other disciplines vun the riak of becoming outcaste from
the mainatrean of carecr advancement. Enginegrs are a case in
point; thelr comaltaent Lo H8A pakes it hard for them to retuwn

- to conventiunal sugineering. They slis often ace thair advancs-
meut in the OR/SSA community limiced by duminance by OR aaslysta.

« A lerger fraction ef the Army etudy program should be ident{fiabdla
k- ] ) farther in advance. The apticipdticn of qu&a:ione. {ssuea, and
L L . n probleas should be mueh betrer,

. 08D, tongrese, and othare are malinforned sbout Acwy OR/SEA,

ony AT T

+ Study and snalyads produtte teo often resais ubused sed tos
quickly becoss Seegutten. .

+ Yoo waay studias simply toget fusthay scudy,

’

i ot o

« The quality of sdalyota should do highes.
» the §a§k£tg of aendy produirns should be higher.
I « The qualiey of prududing stedise should bhe lawr. '

+ Hethody wnd wndely shoudd by wuﬂ émmtem *
« Tha OR/S&k m&:&mzb dussd aot allovace svouph eifert ta devoloping
new evidence (Sate). Bhdle olaindop openceoxs awd objecsiviey, ¢
bages wore oif Faivh than zeidenve N_ tou often telice ou old data
or vo daty st all, 5

« Past efforte to sahage OR/SES asoiviay hade appliay 90 navww 2

C-detinttion of etudfes apd snalyess. Tw @&ﬁnﬂ Nn\ aews: PR
. .. of the standard Functiohe of sacsgessns.

» the chartevs of hiph-level dodfor centralises i‘&f'&*«\ ‘M\m\sa\\\\n
-eleatnts have buen too narese vith regard to mansgesend Sutotiaen
and too Iiherel ta fetuisg Mmanagera® become study dodea.  Sodd
of these managers also vieved thwtdelves a9 much wore then atud)

. adoagers. They Iried and often d1d extend thelr roles too far
into declufonnaking on the quusticfis, lusues, end prodless they
vare sujtocsd to v with an saslyst's dotechaent.

« The OR7S6A csew{mity tn toc willing to claim 1t has the vhere-

vithal to sddress questiona, imsuvs, and problews in arcas for
which i eppropslete sethods or 1olovant data exiet.
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attention, Difficult questions about the relaticn among functions
{interfunctional issues) are often leit unaddressed and unamawered.

And, too much of OR/SSA effort seems to be absorbed in looking at issues
in the too short time frame.

e. The task team perceives several requiremsuts,

(1) There are neada for more control, monitsying, account-
ing, and policy-setting of the study program, There ig aiso tha need
for fuller dissemination sud exchange of i{nfopmation about the study
program--certainly to OS2 and Cengreas but also withiu the Army itself,
The task team considers that all tihese requiremsnts can be xet eaeily
and quickly and then on a continuing basis, There wiil be sowme grief in
admitting to some inmefficiencies and shorgsightedness. but program
cradibility should improve quickly with vesl Bbenelit to the Army,

{2} There is 8 large, sore complex requiremant., The study
program must be glven & longer focuws, It sust be lioked much hetter ve
tha Avmy's long-raoge plamning for both peacetime and wavrtimy procesaes,
Tt «dll take lenger to satisly this sequirewaat--psartly becsuse 1t is
difficnit ta trsualsts given Janger-tere ohfsctives inte an OR/NGA pro-
gran, but partly too becsuge the Avay'e longer torm objectives wust be
better daveloped sud stated.  The payedf in seating rhis roquirvement g
w0t slmply greaver OR/S&4 coodibilicy, but smoh grester centvibution o
tha Avmy.  If ORJS&A dows achdeve & qualicy, louger tange focus, ome
result should by 8 veduesd rﬁﬁﬂi&ﬂﬁﬁﬁk foy ﬁkf&&ﬁ Lo augege Lo uaplenced,
sxpedient studias M

£, ﬁﬁﬂ? of the thaswetiodd and gv&§t§&&¢ aspaare of assossment
S together da s avalyadas of the respaaeibilivies, functions, and
voles of surpend Sscrotarias OB (R/SaAerelatad slossntsy  This pset of
the susansnset appasry o Tab B of thie papor.  Thovs b primavy sseigned
coasponsibilivian have been dollostad fren oorrespundieg orders, regoula«
tiong, and sissfon statonents.  Sovw racent sutdlder eviticisns of the
study provess are sotyd. The tean's een cospariesy of respsaeibiiivy
versw exatution 18 descdfbsd Tor soch alenmat. &ad Saelly, s eutioate
Lo glvan of whity spaces Bar Do wade svalladle for dedicated asnagesang
functiome. The theuet of tha tab iz that puvsly sdadnisvrative sspacka
Soes o de rodeiving sore sot bHotter astansion than are the mora feorwards
loohing st wore dlrsctive funcilons, The QDUSAMOR) fo tdentifiad as an
oleswat with droad sumogemant vesponsibiliey and spparantly spesial
Hoense, However, the SOUSA(OR) hee se wany other obligations thnt phe
affice casavt do everyihiing askad of i,
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g. The task team was encoursged to give sn extra hard look at
the ODUSA{OR} by the chairman of this "Review of Army Analysis,” the
DUSA(OR) himself, The look waa to extend beyond the veam’s main foeus
on study managenent, The apecial license wae accepted with both religh
and trepidation--certsinly by the. team and maybe by the DUSA(OR)., Never-
thelesa, the team has subjected the ODUSA(OR) teo special assessment as
veported in Tab C, "Specisl Topic~-Past, Present, and Future of OBUSA(OR)."

_ h. In summacy, the team's nat asseaswont cof the requirements
- and egpabilities by management function revealed current weaknesses in ,

planning, exscuting {directing and comtrelling), sad eveluating the OR/S&A
program. These weaknesses are seriocus enough to require correction. Some
progras management functions have been given too little attention in the
past, perhaps partiy in the bope that “coordinating would do 1: all,
Some functiane have beew gplit amomg several Secretarioct/H(BA elements,
leaving unresolved ambiguities. Fary of the difficulty bas been inherent -
in the application of a toe narrow defivftion of etudies or study-like
ectivitien. Perhaps worst, some elements heve had their responsibilities
miwed between study progras management and sonduct of individual studies
‘and special analyses. Planaing of the atudy program has not been linked
closely enough to Arny ohjsctives and lopger range planning--leading some-
tizps to countercharges of luck of OR/S&A vaeponsivenses eud lack of
axscutive lsterest, Individual study evalysrion was sometimes confused
wich total peogesn svsligation, And some attempts at program evaluation
seam to have tosk aight of the purpoese of the programe~support to Arsy
decdvionnakiag proceutea. Soae changes have been wada recently to correct
some specific faults. The team, however, geuses that these will prove
Insnfficlent, For exampls, a ner offort to involve senfor Army tunagesent
3o Stwdy Planadng Gufdsnce resaing too paesive; lovolveseut comes too wuch
atter the fact; &t 4o epill too wmsch from "buettom up,” not "top down."

$17. TRS NANAGEMENT JOB

7. General.

s. The foregoing scaffone have wet the stage for identifying
thone sanagewent functiona which wust be perforwed to sake the study
_system effective ard then keep {t effsective. In particular, the challengs
ig €o atvengthen planning, exscution, and evalvation of the etudy program.
«aong the apecific goals of stresgthened menagewent are:

{1); Belter and more operable definition of studies and

-

analysis,
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(2) Assurance of quality products.
(3) Assurance of use of products.
(4) Assurance of efficient use of OR/S&A resources.

: (5) Extension of time frame of OR/S&A planning in terms of
subjeccs to be addressed and the nature of OR/S8&A resources to be available,

(6) Removal of the "ofF-1ine'" stigma. Press for greater
OR/S&A access to "on-line" decision processes,

(7) Provision of sense of direction and priorities to OR/S&A
program and participants,

(8) Portrayal of sense of common divection and priorities to
0sp, OMB, and Cong. -ss,

(:*) Assurance that quantitatively and qualitatively skilled
members of OR:!J&A community all participate and cooperate. Assure that all
feel that they are equal partners, equal players.

b. The rest of this section presents program development (plan-
ning), execution (direction and control), and evaluation, in turn. Con-
cepts are stated and explained. The discusalon at this stage does not in-
volve the opecific organization and structure for management proposed in the
next section. The intent here is tlhiat any scceptable management etruc-
ture wuat perform all of the management job as outlined. Here it 1is
failr to note that, although the team could accept some variation to the
organizaticn, structure, leadership, an: location of its final "best"
proposal, the team cannot give any ground at all on the nature of the
management job to be performed. Im the meantime, the as-yet~-to-be-
revealed organization is referred to here sitply as a '"mancgement cell"
without prejudice to a final unicellular or multicallular proposal.

c. The management cell must combine strong managerial and tech-
nical skills, The mix might lie in the range 60-40 percent to 40-60
percent, Often the cell will b.: required to make decisionc about the
study program based on the technical wmerits of questions, isguen, and
problems raised and of the capab’lities of study and analysis vesaurces.
The cell might have to face questions As follows:

(1) Can OR/S&A contribute to the decisionmaking . yracasa hy
addressing specific question, issue, or problem?
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(2) Whac

degree of approximation is needed?

(3) What degree of approximation is achievable:

(a)
()
(c)
(d)
(e)

¢{ new data?

(4) What
studies?

(5) What
studiea? To an entire

(6) What
To teams of analyats?

(7) What
(a)
(b)

(£)
{8) What

For different levels and durations of effort?
Using existing skills, methods, and data?
With development of individual skills?

With development of improved or new methods?

With generation, collection, and interpretation
standards are applicablc to quality of indi-idual
standards are applicable to fami‘ies of related

study program?

atandards are applicable to individual analysts?
To entire egencieg?

balance is appropriate in coming yesrs among!
Individual analysts?

Teams?

Agencies?

Methoda?

Models?

Data?

level of resource commitment ia appropriate (in

an era of diminishing resources) to achieve the above?

d. More often than not the cell vhould be able to settle such

matters quickly on its
wisdom. The cell tust

own, But obvicusly no tell will poseess infinite
have authority to couvene special comittees or

F-1
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teams to advise on especially difficult matters. Although some such
matters may be permanently resolved by policy or procedure, the cell
will frequently have to make real-time, one-time decisions based on
technical merits,

8. Program Development,

4 a. Tiue study program is to be supportive of Army decision~
. - o making. The products of the study program are to be timely and usable.
L Given che breadth and depth of DA functional responsibilities, the study
_ é program must generally provide equal breadth and depth, The development
ﬁ of that prugram requires the best efforts of many Army elements.

% b. A proposed Army study program development process is sketched

:f§~’§ in Figure 3. Figure 3 contains no "time axis." However, the intent is
P that the study program be tied closely to Army objeciives and long-range

R planning. The quality of the study program can be no greater than the

3 3 quality of Army objectivea and planning.

c. A number of HQDA elements and committeesa surfaced as‘possible
contributors to Army objectives and planning. The task team by considera-
tion of governing regulations and phone contact with some participants
reviewed actual contributions, This survey is summarized in Figure A-2
of Tab A, There is some risk that this proposed link to Army objectives
and planning may have to be supplemented in some way. One possible
supplement (admittedly beyond the given scope of this task) is offered
for consideration in paragraph 3 of Tab D,

9, Program Bxecution.

a, Program execution includea the managament functions of
divaction and control applied primarily to the total study program with
intervention below that level only on an exception basia. Here "execute"
weans "execute the prograw,” not "do studies,"

b. The subfunctions to be performed as part of program execution
arei '

(1) Setting policy.

%T (2) Prograu and budget comtrol,

3

(3) Reporting to higher asuthority,

TR

~ 1 PO
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(4) Tasking high-priority DA-level igsues and efforte.
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¢. The subfunctions are considered in turn in the following
paragraphs, Ypecial attention is given to clarify the license and
limitations on program and budget control by a high-level cell within/over
what 1s still mostly a decentralized community of study-performing
resources and first~line and middle management, Admittedly the descrip-
tion is largely conceptual, The development of exact procedures must be
an early task of any new management cell,

(1) Setting policy. Policy must be developed for admin-
istering the study system and assuring quality performance. The cell
must assure system compliance with 0SD and Congressional requirements on
the one hand, while influencing development and application of methods
on the other. The Intent is that as little policy be developed as
necessary. Over time, compliance is to be reviewed by the cell, If
more policy is need, more {s to be developed. If policy alone proves
insufficient, the cell then must develop procedures. On a continuing
basis, the cell will have to judge policy and procedural overkill and
underkill., This is difficult, of course. But given the cell's other
requirements and responsibilities, the cell should acquire sufficient
information to make timely judgments. Although everyone would like to
settle on a perfect definition of "study" once and for all, it is to be
expected that study definition will have to be given continued attention;
good definition is one of the more critical policy issues for which the
cell must be responsible,

(2) Program and budget control.

(a) It ia suggested that the study program be given
program element(s) status. The intent is not that all the study "program"
be collected into a single program/appropriation. However, it is intended
that study activity corresponding to an existing major progranm be given
separate prograum element status within that program, perhaps two or more
elenents within some program. Hence, the study program would be spread
over many separate program clements, Each such element would account
only for atudy activity, but no one element would imclude all study
activity,

(b) Study program elements provide the basis for
developing a cost benefits perspective of study activity, Simultaneously
they permit focus--not just on studies--but on corresponding parent pro-
grams and fit better into zero-%insed budgeting practices,

(c) The program elements approach certainly increases

visibility of study activity, This visibility is demanded by 08D and
Congrees. Admittedly such visibility makes weak parts of the etudy
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1 SELCOM and committees establish long-range Army goals and critical
objectives. S&A Management Cell supports process by providing feed-
back on how adequately related issues are addressed by the study
program. (See evaluation comcept in Figure 5.)

2 85A Mansgement Cell translates SELCOM guidancs into goals, ochjectives,
and critical tasks for the Army Study Program.

3  S&A Management Cell through PAED includes Army Study Program Guidance
in APPGM, Critical high-priority studies are specifically tasked
through proponent etaff agencles. - Remainder of guidance has a major
impact on DA Staff and a lesser impact on MACOMs because the focus of
their respective programs shifts from strategic to operational
questions.

4 Proponent staffs and MACOM commanders assisted by study program
managers develop remaining study guldance into appropriate iesues,
questions, or problems and programs study reaources, B5&A Management
Cell affecta this process through policy and, if necessary, proce~
dures to ensure proposed studies service priority iasues.

5 MACOMs present study program proposals with COBE. Cost and subject
are identifiable within program elemeat, (Study programs would also
be included in PARR.)

6 DA-level program directors and appropriation directors integrate
MACOM and DA-level study programs., SkA Management Cell and PAED
working together emsure the planning and programing guidance were
met and that Army S&A resources are logically applied to critical
aress. Bffort redirection is accomplished through prograa or budget
decision.

7 Secretariat roview, as needed, is possible through the progrea
elenent window used by S&A Management Cell/PAED,

8 Appropriste level Aray FOAs and contracts do ths atudies.

a/ Vesdback from evalustion activities at all levels must imnact
this process with each iteration, (See Figure 5.)

b/ For emphasis, the DAS should be designated the Army Study Program
Manager with the S&A Managemont Call as executive agent, Similarly the
deputy of each HQDA Staff element aud the deputy HACOM commanders siould
ba designated as the POC for their respective subprograms using their
study program managsis as executive agents.
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program highly vulnerable, but deservedly so. The visibility is needed
by the OR/S&A management cell for 1t to exercise its program and budget
control and to make program developers conscious of where and why they
commit resources. Although the cell is not to approve/disapprove
individual studies within MACOM study programs, the cell would exercise
broad study budget authority, The cell would make yearly adjustments
to study funding reflective of changing study needs and of past and
projected study benefita,

(d) A management cell's autherity over MACOM and
agency study programs may, at first, seem paradoxical., MACOMs and
agencies, on the one hand, retain considerable control over their
programs, (Most S&A resources remain decentralized.) On the other hand,
the HQDA management cell controls funding on the basis of total study
program objectives and plans, and of the known performance of existing
OR/S&A rescurces. In general the cell does not approve/disapprove
individual MACOM and agency studies, The cell is intended to discipline
program development through policy. The cell can direct a limited amount
of study activity to respund to critical Army issues. It 1s always in
the position of providing “guidance." The cell's program evaluation
activities, in part, are to assure that MACOM programs logically relate
to Army and MACOM goals. If evaluation reveals shortfalls, the cell
has authority to redirect offending partas of a MACOM study program. The
cell will not be doing its job if it does not "aqueeze" nonperformers
or substandard performers. The cell i@ just as responsible for sensing
program underlap as it is for detecting overlap. Critical underlap is
to be met by the cell's program and budget decision to redirect resources
devoted to less ilmportant (in the total Army sense) issues.

(e) The cell then does have equally powerful ways to
encourage and reward responsive, efficient study performance aund to
discourage and penalize weak performance. The cell does have "carrot
and stick” powers over MACOM agency study programs. The current "systea"
pernits free and easy approval of programe (nearly automatic carrots),
but only nit-picking harassment as the counterforce (twigs instead of
sticks).

(f) Through its analyst career advisory role, the cell
should be perceived as giving the first real integrative focus to the
broad spectrum of "analysts." Designation of the top civilian poeition
in the cell as "Senior Analysts of the Army" should alaso give more
individuals the desired sense of belonging. To the extent that this
image can be formed in the minds of enough individuals, they will also
develop reinforcing group, agency, and MACOM attitudes.
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d. Reporting to higher authority. The management cell is to
be the focus point for all study program matters reported to OSD, OMB,
and Congress. To the degree that a droader, more workable definition of
"study" is developed and that the study community abides by policy,
reporting to higher authority should become more routine with time,
Indeed, to the extent the study community cooperates (recall that the
cell is to be given the means to assure cooperation) in following program
and guidance, the study program will develop a stronger sense of common,
balanced direction., Admittedly the accounting of more broadly defined
study activity implies a larger accounting job. But here too, the cell's
power to set policy and develop procedures as necessary and to control
program and budget will help make the physical accounting chore more
efficient.,

e. Tasking high-priority DA-level issues and efforts. It {is
assumed that most OR/S&A resources will continue to be devoted to
functional matters. Hence, most effort will continue to reflect the
functional responsibilities of separate MACOMs and agencies, To the
extent that MACOM and agency atudy programs veflect the corresponding
responsibilities, the wanagement cell need not intervene, However, the
cell will intervene to assure that resources are committed to high-
priority DA-level issues and efforts that otherwise would drop through
"{interfunctional cracks," The cell will have tasking authority for such
iseues, However, it 1s foreseen that MACOMa and agencies would rarely
be obligated to commit more than 10-15 percent of the resources via
such tasking. The percentage is senaitive to whether some central
study performing agency is created and to the degree to which OR/S&A
resources remain decentralized,

10, Program Evaluation. A major responeibility of the management
cell is to assure conatructive program evaluation, Overall evaluation,
of course, extends from total program down to individual atudies and up
" again. The management cell must assure that all kinds of evaluation occur.
However, the cell's role ranges from active to passive as suggested
in Figure 4. BEvaluation must occur at every level within the S&A
community. For “he MACOMa this ia accomplished actively through the
Command's IGs and Study Program Managers. The Secretariat/HQDA OR/S&A
wanagement cell is passively involved at this level through monitorahip
of reports. At the DA Staff level the cell is actively responeible for
"total program evaluation." Individual studies are evaluated at this
level only on a priority, case-by~case basis, This concept for study
program evaluation is outlined at greater length in Figure 5.
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MANAGEMENT CELL'S ROLE IN EVALUATION

Cell's
Type
Involvement Evaluation Level
Active Total Study Program
Program Element Support
Agency
Passive Individual Study (except

priority isaue)

Pigure 4

11. Reminder of What the Cell Is Not, Some may find loopholes in
the preceding description of what the HQDA OR/S&A management cell is to do.
The description of what is to be done may seem to leave too much voom for
the cell to do unintended things. This paragraph helps close the loopholes
by noting what the cell is not to do,

a. The cell does nct set Army planning objectives.
b. The cell doea not perform studies.
¢. The cell does not routinely cvitique individual atudies.

d. The cell does nat provide members/chbservers to sit on
every SAG,

e, The cell does not usurp DA Staff or MACOMs on the uge of
their OR/S&A aseets beyond directing that some emall fraction of assets
be committed to special, high-priority queetions, issues, and problems
unless program evaluation reveals irrelevant or substandard study
performance,
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IV. RECOMMENDATION

12, Proposed Organization and Structure, This section consists of
three major subsections, The first outlinea an organization designed to
fulfill the management job specified in the preceding section, The secound
subsection proposes a minimum assignment of spaces to the organization
design; it completes the cell's structure, The last subsection notes
probable points of contention about the proposal, The proposed organiza-
tion and structure reflect the task team's effort to devise a practical
compromise management approach. The team does not claim that the proposal
would produce perfection after implementation, However, the team believes
implementation of the proposal would lead to large, needed improvements in
all the critical areas identified in the foregoing sections. The proposed
organization was not the only one considered. Alternatives were also
exanined. Thelr strengths and weaknesses are discuassed in Tab A, One
of the alternatives, the status quo, was further assessed as reported in
Tab Bo

13. Organizational Outline to Match 'Management Job," Figure 6
serves as a bridge between the preceding esection on the management job
and the key part of this section on structure snd ataffing of a proposed
management cell. The top of Figure 6 reminds ue that the function of orga-
nizing and staffing of the largely decentrvalized OR/SSA universe remains
essentially the same. Planning, execution, and evaluation do come down
as functions to be performed by the cell, These three functions suggeat
three elements for the proposed cell, the Army Study Prograw Planning and
Administration Office (ASPPAO). [A best name for the cell may depend on
the finally adopted definition of "atudy."] Subfunctione are identified
for each major function, all correaponding to those introduced in the
preceding section. The planning oy program development function must be
linked to the settera of Army objectives and long~range plamners. Within
the cell, the external issues, questions, and problems are translated
into Army Study Program Guidance, Program execution includes the setting
of policy on study program matters, program and budget control, reporting
upwards, and the tasking of special studies. Program evaluation 1s left
partially suspended to suggest the proposal that the management cell can
and should obtain needed evaluation assietance of AAA, MACOM IGs, and
probably others. Thus, actual evaluation activity lies partly juside and
partly outside the cell, However, the cell is intended to have full
responsibility for assuring that program evaluaticn is performed and the
results of that evaluation fed into the other management functions as
needed.

e,

1
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CONCEPTUAL MATCH OF MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONS

TO ORGANIZATION OUTLINE
)7£!?u¢
| CLASSIC MOT wa  ORowize (DIRECT CONTROL
FUNCTIONS L b STAF BIECUTE =
CRITICAL MGT FUNCTIONS
e
: ‘ b ~
; PLANNING HAN BMECUTE” ' EVALUATE
ONG-TERN o MODELS & WETHODS - i
PROGRAN o CAREER DIVELOPMENT @ NOT EVALUATION
, @ CAREER DAVELOPAENT * =GF woNtbuAL
STUDIES
PROGRAN AND
BUDGET CONTROL
. TRANSUTE INTO  REPORT UPWARDS
v , .
- ouice (sm) e |
L ISSUES/EFORTS
. ARNY STUDY PROGRAM PLANNING
ANO ADMINISTRATION OFHCE ey
E. s — — — — —— o — - -
* “BUECUTE’ MEANS "BLECUTE THE PROSRAN',

NOT “DO STUDIES."

Figure 6
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14, Structural Spaces and Location.

a. Figure 7 presenta the structure and professional staffing
of the proposed ASPPAO), The ASPPAD is headed by a wilitary director
and civilian deputy. Both are required to possess exceptional managerial
and technical capabilities. Additionally, the Deputy's title is suggested
to be "Deputy and Senior Analyst of the Army." This special title is
intended to convey a notion of "analyst" in the very general sense with-
out special reference to a unique specialty, The civilian deputy is
intended to provide the continuity otherwise lost by frequent military
reassignment, It is recommended that the ASPPAC report directly to the
DAS. The task team feels that this is the lowest level consistent with
the cell's management job and with necessary interfaces inside and outside
the study community. (A "next best" location is raised in the next sub-
section, "Probable Points of Contention.")

b. The program development function is served by a major ASPPAO
element, a "Long-Range Program Development and Review Team." The most
logical division of vesponaibilities within that team 1is along lines
paralleling POM development vesponsibilities im DPASE,

¢. Programw exccution 18 the responaibility of a "Policy,
Programs, and Budget Team." The team includea a policy section with
separate team members respongible for policy (and procedure as necessary)
development for the study system in general and for assuring steady
foprovement in the quality of wmodels and methods development, application,
and docuwentation. A "Program and Budget Section" handles the probdably
very heavy administrative burden of coatrolling and tracking study activ-
ity from the prograwm perspective. The section compiles the resource
comnitment information detanded by 08D, OMB, aud Congress.

d. The Policy, Programa, and Budget Team includes a “"Career
Development Advisor." The advisor has several roles. One 18 to work
vith the program developars Co determine vhat kinds of “analyst skills"
will be needed in near and distant futures, Thie projection is to be
made available to specialist careey managers. Another role of the
advisor is to assure steps bo taken to make all analysts "belong" to an

ioportant single community as perceived in their own minds and ia the
winds of the rest of the Army.
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e. The program evaluation element 16 a small one of only two
spaces. The key here is to involve other readurces in program evaluation...
not just to reduce the burden on the team, but rather to bring other
appropriate attention and viewpoints to bear on the sfudy progrea.

P
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STRUCTURE--ASP PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION OFFICE
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OF THE ARMY 2
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f. The proposed management cell includes a two-person "Infor-
mation Support Team' at least temporarily, A 2-year charter is suggested.
The team is intended to assure that necessary software exists or 1is
developed to support the management cell, Such software includes inter-
faces to existing, usable systems, The total effort for which the team
becomes responsible depends on the adopted definition of “study" and
whether or not the study program itself is accorded program element (s)
status within PPRS, It 1s expected that other members of the team will
have sufficiently strong technical backgrounds to make effective use of
the Information Support Team, and vice versa.

g. The proposed cell contains a total of 18 professionals,
Review of current OR/SSA spaces at Secretariat/HQDA (reported in Tab B)
suggested that spaces can be drawn from several existing elements while
leaving sufficient study-performing spaces in place or for other appli-
cation. One premise is that better study program management will reduce
the need for Secretariat/HQDA analysts to resort to time-consuming micro-
management, A second premise 1s that the contribution of spaces from
several elements avoids the appearance or fact of capture of the ASPPAO
by an existing study element, The ASPPAO is to build on what is already
sound, but it deserves "fresh start" status.

15, Probable Points of Contention. The recommerded cell faces
many ohstacles to its implementation and operation.

a. Rank/grade of director. The cell may seem small to merit
a two-star director. (The recommended minimum strength of the cell is
18 gpaces.) The requivement for a senior director is not eimply a matter
of intarnal element size. The cell and hence its dirvector are expected
to interface directly with all levels inside and outside the study
community. The study community itself will counsist of from 2,000 to
5,000 persons depending on the finally selected definition of "gtudy."
The cell is to have broad budget authority over the community. But the
importance and responsibility of the cell 1s much greater than simply
the diract "cost" of the study community, The i{mpact of study activity,
by design, is sypportive of the full range of Army decisionmsking
iuvolving billious of dollars and hundreds of thousands of people.
Although few individual studies impact all Army resources directly, tha
total study program at any one time conrerns very much of the Army's
total resources in one wav or another,

b. Size of cell. The cell's vecommended strength of 18 spaces
is large in comparison to most current Secretariat/HQDA study-like
elements., And thuse current elements include many who are in the study-
doing businuss. People dedicated entirely to one or more study progran
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management functions are few in number now. And outside the study area,
many elements at Secretariat/HQDA are relatively small despite broad
responsibilities for large programs. Spaces are indeed a very scarce
resource at Secretariat and HQDA, Despite the obvious pressures for a
very small cell and the competition for spaces, the team felt it could not
go below the "bare bones" level as recommended. In fact, the team's con-
cern is that a much broader definition of "study program'" might increase
the management workload beyond the capabilities of the 18-man cell!
Recall that the cell is to have real management authority in pracgice,
not just theory. The cell will have wore responsibility over more
functions than has ever been practiced before. No "study.and analysis"
predecessor at Secretariat/HQDA has ever exercised this kind and degree
of study program management. Other elements have had small responsi-
bilities or authority or both. At best they focused on only part of the
management job, At worst they chose to give their attention ta "doing
studies" at the expense of letting too much of study program managemsnt
slida or drop through cracks, Study program management 18 a big job

with big payoff 1if the job is dome well,

c. Location of cell., The cell must be placed high enough to
have the visibility to assure that input to and output of the study
program involve key Army managers sud planners. It must also have the
clout to control what is atill a largely decentralized community, many
of whose members report to and are protected by senior commanders,. High
coequal location requires s coequal director; positions of that rank/
grade are hard to justify on eny basis, especiaslly if a space of equal
rank/grade must be given up elesewhere. The team felt that the cell should
report directly %o the DAS, That locgtion geemsd hest for visibilicy
and authority reasona. Admittedly, wmany people would percmive that loca-
tion as 4 threat to their own authority over study matiers. And to a
degree that is an intended perception. Also the creation of a ¢ell
reporting directly to the DAS might produce a epan of centrol strain on
the DAS., This is & real concern of the tesm and the srrongest reason for
the team's next bast recommendation of cell location within an existing
directorate under the DAS. (But as explained elsewhere {n this paper,
not within DPA&E.) Apart frow the reasons for high-level location
benefiting the Army internally, there is the practical point that high-
lavel location should help convince 08D and Congress that the Aray is
serious about making the best possible uase of its ntudy and analysis
resources., 1f the Army really wants to defend those resources, location
of the cell and the rank of its leader are measures cf both iantended aud
real clout,

16, Bottom Line, This recomsendation for study Progiad managesent
runs the risk of many earlier, equally well-intentioned efforts. fevaral
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times in recent years, people have met tc make recommendatious for
improvement of all or part of the study program. Many good ideas have
been surfaced and then beew ignored or weekened, if applied at all. Thie
paper, to the team's knowledge. recommends the broadest range of changes
focused directly on study program management. The recommended management
cell would have far-ranging responsibiliries for program management, This
peper has identified thase vesponeibilities and given the cell the raw
materials necessary. Early on the cell wouid have to develop detailed .
policies and procedures to assurs its own effectiveness in fulfiiling its
responsibiliitdies. The braadth and depth of the policies and procedures
to be developed end applied over time will depend on the definition of
"study" and on the outcomes of successive study program evaluationa, The
team believes that it is time for the Army t» adopt the entire management
call given tha powers of persuasion and compuision. The sad vecord of
the past should be gufficient to chow w that partial or haif-heartaed
approachas achieve iittle ar leas.
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TAB A
DEVELOFMENT AND ANALYSIS OF S&A MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

1. Purpose. This tab "ties up the loose ends" of the management
analysis presented in the Main Paper by:

8. Identifying the candidate organizational structures (both
existing and proposed) for performing the studies management job as out-
‘lined in Section III of Main Paper.

, b. Assessing the relative merits (pro and con) of the alterna-
tives.

c. Comparing the "selectable" alternative(s) against the back-
ground of previous failures,

.2, Approach, The S&4 management cell recommended in the Main Paper
is the resuit of a carefully developed, logical approach to management
analysis, ae outlined in Figure A-1.

& Step [--the development of a "syatems' perspective consists
of identifying and describing the studies system, its purpose, and whether
it meets that purpose. Necessary wmodifications are proposed which, in
consideration of resource constraints, are kept "reasonable."

b, Siep Il--the identification of the management job focuses on
-the process of management, The classic management functiosas (pianning,
organizing, staffing, directing, controliing, and evaluating) are
analyzed to determine those key management tasks which must be performed to:

(1) Make the system effective~-one of the first critical
objectives of implementation,

(2) Keep the syerem effective,

¢. With the process of management defined, Step III focuses on
the organizational structure to best perform the management job, Existing
organizations/elements are identified and considered; their capabilities
assessed; and where shortfalls exist, new organizational alternatives
are developed and analyzed. Before development of a final recommendationm,
past efforte at managing the otudies system are considered to avoid
fatal duplication of prior feilures.
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3. Discussion,

a, The three-step approach to management analysis outlined above
inherently structures the alternatives generation process, As opposed to
starting with a collection of structural possibilities which are then
analyzed, the three-step process focuses on the system to be managed and
the identification of the management job to be performed, followed by
the crystallization of a required (and realistic) management structure
to perform the job. The set of existing organizational elements 1is then
examined to determine those which are potentially suitable (i.e., can
be modified, either singly or in combination), When none can be modified
(or conversely, when such modification to accomplish the "new" management
job creates a void elsewhere), then new management structures are required.

b, The analysis presented in the Main Paper points to a
significant shortfall in centralized management of TASS at the Secre-
tariat/HQDA level, particularly in the areas of interface with the
decisionmaking procesas to support effactive study program development,
administration, and evaluation., To fill this gap, 8 new managemeat cell
has heen proposed. The following paragraphs highlight the shortcomings
of other suggested alternatives, and assess the relative merits of
various organizational positions for placement of the new structure.

4, Alternatives—-Management Structure Development, Draft ESC
Memorandum for Record of 18 August 1978 (subject: Recap of Meeting Between
DUSA(OR) and Acting Director, ESC) lists four organizational alternatives
for studies management,

a, Status quo: Study Management Office snd DUSA(OR) as
currently configured. ["Leave the syatem alone.")

b, HQDA organization left unchanged, but with a coordination
forum similar to the old ASAC/WASAC. ["Leave the structure alone, but
coordinate better.")

. ¢. Combination of existing HQDA 5&A management assets, with
DUSA(OR) left unchanged. ["Modify the HQDA structure, but don't touch
DUSA{OR)."]

d. Combination of existing HQDA 5&A management aseets to_include
DUSA(OR), ['"Modify the entire structure.")

e. During the course of the analysis, no additional alternatives
were discerned. The four stated above proved general enough to be "all-
inclusive."
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5, Assessment., In light of the management job developed in the
Main Paper, Alternative 4 (Modification of the Entire Secretariat/HQDA
S&A Structure) proved necessary because of signific:ut shortfalls in
the other three alternatives. These are outlined below.

a. Alternative 1., Status quo. Conclusion: [macceptable,
(1) At HQDA level, Study Management Offines
(a) Is grossly understaffed to periorm, even the

adninistrative functions required, let alone ihe easential program plan-
ning and evaluation functioms,

(b) 1Is organizationally misplaced to effectively
perform the program development, direction, and control functions.

(c) Has purview over unly a subset (AR 5-5) of the
studies universe,

(2) At the Secretariat level, DUSA(OR):

(a) Has the nececsary "muscle" to provide centralized
direction and control to the study piogram.

(b) But is:

1, Uunderataffed to both munage the study program
and provide analytic support to the Secratariat.

2. . Not mainstream to the decision process which
the studies system muut suplort.

b, Alternative 2. Cuirent organization with a coordination
forum similar to previou. AFAC/W$SAC. Conclusiont Unacceptable.

(1 Considerations are the same a8 those outlined for
Alternative l! but...

12) The unacceptabllity of Alternative 1 canunot be overcome
by a coordinitive body alone, especially an informal committee with no
permanent staff. In fact, as displayed in Figure 6 (Main Paper), the
management job entalls much more than coordination, It involves program
developument, adminis.rition, and evaluation, with the requisite muscle
to carry out these furctions.
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& ‘ ¢c. Alternative 3, Reorganization of HQDA S&A msnagement assets
b with Secretariat S&A assets left intact. Conclusion: workable, however...

3- | (1) As currently configured, the charter of DUSA(OR)
: duplicates that required to perform the S&A management job ,

(2) But as outlined above (Alternative 1), DUSA(OR):

: _ (a) 1Is not mainstream to the HQDA/MACOM decisionmaking
-73 process (rather, it operates at a more "overview" level of management),

X N (b) Performs more in an aralytic support role to the
3 4 Secretariat than as a manager of the study program.

(c) 1s not adequately staffed to both manage studies
and perform studies,

3 : Tabs B and C suggest that DUSA(OR) should be disestablished, and its
4 "manager" spaces transferred to the new ASPPAO, Analytic spaces in
§ - § support of the Secretariat should be transferred elsewhere in the

‘¢ Secretariat. This is in line with Alternative &, reorganization of the

;.- % entire Secretariat/HQDA S&A management structure.
3 E 6. Alternatives--Organizational Location Development. Like the

above discuassion of structure, location of the new ASPPAO must consider
the requirements of the management job, Given the requirements for
"teeth" and visibility, the role as study program integrator above the
functional staff, and the responsibiiity for interfacing directly with

the Army's strategic planning process, a "high" organizational position is
neceasitated., Alternatives considered included:

a8 e M TSR
AN N ”
e+ 131, o g o remares e Mo s 8o

. -15 a. Reporting directly to VCSA,

: b, DAS level, either

3

3 (1) Coequal with PAED, DM, DAA or...

-

3 {(2) As a subelement of one of these DAS components.

g 7. Assessment of Location. Within the alternatives vutlined in
;f 3 paragraph 6, the ASPPAO should be located at the lowest organigational
o ‘ level consistent with the requirementa for effective study progran manage-
?3“ 48 ment, It does not sesm necessary for tha ASPPAO to report directly to
k : R _ VCSA. Due to the required interface with Army strategic planning and
§h. % the PPBS, the ASPPAO should be located at DAS level as a coequal of
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DPASE., Although the ASPPAC should be aligned with DPA&E, 1t would be a
mistake to integrate the ASPPAQ into the DPA&E itself, There study
program management would almost certainly become lost in the programing
environment, The element would probably become captive to the short-fuse
analysis requirements associated with annual preparation of the POM. The
"next best' location of ASPPAQ is as an element of the Director of Army
Management. This "lower" location is probably feasible. It would main-
tain necessary separation from DPASE, thereby avoiding absorption inte
purely analysis-performing roles. The lower location, however, does
sacrifice both visibility and muscle. Although the staff of the Director
of Army Management already includes the Study Management Office, which
provides a precedent for some study management functions at that level,
the task team feels that the new ASPPAO should have & new, fresh start.

A new location avoids the appearance of capture of all management
functions by a single older management function.

8. Contributors to Setting Army Objectives and Planning. Candidates
possibly contributing to setting Army objectives and planning were sur-
veyed as part of the job of determining necessary study program linkages.
A summary of that informal survey is presented in Figure A-2, Ae noted
at several points elsewhere in this paper, linkage of the study program
to Army objectives and planning is critical to the program and the Army.
The titles of many elements suggest that the Army recognizes the impor-
tance of setting objectives and planning. The team's survey, though,
found that there is not much in a name. Those elements most involved are
not directly linked to the study program, Several other elements have
narrower foci (in terms of subjects and time) than their names firset
suggested to the task team, It is also troublesome that high-level
involvement in Study Planning Guidance seems liwited to passive approval.
Guidance seems to grow from the "bottom up,'" not from the "top down."

The kind and degree of linkage are not as healthy as they need be for

the Army to make the best use of ita study vesources. "Study responsive-
ness" and "executive disinterest" are dangerous countercharges; both
sides must do more to overcome these snd other obscacles to useful link-
age in both directions, It {8 noted eleewhere that the study comcunity
should not set Army objectives. However, the study community wmay be

able to help; though outaide the assigned task, a comment along these
lines ie offered in paragraph 3 of Tab D.
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9. The Final Chock--A Look at History. There ig nothing in recent
history to prove what will work for etudy program management. Rather,
history provides examples of what does not work, The team's reco-men-
dation does include many features {ncluded in past, leas than completely
successful efforts. In each case, the team considered features taken
together and has been careful to avoid past mistakes. The mistskes
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have been to accept toc narrow a definition of study, to confer some
power of persuasion with too little power compulsion, and to consider
too few of the functions of mansgement. Paragraph 2 of Tab D provdies
an only slightly exaggerated checklist of how not to manage a study
program. Precedent efforts have almoat all been liable to one or more
of tha errors of omission and commission listed in Figure D-1 of Tab D,
Uniike the former Cocrdinator of Army Studies, the ASPPAO would be much
stronger than a passive "coordinator." ASEPAO would have "teeth" and
dircctive uuthority over key DA-level study efforts, Unlike the current
SMO, the ASFPAC would be adequately staffed to handlz not only program
adminisiration dut also program develeopment sand evaluation. Nor would
ASPPAO become a "“doer®™ of scudles as wae the formey AVCSA or as the
ASPPAO itself would if it were attached to DPA&E. Some of the source
materials listed in Tab E recount some precedent efforts.

RAT - aiiaclten il Bk s ot

A

oo Ml -c-.“ L
A L g et

T oo S o e a«rku.-‘::}a:lv«ﬁﬂ‘:‘»‘-“nr\—;‘wﬁww:“\ﬂw s

phriadifhus

e 7 i

T T P TG

|
g
Y
|

F-34

M Ryl . .
LR T e e L




TAB B

ANALYSIS OF RESPONSIBILITIES, FUNCTIONS, AND
ROLES OF SECRETARIAT/HQDA OR/S&A-RELATED ELEMENTS

1. Introduction.

a. Purpose. This rab examines the responsibilities, functions,
and roles of key Secretarlat and stafi elements as pertains ro current
management of studies and analysis activities at HQDA and to irdicate
potential sources for staffing the proposed wanagement alternative.

b. Scope. Only study and analysis program/system management
functions are addressed. That is, roles, functions, and responsibilities
for TASS and TASP. Capability or capacity to actually do studies within
the Secretariat and staff is not addressed, except as it might influence
or impinge on the execution of wanagement functions.

¢, Objective. The objective of this tab is to summarize the
current organization for study progran/system management. The objective
is not to critique previous functioual apalysis} ie., the 1977 Funcrional
Working Group on Studius and Analysis veport which was part of the 1977
HQDA Staff Reduction Exercise. Nor is this tab intended to be the
analysis of function/responsibility dats acquired by questionnaire early
in this "Review of Aramy Analysis."

2. Primary Aasiguned Responsibilities. HUDA Gewneral Order No. 12,
AR 10~5, and AR 5-5 sssign respounsibilities for the Arty Study Progranm.
Various CSRe and midsion and function statements break out the wajor
assigned responsibilities into specific activities and acticws for the
respective TASS players. Key management reaponsibilities (as opposud ¢
procedural requiremants) are: o

4. DUSACOR): Per General Order No. 12, {s responsible fﬁf tug'
study program, program direction for OR/S&A anslysis activities, «»’
gulding the Military Officer OR education program. :

b. Director of the Army Staff: AR 10-5 spocifies that DAS
provide the principal adviser to the Chief of Staff on management of
Army studies and the coordinator for execution of the study prograa.

c. DCSOPS: Per AR 10-5, is responuible for developmen: and

coordination of the strategic studies progran and for fovce devalopment-
related models.
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d. AR 5-5 specifies responsibilities for all sgencies and
MACOMs in considerable detail, the great bulk of which are procedural.
In terms of TASS management, universal responsibilities include:

(1) Designation of agency/MACOM study coordiaators.
(2) Development of agency/MACOM atudy programs.

(3) Validation/justification of individual study need
(within agency/MACOM programs).

(4) Plan, program, and budget for agency/MACOM study program.

e. Study planning guidance is also introduced in AR 5-5, and
publishing responsibiiities are assigned. Responeibilitles for reviewing
certaia groupings or categories of studies are also assigned by AR 5-5
(L.e., ODCSOPS reviews all study proposale related to development, modi-
fication, or application of models in epecific areas; CULUSLOG reviews
all logistics~related studies).

f. Except for the three main players, ODUSA(OR), DACS(DM0), and

ODCSOPS (plus GDCSLOG in the logletice area), all other agencies and MACOMs

participate in the study system management through their designated study
coordinatovs. Thase ‘ndividuals perform primerily an advigory rele on
procedural and reporting requiremeats of the study systen.

3. Accompliching the Manapenent Functions, Studies in the recent
and distant past regarding the Army Study Systen have one thing i common:
each has found eseentially the same things wrong with the apstem, Host
recently, House Appropriations Committee and DUD reporis have reinforced
the need for more intensive management in the broadest sensa, Critical
weaknesses in the current TASS management ¢ited iuclude:

a. Study plenning and programing as avidenced by high numbeve
of unprogramed studies annually and weak justificaticn in terms of
critical problems to be addreased,

, b. Failure to couply with DOD directives and Army regulations
applicable to study programing and execution,

© . Less than adequate integration of ageacy/MACOM etudy programe
fato a purposeful singls study program. .

d. Inability to account fully for resourcea cotitted to the
study prograum.
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e, Inability to identify a consistent and complete set of activ-
ities which are to be managed by the study system,

f. Questionable effectiveness of study coordinators to accomplish
other than administrative functions.

4. Responsibility Versus Execution. AR 5-5 has practically been
under constant revision since 1974. The sssénce of the revisions has been
to specify opeiating procedures, mainly to control the data gathering and
reporting for individual studies and agency/MACOM study programs. Assign-
ment of basic responsibilities has not changed.

a. Per Gemeral Order No. 12, ODUSA(OR) is cleariy responsible
for the study program. In early paragraphs of that General Order,
responsibility is defined to mean the "exercise of direction ard super-
vigion over matters pertaining to the formulation, execution, and review
of policies, plans, and programs within their respective functional
areas, inuluding the establishment of objectives and appraisal of per-
formance.” For reasons best known to the DUSA(OR), exercise of this
responsibility has been imcomplete. In particular, the establishment of
objectives and plans and overall direction have been cursory. There is
a general agreement that study system management should be mainstream
to the decisionmaking processes that studles support. ODUSA{OR) iz not
maingtream to the PPB actions and decisicng which characterize the staff
side of the house. Thus the study program responsibilities of ODUSA{OR)
ate misplaced. Implications are discussed at Tab A and Tab C.

b, The Study Management UEflce, Management Directorats, OCSA,
has responsibilitiecs chat are almost exclusively administraiive. Executiun
of these respousibilities has lictle divect effect on program content or
on fundamcental geals, objectives, and policies. The Study Management Office
did net seek to expand its role into the classical managemont functions,
pogsibly reluctant to tresd on ODUSA(OR) terxitory.

c. There is no evidence to suggest that ODCSOPS responsibili-
ties in the strategic studies and models arca hae had any fnfluence on the
content, direction, or vresvurce balance of the overall study program.
Activity ia thesc arcas has wot produced the desired coheronce and focus
keyed to overall study program completeness and direction.

d. Study coordinators, by and large, are wainly responsive te
the administrative requirements of AR 5-5 and the Study Ma-agement Office.
They play @ relatively minor role in the overall study prigram management.
Within their own agencles/MACOMs, utudy coordinatora advir and assist
study sponsors. Harely do they play a significant role in establishing
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agency/MACOM study program content nor do they have the authority to make
decisions relative to program objectives, execution, aud resource alloca-
tion.

e. Study Planning Guidance is the glue which is supposed tc bind
the study system into an entity with purpose fc:ussed on critical Army
problems, The manner by which Study Planning Guidance is developed has
changed from year to year reflecting efforts to make the guidance more
effective in giving direction to the collective study programs, The
Study Management Office publishes the Study Planaing Guidance, Devel-
opment of the Study Planning Guidance is not prescribed in terms of
interfaces with the PPBS except in vague references to a hasis in the
POM. No one element is clearly responsible for formulation of the guid-
ance: ODUSA(OR), the Study Management Office, and the agencies/MACOMs
have all played lead roles in recent years. Interpretation of the ODUSA
(OR) responsibilities leads to the conclusion that study proyram planning
should originate thera. Unfortunately, ODUSA(OR) is not dire:tly linked
to the PPH process, actions, and decisions which characterize the Staff.
The SPG link to Army planning in a formal sense is missing.

A 5. Organization for TASS Management. The various offices involved
3 in TASS management are not, in general, set up only for executing manage-
= ment responsibilities. The only exception is the Study Manayement Office
'-.% within the Management Directorate. OQOthers often conduct studies and ful-
fill other analytic roles for thelr respective heads. Analytic resource
3 data (i.e., people count) acquired for this "Review of Army Analysis"
Tl tracked primarily study doers and did nct msp spaces to management directly.
N The proposal to bring together all TASS management except for study
9 coordinators in a single cell at HQDA level cau be supported by resources
¢-_§ "freed" in the consolidation,

a. Exact numbers can be debated. Recent counts by the Techni-
cal Advisors Office, ODCSOPS resulted in 26 analysts being attributed to
\ HODA--doerr of studies. Examination of crganizetion charts and data frowm

3 studies anc analysis questionnaires indicates that approximately 146
Ty spaces are pcrforming either an analysis function (in the context of
B the working definitlon for this review) or are involved, at lesast part-
time, in performing one or more of the management functions.

b. TFigure B-1 ashows the space3a which ave believed to be the
minimum base from which TASS management proposals can be staffed--with
i no increase in current manoower levels at HQDA. The "freed' spaces
3 indicate an estimate of those resources which currently are responsible
T for or are involved in some facet of study syatem management. For
rg example, all of the Study Management Office is freed since all of their
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current functinns are rolled up in the proposed cell. The cell would else
perform the ODCSOPS current management reaeponsibilitizs in the areas of
strategic studies, models, and career development. Similar rationale is
used for the other elements. (ODUSA(OR) is discuuosed at Tab C,) Acceptance
of the proposal to establish the S&A management cell will necessitate
decisions as to actual sources of gpaces. ESC has only identified

possible sources. The Director of Manageme.:t must make these decisivns.

It 48 not our intent to arbitrarily suggest cuts in strength--full
consideration must be given to legitimate functions of the various

candidate offices that are not related to study system managemeunt,

POSSIBLE SOURCES OF SPACES TO BUILD
OR/S&A MANAGEMENT CELZL

Analyst/
0ffice Mgt "Freed"
ODUSA (OR) 7 1
DACS (DMOQ) 3 3
QDCSOPS
Technical Advisory Office i 2
Army Initiatives Group 3 3
Strategy, Plans, Policy Div 7 1
ODCSRDA
\ Systems Review & Analysis Cfc 15 2
; OCA
! Cost Analysis 46 -
f PASE 47 -
{ ODCHLOG (LEA (LSSG) Executed) b 1
1 ODCSPER
! Research Office 3 s
: Total 146 20
- Figure B-l

¢. Other portions of this "Review of Army Analysis" are iikely-
to proposs actions whidh ceuld fncreass the alze of the "staffing pool.”
Tha nature of the preferred alLernativu for other subatudies and thelr
implications are unknown.
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TAB C

SPECIAL TOPIC--PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE OF ODUSA(OR)

1. During the 1960s, S&A had the benefit of high visibility through-
out DOD. The establishment of the OSD Systems Analysls Office contributed
much to that visibility. At that time, the Army's in-house S8A resources
were much fewer than today; most Army S&A activity was performed on
contract, Some study execution became centralized within DA Staff in
the OAVCSA. That office also achieved a limited degree of centralization
of some management functions over 8&A, In 1968 the post of DUSA(OR) was
established, The responsibilities of the DUSA(OR) included establishing
policy guidance and monitoring operations research activities within the
US Army: initiating, conducting, reviewing, and monitoring studies and
analytical reports which lead to judgments and justifications of Army
requirements and programs. The DUSA(OR) and AVGSA involvement in S&A
activity provided, in par . Army counterbalance to OSD(SA).

2. During the early 1970s, the trend toward centralized S&A execu-
tion and management reversed. Increased emphasis was placed on performance
and menagement of S&A at the lowest possible level, The 08SD(SA) and AVCSA
were disestablished. The MACOMas, and especially TRADOC, were asked to
take on increased S&A responsibilities., Despite these major changes in
88A organizations and management philosophy, the ODUSA(OR) remained
essentially unchanged. It continued to perform functions similar to
those it had performed in the past., Extracts from key governing state-
wents and regulations are reproduced as Figures C-1 through C-4.

3. Major environmental changes external to ODUSA(OR) and essentially
no changes internal to ODUSA(OR) proapt one to ask several questions. For
exauple, should the ODUSA(OR) be changed to more closely conform to the
external changes that have occurred? Should certain functions now per-
formed by ODUSA(OR) be transferred to other offices and the ODUSA(QR)
charter modified accordingly? Or, should all functions the ODUSA(OR) now
perforns be transferved to other offices and the (ODUSA(OR) be disestab-
lished?

4. When viewed in isolation, the ODUSA(OR) appears to be performing
desirable, useful, und necessary functions. As pert of a larger DA Staff/
0SD organization, however, the ODUSA(OR) appears to be both an engima and
an anachronism, It appears to be performing some functione that should
probably not be performed at all aund other functions that should more
logically be performed by others. For example, detailad model development
and data generation should probably not be performed at all within ODUSA
(OR). Also, participation as members of an almost infinite number of

- SAGe should probably be left to vepresentatives from subordinate elements.

F-40

ML AN RIS+ TVESRT A s A Tue




AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY OF THE DUSA{OR)
PER GENERAL ORDER 12, 30 JUNE 1978

2. Authority of the Under and Assistant Secretaries of the Army, General
Counsel, The Administrative Assistant, Deputy Under Secretaries of the
Army, Chief of Legislative Liaison, and Chiey of Public Affairs, Subject
to the direction and control of the Secretary of the Army, the Under Secretary
of the Army, Assistant Secretaries of the Army, General Counsel, The Adminis-
trative Assistant, Deputy Under Secretaries of the Arny, Chief of Legislative
Liaison, and Chief of Public Affairs are hereby authorized and directed to
act for the Secretary of the Army within their respective fields of respensibility
as set forth herein, and as further directed by the Secretary. This authority
extends not only to actions within the Department of the Army, but also to
relationships and transactions with the Congress and other governmental and
nongovernmental organizations and individuals. These officials are responsible
for the excrcise of direction and supervision over matters perfaining to the
formulation, execution, and review of policies, plans and programs within
their respective functional areas, meluding the establishment of objectives and
appraisal of performance. Dlficers of the Ariny shall report to the Under
Secretary of the Army, Assistant Secretaries of the Army, General Counsel,
The Administrative Assistant, Deputy Under Secretaries of the Army, Chief
of Legislative Liaison, and Chief of Public Affairs regarding matters within
their respective fields uf vesponsibility as herein assigned.

11, Deputy Under Seccretary of the Army (Operations Research). The
"Deputy Under Secretary of the Army (Operations Research) is hereby assigned
the following fields of responsibility:
a. The Army Study Program.
b. Policy formulation and program direction of operations research/
systems analysis activities related to—
{1) Net threat and technical assessments,
{2) Anny plans, programs and budgets.
(3) Forve structure requirements and readiness,
(1) Matericl items in o)l life-cycle phases.
(%) Logistics.
(6) Tests and evaluations, and fickd cxperimentation of mstericl itema,
units, snd forres.

‘.. Support the systems acquisition review committees (ASARC/DSARC).
.i. Stafing of Mission Element Need Statements (MENS) in the Army
Sccretariat and coordination with OSD,

¢. Guide the Army Officer Operations Research Education Program.
f- As divected, conduct studies und anolyses in support of the Army.
Secretoriot. ) :

Figure C-1
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THE DUSA(OR) PER AR 10-5, 1 APRIL 1975

2-13. The Deputy Under Secretary of the Army
(Operations Research), The Deputy Under Sec-
retary of the Army (Operations Research) is re-
sponsible for the. formulation of policies and
recommendations in the areas of operations ro-
search and systems analysis, and for the Army
Study Program. He advises on all significant as-
pects of—
a. Application of operations research to—

(1) Weapons systems.

(2) Research and development.

(8) Test, evaluation, and field experimen-
tation,

(4) Forca structuring.

(6) Logistics.

(6) Readiness.

(7) The planning, programing, and budgst-
ing cycle.

{8) Systems acquisition review committees
(ASARC/DSARC) matters.

(9) Net threat and technical assessments.

bd. The Army Study Program.
Pigure C-2

THE DUSA(OR) PER "THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY," JANUARY 1977

DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
(OPERATIONS RESEARCH)

‘The Deputy Under Sccretary of the Army (Operations Research) is assmmd the
following fields of responsibility:

The Army Study Program.
Palicy formulation and program direction of operations research [systems analysis
activities related to:
Net threat and 1echnical assessments.
Army plans, programs, and budgets.
Force structure requirements and readiness.
Materiel items in all life-cycle phases.
Logistics.
Test and evaluations, and field esperimentation of materie) items, units, and
forces.
Support the systems acquisition review commitiees (ASARC/DSARC).
Guide the Army Officer Operations Research Education Program.
As directed, conduct studies and analyses in support of the Army Secretariat.

Figure C-3
F-42 9




RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE DUSA(OR) PER AR 5-5, 15 APRIL 1978

1-7. Responsibilities. %a. Secretary aof the
Army (SA). Secretary of the Army approval is
required for all contract studies over $200,000.
The authority is delegated to the Assistant See-
vetary of the Army (Research, Development &
Acquisition) (ASA (RDA)) for RDTE funded ef-
forts and to the Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics, and Financial Manage-
ment) (ASA (IL&FM)) for OMA funded efforts,
Amendments to original contracts which result
in a combined total cost (original contract and
amendment) over $200,000 will be treated the
same as contract studies with an initial cost over
$200,000. Contract amendments which increase
costs of contract studies which were approved at
OSA level will also be submitted for OSA ap-
proval citing the original RACS and providing
additional information required in order to ob-
tain authorization for the increased funding,

b. Deputy Under Secvetary of the Army for
Operations Research (DUSA(OR)). The DU-
SA(OR) is responsible to the SA for the Army
Study System.

Figure C~4
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5. The decentralization of S&A activities and the simultaneous
reduction of S&A management capabilities within DA Staff during the early
1970s caused the ODUSA(OR) to become more intimately involved in the
study program. Rather than performing the more general overwatch or mon-
itorship function for which it was established, the ODUSA(OR) became more
and more involved in the details of the study program. As a consequence,
the ODUSA(OR) is not only performing the functions it was ecstablished to
perform, but is also filling the void left by the disestablishment of S&A
management. capability within DA Staff. As such, the ODUSA(OR) not only
deals with elements at DA Staff on general S&A matters but is also fre-
quently involved in the details of individual studies at the MACOM and
FOA level.

6. Although the ODUSA(OR) has very substantial S&A responsibilities,
execution of those responsibilities must be done on a very selective basis.
The ODUSA(OR), among other things, is assigned responsibility for the
study program. (As many agree, study activity including study program
management should be mainstream to the Army decisionmaking processes
that studies support. However, the ODUSA(OR) is not mainstream in the
sense of PPBS and the decisionmaking that characterizes the Staff side of
the house. Hence, the study system responsibility of the DUSA(OR) appears
to be misplaced.) Implicit in that responsibility is the need to plan,
coordinate, and direct the Army study effort. Handicapped by a relatively
small staff and distant organizational location, the ODUSA(OR) is not able
to perform those functions very well. As a compromise, the ODUSA({OR)
reviews, evaluates, and sometimes participates in the more critical stud-
ies on a selective basis., Many times this involvement begins too late to
alter the direction or success of the study. Thus, the ODUSA(OR) partici-
pation/involvement/direction/managenent of the study program is often
viewed ag reactive rather than preconceived.

7. One informal function the DUSA(OR) is credited with performing
is that of overwatching study technical matters and advisiug the SA on
operations research or 58A-related matters. It is not at all clear why
operations research or the S&A activities are so uniquely iwportant as
to require a DUSA, For example, why not a DUSA for economics, medicine,
training, or doctrine? Nevertheleas, it does seem that pome sort of
technical overwatch (providing limited analytical capability and capacity)
on behalf of the SA 18 appropriste, although at other than Deputy Under
Secretary level and with some less restrictive, more descriptive title
than "OR."

8. The DUSA(OR) has also been informally referrcd to as the SA's

DCSOPS, 1In addition to his studies and analyses responsibilities, the
DUSA(OR) has been credited with also being the SA's principsl advisor on
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Army plans and operations. Some people suggest that even 1f the studies
and analyses responsibilities are removed from the Secretariat level, a
DUSA might still be acquired. That office would simply be retitled
DUSA (Operations).

9, The division of managerial responsibilities between the SA and
the CSA is not in sync with the above viewpoint, however, There are
certain responsibilities assigned to the SA without further delegation to
the CSA. Examples include such matters as civil law and civil works.
There are other matters for which the CSA has direct responsibility.
Examples include plans and operations in support of the unified and
specified commands. On these matters, the CSA has direct responsibility
to the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. A remnant
DUSA(OR) organization with "DCSOPS"-related advisory responsibilities
is therefore inconsistent with the SA's responsibilities. Thus, there
appears to be no overriding need for the retention of ODUSA(OR).

10. If the new S&A management organization proposed in this report
is adopted, what role should the DUSA(OR) play in that organization? The
anawer is probably none, This report recompends the transfer of all
formally assigned S&A management responsibilities from DUSA(OR) to the
new S&A management cell, Except for any informal/unwritten functions
the ODUSA(OR) might perform, that office could probably be disestablished.
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TAB D
RELATED TOPICS

‘ 1, Introduction. During the mainstream analysis of Secretariat/HQLA
OR/S&A management, many related topics surfaced. The team felt that its
ideas on matters perhaps only loosely related to the assigned task are
relevant to the general subject, "Review of Army Analysis.”" This tab
collects in one place the "extra" topics and thoughts. Few people will
have the time, need, or interest to read this entire tab. However, every-
one in and around study program management should consider the first topic
carefully--"The Other Extreme." If the shoe fits,....

Otherwise, the topics are not presented in any special order.

2. The Other Extreme. At one point in the management analysis of
OR/S&A, the team noted that it had a clearer understanding of how not
to manage a atudy program than how to do it correctly. This revelation
led to the listing of the "Seven Deadly Sins of Study Program Management."
These are shown in Figure D-1. There is a message there, and it is not
a facetious one. The outwardly negative statement of Figure D-1 proves
to be a remarkably sharp template for checking one's own attitudes and
any proposed study management alternative,

3. Giving Army Objectives Setters and Planners a Helping Hand,

a, But what if those now given reasponaibility for setting Army
objectivea and planning traunsfer to the OR/S&A wanagement cell less than
the cell needs to plan a great study program? The study program caanot
be better than stated Army objectives and plans.

b, The study community must scrupulously avold setting or
appearing to set Army ohjectives. However, the community, if it is5 as
bright as alleged, can help., The help should not cowme from within the
study program management cell. Such helping would put part of the cell
in the forbidden role of doing studies.,.studies on generating objectives
and planning alternatives. MHowever, the helpers should not be located
a0 far down the study chain as to be liable to charges of (parent)
institutional prejudice. If "objectives setting" becomes a problem,
the team (going beyond its given charter) suggests serious consideration
be given to creation of a small agency reporting to the cell but working
clesely with the major elements (e.g., Strategic Planning Comuittec)
shown in Figure 3 of the Main Paper. Spaces for such an agency could
be drawn from supposed strategy-oriented elements or agencies now lodged
too far down in Army structure.
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THE SEVEN DEADLY SINS OF STUDY PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

2 : ik

e

Put study-doing and study management responsibility together in the ;
same element. Human analysts will inevitably gravitate from managing i
into doing studies, thereby soon achieving minimum management. (Non-
human analysts have not been tested...yet, they may be the next to be
given study management responsibility.) :

Put the focus of total program so low organizationally that no one that
matters can see it.

Split management functiona among enough elements that no one will know
what anyone else is doing or is supposed to be doing. Everyone will
then have the guaranteed excuse: "that is not my job,"

Never tell 08D, OMB, or Congress the same thing, Never tell anyone the
same thing twice. Change definitione and estimates as often as possi-
ble. Make estimates jump back and forth so that no one may perceive

a trend.

Completely decouple study planning and execution from Army objectives
and long-range plauning. That way anyone can do his own thing in his
own tims without frictiom.

Nevaer evaluate the entire study program. It is too'difficult anyway .
But if you wmust evaluate, you have a choice.

. You can evaluate & few individual atudies and pretend you have
evaluated the prograa,

. You can evaluate the entire prograw without reference to the purpose
of that program. Chances are that no one will notice. How can they
if they don't know the purpose either?

Encourage the notion that some kinds of analysia are vastly superior to
others and pusp that {dea into the belief that certain kinde of analysts
are vastly superior, Promote unbridgeable splite among hard and soft,
military and civilian, operational and policy analysts. Demolish all
thought that cooperative, interdisciplinary approaches are ever needed,
Print posters suggesting that the gemeralists know nothing about every-
thing and that the specialists know everything about nothing. Never
perait generalists and specialists to get together except to fight,

Figure D-1
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4. Some Philosophy.

a. Partly as the result of threat developments and partly as
the result of increased costs of almost everything the Army uses, every-
one (7) agrees that the Army faces tougher decisions, The OR/S&A com-
munity accepts as a matter of faith that studies and analyses are much
needed at such times to help clarify issues, answer questions, and pro-
vide bases for decisions. Others look longingly at the OR/S&A resources
as a possible source of savings by the outright reduction of those very
resources. The challenge is for the OR/S&A community to serve the Army
well and make that performance known...to better justify its own exis-
tence and expense. The available evidence demonstrates that miuch OR/S&A
has been done well, some things could have been done better, and the
activity is often misunderstood inside and outaide the community.

b. Critics inside and outaide the Army OR/S&A community allege
that the community suffers a number of weakneases, some minor and some
major, Some criticisms have persisted for so long without convincing
replies that a few people probably now believe that the underlying prob-
lems are not correctible. There may be and probably are some unavoidable
faults. However, a much more positive approach is to lay known weaknesses
at OR/SSA management's doorstep and declare them OR/SSA management problems.
It is then for OR/S&A management, with advice from many sources, to deter-
nine whether more or less management is needed and at what levels..,and
also to determine whether one-time and/or continuing actions are neces-
sary for the study program to become and then continue to be more effec-
tive,

¢. Somc alleged weakuesses almost certainly extend beyond the
OR/S&A community itself, Short of becowing or sceming arrogant, OR/S&A
management wust work to sce that some changes alao occur outside the
OR/58A community. Before that, however, it is appropriate for OR/S&A to
do much more to assure others that it's own house is or is being put in

order.

d.  The OR/S8A community itself now faces tough decisdions:
whether to devote a larger portion of its own resources to study oxe-
cution, to middle management of studies, or te high=level management
of studies. Can more managers or more performers of studies make the
greater contribution within a cowmunity of fixed or reduced size?

e. The assigned task was to consider OR/S&A managcnent at
Secretariat/HQDA level, high up the OR/S85A chain, The task i{s neces-
sarily related to other, broader questions of management of Army-wide
OR/56A and related study-like activities. 1Is there too much or too
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little management? Is management applied at the right level and right
time? 1Is it applied at too many or too few levels? Are one-time fixes
or continuing actions needed?

f. By design the Army's total OR/S&A and other study-like
resources are largely decentralized and subject to little central, high-
level management. Even within Secretariat/HQDA, the limited OR/S&A
resources are spread among many elemente and are subject to little
central management. OR/S&A practitioners have long argued that indepen-
dence, objectivity, and creativity are essential to quality OR/S&A and
that over-management soon erodes such attributes. By varicus defipi-
tions, the OR/S&A community consists of from 2,000 to 5,000 persons.

To be sure, these people are subject to first-line and middle manage-
ment. However, it is almost certainly too much to expect that several
thousand analysts can spontaneously pursue a program balanced across the
Army's short and longer term objectives, between study execution and
methods development, and between reliance on "old data" and generation
of "new data."

5. The Five Commandments.

a. The focus of the assignad task is management of the study
program, not the performance of individual studies.

b. Management of the study program 1s comsidercd in the context
of the usual classic functions of management: planning, organizing,
staffing, directing, controlling, and cvaluating. In aunswer to the
question of whether too much or too little of these functions is
applied at Secretariat/HQDA level, the team found.

(1) Plauning. The planning function is relatively weak.
The study program is not linked to Army objoctives and long-range plan-

ning well enough, nor is the program linked to the Army decision pro-~
cess well enr.ga,

(2) Organizing and staffing. Given the Army's decision
years sgo to decentralize most study resources, Secretariat/HQDA OR/S&A
managenent was left little continuing role in organizing and staffing
cammunity-wide. The Seccretariat/HQDA, of course, reserved its right
to intervene again at some later time 1if necossary.

(3) Directing and controlling = executing. (Here "execute"
is taken to mean "execute the program,' not "do studies.") Program exe-
cution is focomplete, sound in some respects, but weak in others. Program
defiunition is too narrow; hemtce, administration within the too uwarrow
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definition is also incomplete, Reporting upwards does not give full
visibility nor convey a sense of progren direction., Meaningful etandards
for models and methods do not exist. If the standards did exist, tao
many methods and models would rank substandard., No one has conferred
enough sense of belonging to encugh of the OR/S&A community. The human
resources of OR/S&A need more constructive attention,

(3) Evaluating, Program evaluation is weak. In part the .
weakness 1s due to the too narrow definition of "studies.”" 1In part there
has been a tendency to suppose that limited evaluation of some individual
studies provided sufficient program evaluation. High marks for individual
studies may be necessary for a good program, but they are not sufficient
in the total program sense. Another difficulty in evaluation has been
the tendency to underplay the purpose of the study program: evaluation
makes sense only in relation to purpose.

c. The task team finds fault with management of the study pro-
grzm., Some needed wanagement functions have not been assigned to anyone.
Assigned functions have been split. And perhaps worse, some ianagement
functions have becn assigned to those with study-performing responsibil-
ities. This double~duty responzibility may be the most fatal flaw of
all. Whenever given a chance, a study program manager lapses into the
possibly easier, possibly more enjoyable role of study doer.

(1) Hence, the first commandment of study program manhageuent
should be....

T ' KEEP STUDY PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND STUDY-DOING
PERAANENTLY SEPARATED.

{2) Becond copmandzent should be,,..

ASSURE PROGRAM VISIBILITY AND SENSE OF DIRECTION
TO 0SD, OMB, AND CONGRESS.

a%,
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{3) Third commandment should bea....

COUPLE STUDY PROGRAM PLANNING AND EXECUTION TO
ARMY OBJBCTIVES AND LONG-RANGE PLANNING AND TO
THE ARMY DECISIONMAKING (PPBS) PROCESS. ,

(4) Fourth commanduzent....

EVALUATE THE PROGRAM IN A TOTAL PROGRAM SENSE...
IN RELATION TO PROGRAM PURPOSE.
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(5) Fifth commandment....

MINIMIZE COUNTERPRODUCTIVE SCHISMS IN THE OR/S6&A
COMMUNITY., DEVELOP A BROADER, EQUITABLE DEFINITION
OF STUDY. DEVELOP A BROAD EQUITABLE DEFINITION OF
ANALYST AND PROMOTE PROFESSIONALISM AND CAREERISM
IN STUDIES AND ANALYSIS.

6. Army Objectives...Then What?

a. If Army objectives setting were done well, then a practical
interface to the OR/S&A community might have to do no more than translate
those objectives to define corresponding parts of the study program.

But, most people inside and outside the OR/S&A community agree that now
more than a translator is needed because some Army objective seems to be
missing or poorly stated. Such observations produce few friends and
less cooperation.

b. The OR/S&A idealist will argue that OR/S&A management need
never become much more involved than this. Analysts are usually so con~
vinced of their own competence, motivation, and objectivity that they
belteve that they will march ahead efficieantly to solve problems simply
because they are there. How these delusions of adequacy pevsist in the
face of history is lhewildering. Not all problems are equally important,
Left alone too many analysts will work op what ipterests them apart from
iswportance to the Army. Typically more analysts than necessary will work
on gome problems, and they will work louger than the time wecessary or
available, And for come, working ou a problem is sufficient; actually
golving it is only secondary,

¢. Although many analysts take pride in belng problew-oriented,
rvemarkably wany analysts seen much wore involved in wsothods development
than in problem solving. Certainly the available metheds leave much to
be desired. DBut there is little evidence of a coordinated methods devel-
opuent program. Hethods and wodels are redevaloped and rediscoversd
with little attention to compatibility with other methods and sodels or
with available data...and with lirtlo adrance af tho srato-af-thocare
of study., The rules of evidence to be applied in matters of choice are
too often abused or simply ignored. Yo one should clatw that the conduct
of consclentiocus OR/S8A can aver be casy. Indeed, a useful character-
fzation of OR/S&A might be that it {s the art end science of making do
with largely fnsufficient evidence. (Many panagers and decisionmakers
might characterize decisionmaking i{n the samd way.) The OR practitioners
often clatm to represent the more sclentific part of the community; they
too often look with disdain on other kinds of analysts.
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d. Analysts way not like tc admit it, but they are paople too
and need some degree of management. The Army's commitment to extensive
decentralization of so many functions has placed a heavy burden on middle
and lower echelon OR/S&A management, Army objectives have not been
stated or translated well enough for the lower levels of management and
the analysts to cover questions, issues, and prohblems in an orderly, timely
fashion matched to even broad priorities. And unfortuaately the quite
limited amounts of study duplication and repetition have tended to dis-
tract attention from the more serious matters of "underlap.," Some func-
tions do not get sufficient attention, But more importanily, no con-
sistent mechanism exists for identifying and addressing interfunctional
problems,

e. The S&A system, though, 1is unusual among Army activities.
Hietorically and currently it i3 among the least centrally managed of
the Army's many activities. Just why this is so is not clear, Analysts
dislike being closely managed., Some claim that close management gains
less overall than it loses through suppression of creativity. Occasionally
an argument surfaces to the effect that analysts as scientists need only
be turned loose on a problem and they will manage themselves; hence, one
assumption is that S&A need not be managed at all, An equally popular
thesis is that S&A is Inherently unmanageable; hence, efforts at S&A
management are wasteful. A vaciation on this theme is that S&A is manage-
able in theory but that highest level S&A managers do not exist and are
unproducible!

7. Ad Hoc Study-like Activities.

a, Not all studies and analyses have been performed by the full-
time members of the OR/S6A community. The Army often convenas special
groups to address special questions, issues, or problems. The report of
such a group is often described as a study report. Indeed, inspection
of such a report often reveals that the producing group did do everything
usually considered proper iu study and analysis. This need surprise no
one if the group included OR/S&A representatives. Sometimes an ad hoc
group contains no one from the usually undsrstood OR/S&A community and
8till produces a fine study. What, if anything, does the latter case
prove? Would study by the usual study community hsve fallen short in
timing, subject, or method? Was the regular OR/S&A coumunity, as large
as it is, already fully booked? Did anyene chack firat whether the
regular community was capable and available? Some analysts probably feel
insulted whenever they are left out. And many nonanalysts feel insulted
whenever they are examined by an analyst, just as the OR/S8&A community
would feel insulted to have someone else conduct a "Review of Army
Analysis." However, there are many just reasons for having nonenalysts
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perforn scme studies and analyses. It is an American tradition to allow
a troubled group to try first to put its own house in order...perhaps
involving some self-study. (There may already be an OR/S&A credibility
gap. Many people believe that the OR/S&A house is not in order. ‘They
are bemused whenever an OR/S§A resident Insists that he knows how to

put everyone else's house in order. Remember one famous description:

an analyst is someone who cannot tie his own shoe laces but is ready

to tell everyone else how to run the world., Of course, this is alse
often alleged to have been said of management scientists, Congressman,
consumer protectionists, etc.)

b. The conscientious analyst suspects that each question, issue,
and problem may be special until proven otherwise. Hence, he is reluctant
to advise a standard approach until he knows that a problem is standard.
Likewise, he admits to the need for special approaches to special problems.
The OR/S&A community should go only as far as to insist that each question,
issue, and problem be brought to the attention of management for consider-
ation and with input from others determine who, where, when and how to
address the problem, Sometimes the ad hoc approach by nonanalysts will be
necessary and sufficient although any analyst fiands it hard t¢ imagine
that he has no useful contribution to make.

8. How Much Can A Cell Do?

a. Everyone agreed that members of the cell cannot be doers of
studies. The cell must manage rather thaen do. And the cell must manage
in the total program sense, not in the individual study sense., It ia
clear that the director of the cell must possess outstanding management
skille, That manager must also posseas considerable knowledge of study
nmetheds and subjects studied. Members of the cell wust present enough
information about subjects and methods to the director so that he can
make correct decisions about the study program and its short- and long-
vange lupacts.

b. The limits of what can be achieved through study and analysis
are not well understeood and are sometimes misrepresented. The claims of
what has been achieved and what can be achieved are too often exaggerated,
The claims for achievement without any cmpirical foundation are especially
renarkable,

¢. It is probably too much to expect that a small HQDA cell
itgelf would possess or soon develop sufficlent wisdom to make fundamental
decisions about what can and cannot be done, about how wmuch accuracy and
precision are necaessary and sufficient, about whether to devote more or
less effort to methods development, and whether to rush ahecad using avail-
able data or to trigger the genaration and collection of new empirical
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data. These kinds of choices are important and difficult. It {s unlikely
that th: wisdom of a few will be sufficient., And to. judge from the past,
the wisdom of many may also be insufficient. Nevertheless, reliance on
the wiadom of many is likely to be more popular and safer, A wanagement
cell, then, should find a way to better exploit the general wisdom and
should not simply invoke its own wiil, A competent, egoless director

must convene special committees and councils to complement formidable

but finita in-cell expertise and wisdom.

9. A Riddle,

HQDA S&A Can point to their "results' but not
their studies.

Other S&A Can point to their studies but not
their results.,

If indeed the most senior analystu are at HQDA, what examples do they
have to offer of their metheds and applicstions in a form to be examined/
read/adopted by others? Pacesetters or pacemakers?
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ment, and Acquisition, Systems Review and Analysis Office, Memorandum
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30 June 1978,
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The Army Study System (Bouesteel Report). Washington, D. C.,
18 May 1964,

Department of the Army, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
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D. C., 21, April 1978,

- Irends in StaZfing sad Levels of Avmy Study Activity. Wasningtoa,
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‘Engineer Studies Group), Additional insights as Supplement to Study:

Results aud Use of Army Studies. Washington, D. L., July 1976.
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Chief of Staff for Operations end Planaj Office of the Deputy Chief
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APPENDIX G
BUDGET STRATEGY

G-1. INTRODUCTION. a. Background

(1) The 95th Congress has become increasingly critical of
the Army's management--indeed, of DOD's management--of the Studies
and Analysis Program. In general, the Congress perceives that
Army use of contracts amounts to another aspect of the double-
dipping problem by providing additional money to retired military
officers and that the Army is not articulating what the requested
moriey will buy and how the results will be used. Specific con-
cerns expressed in the 1978 Report of the House Appropriations
Committee (HAC) and reiterated in the 1979 report are summarized
in Table G-1.

(2) The HAC made a general reduction of $10M in each of the
Services FY 79 0&M accounts for contract studies and analyses,
management support, and consultation service, The 1979 report
further states:*

"The Committee expects that the reduction will be applied to
these activities . . .

"If the Conmittee finds that these reductions have not been
applied against the service support contract efforts and studies
and analyses and management support efforts in particular, the
Conmittee expects to make direct reductions in headqurters staff-
ing levels in the future,

“The Committee expects that future budget justifications will
include detailed lists of the subjects proposed for study each
budget year.

“The Conmittce expects that 75 percent of the studies re-
quested for funding will be definitized and that no more than 25
percent of the money will be available for studies as required.”

*US Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on Appropria-
tioqgé “Departuent of Defense Appropriation Bill, 1979," HR 95-1398,
p. *
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Table G-1. Summary of Concerns Expressed by 95th Congress on
Contract Studies and Analysis*

Congressional Concern

Item ‘Subject

1 Total Cost “There are so many of these studies of vari-
ous types funded in the DOD budget that no
one even has an accurate estimate of the
total cost."”

2 Use of DDC “Many study sponsors do not interrogate the
system to learn about previous efforts al-
ready paid for by the DOD,"

3 Contracting ™"More than 85 percent of the DOD
procedure contract studies reviewed by the invastiga-
tive staff were noncompetitive,"”

4 Results *Reliance on ‘unsoiicited' propesals tends to
permit contractors ,,. to drive a program ...
(ang) eften results in inadequate work state-
ments.

"Many of these studies tend to be self-per-
petuating often resulting in incomplete ef-
forts and recommendations for further study."

S AR

b. Purpose. This appendix explores alternatives to determine
how procedures for requesting, justifying, and defending funds for
Aray studies and analyses can be improved.

¢. Approach. The next paragraph describes the current budget
formulation and defense process giving an estimate of the dellar
magnitude of the Army Studies and Analysis Program, as defined
elsewhere in this report, and points out weaknesses in the current
process, Succeeding paragraphs analyze Congressional actions on
the FY 79 studies and analysis budget request and define and dis-
cuss some alternative approaches. The final paragraph presents
conclusions.

*US Congress, House of Representatives, Comnittee on agpropr1a~
-95-451, -

tion§é "Department of Defense Appropriation Bill, 1978*
p. 135,
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G-~2., THE CURRENT BUDGET FORMULATION AND DEFENSE PROCESS. a.
General. Arnmy studies and analyses, including in-house and con-
tract studies, are normally funded by the OMA, MPA and RDTE Appro-
priations depending on which appropriation finances the organiza-
tion responsible for the study, or in the case of contract
studies, whether or not the study supports R&D activities. Excep-
tions to these general provisions include: 1) funding is author-
ized from the procurement appropriations in instances where a sys-
tem has reached the procurement stage and a study directly related
to a specific item of equipment being procured is required; 2)
HQDA contract studies related to R&D activities are funded by a
separate program element; and 3) TRADOC contract studies related
to R&D activities other than support of user testing are funded by
a separate program element. Use of separate program elements to
fund HQDA and TRADOC contract studies related to R&D activities
appears to be a carryover from previous funding arrangements for
studies performed by Army-sponsored Federal Contract Research
Centers (FCRC).

b. Description of the Army Studies and Analysis Program by
FYDP Program Element. For purposes of discussing the budget for-
mulation process, it is necessary to first define the program in
terms of FYDP program elements, i.e., by the budget activity fund-
ing the program. AR 37-100-79 and CSR 11-5 were used as source
documents for this purpose.

(2) Columns 1 and 2 of Table G-I-1 of Annex [ show program
element titles including the financed organization or activity
grouped by major categories {e.g., HQDA and study agencies) and
pro$ram element numbers, respectively, for Army study and analysis
activities. OFf the 31 program elements shown, only four are en-

tirely studies and analysis activities. These four program ele-
ments are further identified in Table G-2.
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Table G-2. Army Studies and Analysis Program Elements

Title . Number —
Studies and Analyses 65101A
TRADOC Studies and Analyses , 65102A
Materiel System Analyses 65706A
Battlefield System Integration 65713A

R

(3) The projected outlay (funding requested minus Congres-
sional reductions plus customer funding) for Army Studies and Ana-
lyses in FY 79 is estimated at $132.6M, regresenting a?proximately
five percent of the total funding for the 32 program elements
identified that finance studies and analysis activities (see Col-
umns 3, 4, 11, 12 and 13, Table G-I-1, Annex 1). This outlay
amount differs significantly from the amount furnished Congress as
part of the FY 79 budget justification (see Annex II).

(4) Funding requested by appropriation is estimated at
$19.5M, $56.6M and $66.9M for MPA, OMA and RDTE, respertively.
(See Columns & to 7 and 13, Vable G-I-1, Annex I). Use of RDTE
funding, 48 percent of the FY 79 request, is expected to decrease
in future years (see Annex I11).

{5) Funding requested for contract studies and analyses in FY
79 is wstimated at $35M, representing 25 percent of the total re-
quested. (See Columns 4 and 9, Table G-I-1, Annex 1). The pro-
jected outlay for contract studies and analyses is significantly
less--only $16.34 or 12 percent--because of heavy Congressional
reductions (see Columns 9 and 11, Table G-1-1, Annex ).

c. PON Development and Budget Formulation

(1) Funds for Arny studies and analyses are programed and
budgeted for as part of the pormal Aruy program and budget pro-
cess, i.e., requirements are prasented, defended and included in
successively higher echelon pregram and budget requests. The pro-
cess does not, however, currently include the mechanisms necessary
to generate total studies and analysis vesource requirements, In-
deed, most of the programing and budgeting actions specifically
related to studies and analyses are directed toward the Army
%tg?ieé gnd analysis lines of the RDTE appropriation identified fn

q e ey 4%

G-4




[ o
T R A I

(2) MACOM and other activities submitting COBE to HQDA are
required by AR 5-5 to include a special analysis of proposed study
programs covering in-house and contract studies. Information re-
quired on the former includes PMY of study effort while informa-
tion on the latter includes estimated costs by appropriaticn.
There is no requirement for a 1ist of subjects proposed for study
or a tabulation of resources committed to studies and analyses in
terms of manpower and money, In view of the Congressional con-
cerns quated in Table G-1, the AR 5-5 requirement is incomplete.
Further, it has not been effectively implemerted. It was not in-
cluded, for instance, in the instructions for preparation and sub-
?gggign of the FY 75/80 COBE distributed to the field in February

(3) At HQDA, the Study Management Office (SMO} provides in-
formation on approved contract studies to program directors for
use in POM development and budget formulation.

d. Budget Justification Material

(1) DODM 7110-1-M requires the preparation and submission of
a special exhibit as part of the budget justification back-up data
with the 30 September budget submissions (see Annex IV). This is
a relatively new requirement having been effected with the FY 79
budget submission as a result of a 1977 Congressiona)l mandate,
The Army's efforts at preparation of this exhibit have thus far
been off-1ine and apart from the budgeting process. In other
words, instead of requiving sufficient data to accompany the COBE,
the SRO has prepared the exhibif based on separate NACOM and Staff
Agency inputs.

{2) Appropriation Directors submit justification materials
to Congress gererally to program element level of detaii. For in-
stance, Congressional Descriptive Summaries are submitted for each
program element of the RDTE request. In that there are only four
explicit studies and analysis program elements, specific studies
and analysis justification material has been limited,

[3) Other justification materials have not been consistent.
Volune 1 of the OMA Justification Book for the FY 79 estimates,
for instance, while showing the $5M reduction imposed for Contract
Studies and Analyses during FY 78, indicated increases for other

o

*DACA-BUS Letter, 28 Feb 78, Subject: FY 1979/80 Command Cper-
ating Budget Cstimate (COBE), RCS CSCAB-205,

G-5
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studies totaling more than $10M. The report to the Armed Ser-
vices Conmittees, referenced in Annex II, contained a detailed
list of subjects proposed for study whose cost exceeded the amount
reported elsewhere in the report.

e. Defense of the Budget Request. S$pecial appearances by Army
representatives before the Congressional committees to defend the
studies and analysis request were not routinely made prior to de-
fense of the FY 79 budget request. In prior years, then, defense
of studies and analysis requests was limited to the four explicit
program elements in the RDTE request.

G-3. ANALYSIS OF CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS ON THE FY 78 AND FY 79
STUDIES AND ANALYSIS BUDGET REQUESTS, a. Congressional Reduc-
tions in Explicit Studies and Analysis Requests. Table (G~3 shows
Congressional reductions to the explicit studies and analysis bud-
get requests for FY 78 and FY 79 by approgriation and service.
Note the magnitude of the reductions to the four Army ROTE studies
and analysis lines. Detail on reductions to the 32 program ele-
ments that finance Army studies and analyses is shown in Columns
10 to 12 of Table G-I-1, Annex [, Specific reductions were made
to the RDTE proyram elements while a general reduction was made in
the 08M accounts. The four explicit RDTE studies and analysis
lines are as identified earlier (see Tabie G-2). -

b. Analysis of Reductions

(1} The data in iable G-3 may be misleading if interpreted
as representative of reductions in the services overall studies
and analysis programs. The different services have differing or-
ganizations, work programs and management philosophies. For ex-
ample, discussion of these reductions with the Navy Study Manage-
ment Office indicates the Navy incurred severe reductions in other
prodram elements that finance studies and analyses. Such is not
the case with the Army's budget request.

(2) The data in Table G-3 clearly reflect that the concerns
of the HAC, quoted in Table G«1, have resulted in reductions in
funds vequested for contract studies and analyses. The data fur-
ther indicate better justification and defense of the explicit

studies and anmalysis program elements by the other services.
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(3} In view of the weakness pointed out in paragraph G-2
above, analysis of the reductions leads to a realization that the
Arny was not able to justify anu defend the FY 79 Studies and
Analysis Program because it did not develop the information neces-
sary to do so. As a result, the Army has tended to budget at a
"level of effort" for contract studies "as required." One reason
for this deficiency~-dn inability to definitize and prioritize
subjects to be studied--is addressed elsewhere in this report,
Others, such as the weaknesses in the budgetary process, will be
discussed under analysis of alternatives in paragraph G-5 of this
appendix.
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¢. Criteria fur Improved Studies and Analysis Budget Justifi-
cation. Prior tz listing and defining the alternatives, some cri-
teria for improved justification material are apparent, To sat-
isfy the Congressional concerns and to insure detailed information
is inciuded in future budget justifications, Army studies and
analysis budget justification materials should contain the follow-
ing information for the previous, current, and budget years (see
Table G-2 and paragraph 5-1a(2) above).

(1) Tutal resource requirements in terms of manpower and
money by program element, method of performance, and study subject.

(2) For proposed studies, whether or not & document search
has been conducted and if previous studies on the same subject
have been conducted, why another study 1$ necessary.

(3) For contract efforts, whether or notl conlrast was
awarded competitively and, if not, why awarded noncompetitively.

{4} How results from provicusfproposss studies have beea
usad/will be used.

G+4, ALTERHATIVES. Alternatives to improve Aray studies and
analysis budget justification apd defense are isted belaw. The
alternatives explore methods to correct deficiencies in the budget
formulation and defense piocess, and were logically developed by
consideration of such variables as ipitiative, adoption of crite-
ria for improved justificstion, budget defense posture, buwdget
Jjustification devalopment mechanics, and program structure and
management. See Figura §-1 fur the logical development of the al-
ternatives. o
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a. Alternative A: Status Quo. Do not take proactive Army ac-
tion to improve justification and defense of the Army studies and
analysis dudget. Do not adagt criteria for improved budget justi-
fication. Maintain passive budget defense posture, Prepare and
submit Exhibit PB-21 off-line. Make no change in program struce
ture.

b, Alternative B: 0ff-Line Options. Take proactive Army ac-
tion to improve justification and defense of the Army studies and
analysis budget. Adopt criteria for improved budget justifica-
tion. Adopt active budget defense nosture, Prepare and submit
Exhibit PB-21 off-line, and:

(1) Make no change in program structure; or
(2) Further embed the program in other program elements; or

(3) Establish separate program elements for study agencies
and activities not included in management headguarters.

¢c. Alternative C: On-Line Options. Take proactive Army ac-
tion to improve justification and defense of the Army studies and
analysis budget. Adopt criteria for improved budget justifica-
tion. Adopt active budget defense posture. Prepare and submit
Exhibit PB-21 on-line; and:

(1) Make no change in program structure; or
(2) Further emhed the program in other program elements; or

{3} Establish separate program elements for study agencies
and activities not included in management headquarters.

d. Alternati:e D: Functional Program. These alternativaes are
special cases of Alternatives C({1)-(3). CSR 11-56 defines a func-
tional program as a special activity, managed or reviewed as an
entity, that may cross FYDP program element 1ines. CSR 11-5 also
assigns responsibilities to funutional program managers, Actions
to implement these alternatives include those listed in paragraph
G-4c above, and, in addition, establishment of & functional
stucies and analysis program;, and:
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(1) Make no change in program structure; or
(2) Further embed the program in other pregram elements; or

(3) Establish separate program elements for study agencies
and activities not included in management headquarters.

G~5., ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES. a. Alternative A, The status

quo, i.e., the procedure used for FY 79 budget request, is not a
good alternative because it defies the Congressional mandate to
include detailed lists of the subjects proposed in future budget
Justifications.

b. Alternatives B(1)-(3)

(1) The off-line alternatives weakly conform with the Con-
gressional mandate and are less costly than the on-line alterpa-
tives. They implicitly recognize that the pressure for mere in-
formation on studies and analyses is but another demand for infor-
mation with which to micromanage the Army and that the problem may
go away. However, the off-line alternatives do not provide any
assurance that total resource requirements for studies and analy-
ses can be determined. There would also be no assurance that re-
source requirements, once determined and provided to Congress,
match resources included in the budget estimates, because they
would be based on information solicited and reported separate and
apart from the budget process. Indeed, the present justification
process is off-line and has these faults. '

{2) Alternative Bl 1s roughly the approach being followed in
preparation of justification material for inhe FY 80 studies and
analysis budget. Exhibit PB-21, being developed off-line, will
include neither total resource requirements nor detailed lists of
subjects to be studied. The former will not be developed while
the latter will be developed from yet another Staff Agency and
MACOM submission (see Annex V for instructions from the SMO con-
cerniny these submissions). There is no change to program struc-
ture in this alternative although an ongoing initiative to shift
more of the contiact effort to OMA funding will effectively zero
out these lines (see Annex IIl), The advantage in not changing
the program structure is that the present structure provides some
flexibility in meeting unknown future requirements for studies and
analyses. If, for example, the HQDA and TRADOC RDTE studies and
analysis lines are eliminated and definitized requirements for
studies and anal{ses supgorting R&> funded elsewhere, a new re-
quirement would have to be deferred or handled by a reprograming
action. The present flexibility of letting a contract to cover
the requirement would be lost.

G-11
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(3) Alternative B2 makes RDTE funds for studies less visible
in the budget request in that the HQDA and TRADOC RDTE studies and
analysis lines would be eliminated, Funds for any studies and
analyses required to support R&D activities would be included in
funds requested for the activity, OMA funds for studies would
continue to be included in the program element financing the or-
ganization requiring the study. Adoption of this alternative
would almost completely embed the studies and analysis program in
other programs. The advantage of this alternative is that it
would further obscure sources of funds for studies and analyses in
the budget request--a disadvantage if the budget request is not
accompanied by detailed justification material (some observers be-
1ieve "the more it's hidden, the more it'11 be cut"), A disad-
vantage, more serious than the loss of flexibility mentioned
above, is that embedding makes off-line development of justifica-
tion material more difficult. Only two of the Army's program
elements would be entirely studies and analyses, How much of the
remainder to inciude would depend largely on precision in defining
Army studies and analyses and consistent interpretation of that
definition by the agencies and MACOMs.

(4) Alternative B3 makes OMA funds for studies more visible
in the budget request while retaining the ?resent structure for
ROTE funds. Separate program elements would be established in
Programs 2 and/or 9 to finance study agencies, All OMA-funded
contract studies and analyses would be financed by a separate ac-
count in Program 9. Adoption of this alternative would conscli-
date the bulk of the studies and analysis program in four RDTE
program elements and two or more OMA pro¢-am elements. Advantages
of this alternative are that it facilitates development of budget
Jjustification material by largely overcoming the definitional
problem mentioned above and it clearly identifies funds for
studies and analyses in the budget.

¢, Alternative C

(1) The on-line alternatives strongly conform with the Con-
gressional mandate but are more costly than the off-line alterna-
tives in terms of resources expended in development of budget es-
timates and justification materials., These alternatives provide a
mechanism to capture total resource requirements and offer high
assurance that resurces identified for studies and analyses match
those included in the budget,
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(2) Adoption of Alternative Cl would cvercome the weaknesses
pointed out above in the process being followed for preparation of
Justification material for the FY 80 studies and analysis budget.
The advantage to not changing the program structure discussed
under Alternative Bl is the same for this alternative (see para-
qraph G-5b(2) above),

(3) Development of justification material under Alternative
C2 would be greatly facilitated when compared to the off-line op-
tion. Otherwise, advantages and disadvantages are the same as
discussed under Alternative B2 (see paragraph G-5b(3) above),

(4) Development of justification material under Alternative
C3 would also be facilitated when compared to the off-line option.
Otherwise advantages and disadvantages are the same as discussed
under Alternative B3 (see paragraph G-5b(4) above).

d. Alternatives D. In addition to the advantages of the on-
line alternative, these alternatives offer a significant advantage
in development of justification material and defense of the bud-
get, Establishment of a functional program would provide the cap-
ability to exercise continuous control over studies and analysis
resources, thus, offsetting a common deficiency of the present ap-
proach and other alternatives considered--the study program and
the resources required to implement it tend to be snapshots in
time that become quickly outdated as new requirements are identi-
fied. There are. however, several disadvantages. This alterna-
tive would require the most resources to impiement. Also, func-
tional programs tend to be unwialdly and are hard to integrate
into the other programs they cross. Finally, Tines of authority
are not clearly defined. Changes to the program structure were
also considered under this alternative. Advantages and disadvant-
ages of the options outlined in paragraph G-4d(1?~(3) above were
discussed in paragraph G-5c above.

G-6. CONCLUSIONS. a. The Army should take proactive action to
improve studies and analysis budget justification and defense.

b. The Army should adopt the criteria derived from Congres-
sional concerns quoted in Table G-1 as a basis for development of
improved studies and analysis budget justification materials.

c. The Army should assume an active studies and analysis bud-
get defense pasture.
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d. Development of justification material as part of the budge-
tary process, i.e., one of the on-line alternatives offers the
best chance to improve studies and analysis budget justification
and defense.

e. The magnitude of the Army Studies and Analysis Program and
the nature of the concerns expressed by the Congress (while the
primary focus is on contract efforts, they clearly desire more de-
tailed information) warrant establishment of a functional studies
and analysis program.

f. There is no clear advantage in retaining the HQDA and
TRADOC RDTE studies and analysis lines.

g. Alternative D2 should be adopted, i.e., a functjonal
studies and analysis pregram should be estabiished and the studies
program should be further embedded in other FYDP program elements
by etiminating the HQDA and TRADOC RDTE studies and analysis lines
of the budget, Table G-4 compares the current process and the

preferred alternative.

Table G-4, Comparison of Current Process and Preferred Alterrative

VARIABLE - CURRENT PROCESS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
INITIATIVE . REACTIVE TO 0SD PROACTIVE ARMY ACTION
CRITERIA FOR LISTS OF SYUDY SUBJECTS RESOURCES BY PROGRAM ELEHENT,
JUSTIFICATION HETHOD OF PERFORMANCE,
MATERIALS EST. CONTRACT COSTS AND STUDY SUBJECT
' ., EST. IN-HOUSE RESOURCES RESULTS OF DOCUMENT SEARCHES

TN PHY OF EFFORT
REASQNS FOR NON COMPETITIVE CONTRACTS

HOW RESIKTS USED

+

HECHARICS TO OFF-LINE, 1.E,, SEPARATE ON-LINE, T.E,, AN INTEGRAL
DEVELOP AND APARY FROM EUDGET PART OF BUDGET FORMULATION
JUSTIFICATION FORMULATION PROCESS PROCESS
MATERIALS

FROM MACOM 70 HQDA IN FROM MACOM TO HQDA IN BUDGET
STUDY MGT CHANHELS FORMULATION CHANNELS

DEFENSE POSTURE PASSIVE ACTIVE

FUNCTIONAL PROGRAN X0 YES

PROGRAM STRUCTURE FOUR SEPARATE PROGRAM TWO SEPARATE PROGRAM

ELEMENTS, REMAINDER ELEMENTS, REMAIHDER
ENBEDDED, EMBEDOED.
G-14




APPENDIX G
BUDGET STRATEGY
ANNEX I
DETAILED BUDGET DATA

This annex contains detaﬂed data for and Congressional actions on
the FY 79 Army Studies and Analysis budget request.
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APPENDIX G
BUDGET STRATEGY
ANNEX I1
SELECTED FY 79 STUDIES AND ANALYSIS BUDGET JUSTIFICATION MATERIAL

This annex contains a copy of the display on pianned FY 79 Army
Studies and Analysis Program, by program element, part of TAB C of
the "Report to the Senate/House Armed Services Committee on DOD
Proposed Studies and Analyses Programs for FY 79," forwarded to
the Chairmen of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees by
0SD on 3 April 1978.
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PLANNED FY 1979 ARMY STUDIES AND ANALYSES

PROGRAM, 8Y PROGRAM ELEMENT

1. Contract Studies--Studies programmed for cnmpletion using the contract
method of performance require the use of RDTAE and/or OMA funds.

a. ROTAE Current Estimated Program

Organization Program Element Amount
HQDA 65101A $ 4,460,000
TRADOC 65102A 2,600,000
DARCOM 62709A 60,000
63706A 160,000
ggég?ﬁ 2.733.000
000
TOTAL »128,000
b. OMA Current Estimated Program
Graanization Program Element Amount
HQDA 951212.9 $1,000,000
TRADOC 208015 1,050,000
INSCON 381021 1,625,000
S.ggcw 3‘9’3111 lab) . 444,000
t available at this time 1,096,000
' TOTAL 35,215,000
2. In-house studies -~ Studies programed for completion using the

in-house method of performance require the use of both military and
civilian personnel, No estimate of the actual mix of personnel to be
working on a specific study is available; therefore, exact allocation
of specific funds/program elements {3 not available.
sonnel  are paid {rom Military Personnel Army (MPA} funds and
civilian personnel are paid using OMA and/or RDTE funds; depenuding
on the funding procedures for the individual headquarters/organization.

Organization MY

HQDA Staff 360, 66
TRADOC 575,
ACC 1.0
* MTMC 7.8
HSC 1.0
INSCOM 13,0
DARCOM 195.2

$ Equivalant® Military

Military per-

Civilian

$18,033, 000 MPA
28,775, 000 MPA
50, 090 MPA
375,000 MPA
550, 000 MPA
650,000 MPA
9,760, 000 MPA

TOTAL 1163,66

$58, 193, 000

* ! PMY is equivalent to $50, 000,

OMA /952398
OMA /819725
OMA/39ILNY
OMA /728010
OMA/B41932
OMA/381021
OMA/RDTE({sc¢s nots)

NOTE: DARCOM in-house studies require both OMA and RDTE
funds to pay for civilfan personnel; exact program clements
depend on the type of funda supporting the specific headquarters/
organization. Information concerning the specliic torrelation
to lndividual program elements (s not available at this time.
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APPENDIX G
BUDGET STRATEGY
ANNEX I11
ROTE FUNDING OF STUDIES AND ANALYSES

This annex contains a copy of current duidance to HQDA Staff
Agencies and MACOMs on use of RDTE funds for studies and analyses.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

DACS-DMO I 3 1maesm

SUBJECT: RDTE Funding of Studies and Analyses

SEE DISTRIBUTION

1. DOD Directive 5010. 22, dated 22 Nov 76, subject: The Management '
and Conduct of Studies and Analyses, contained new budget guidance for
studies and analyses beginning with FY 79, Basically, the guidance
stated that all studies and analyses to be funded from RDTE funds musat
be in support of R&D projects; if a clear determination of the R&D pro-
ject to be aupported is not poasible, then RDTE funding is permitted for

- orgaaizations that are a part of the R&D community in the military

department or R&D Staff headquartera levels. All other studies and
analyses will be programed and budgeted in OLM. An extract of that

© . portion of the directive {s at Inclosure.

2. In December 1977, the Office of the Army General Counsel ruled that
studies and analysea must comply with the DOD guidance beginning with
FY 79. Eassentially this ruling means that a study RACS must substantiate
its direct support of a particular R&D project, If there is any doubt on a
study's funding, another recourse is to fund in accordance with the type of
headquarters; o.g., an R&D activity could RDTE fund its study. However,
that rationale should be included in the RACS,

3. On 2 March 1978, the Study Management Office (SMO) took action to
initiate a tranafer of F'Y 79 funds {decrement RDTE funding and increase
OMA funding accordingly) for the HQDA agencies and TRADOZS -- the two
known activities/conimands that have studies and analyses line items in
the RDTE budget, SMO has al®o taken action to change funding lor HQDA
etudies and analyses for FY 80 - 84 1AW the DOD directive. TRADOC
will have to initiate its own budget changes for thoir POM years,

4. The DOD directive has received many interpretations concerning funding
since its publication. However, the Army General Coungel ruling provides
definitive, and somewhat final guidance., Since all atudy RACS of over

$100, 000 require D&Fo, they willi receive Army General Counsel scrutiny;
HQDA agoncies and MACOMas shauxg t{g prepared for ASA(RDA) disapproval




DACS-DMO g 1 NAR Wi
SUBJECT: RDTE Funding of Studies and Analyses

if the RACS do not ccincide with the DOD directive as interpreted by the
General Counsel, For those studies of $100, 000 ar less, such determin-
ationa will be made,after the fact in most casss, by procurement inspectars
during thes gonduct of procuremant munagement reviews, and by The Inspector
General. To praciuds an unfsvorable {inding of illegal funding, study
sponsors shouls adhsré to the guidance of the DOD directive as included
horein.

3

5. Itis rscommended that study coordinators give thia matter wides?
dizzemination within their commands/agencies, especially (o command
procurement offices,

BY DIRECTION OF THE CHIER QF STAFF;

Inel : F. PAUL DUNN |

as Chief, Siudy Management Office
' Management Directorate

DISTRISUTION:

MQDA, DAMO-2D
HQDA, DAPE-PBR
HODA, DALO-BLF
NQODA, DAMA-PPM-M
HODA, DACA-MP
HQDA, DAMI-ZC
HODA, DAEN-5G
HODA, DASG-RMP
HODA, DACH-PP!
HQDA, DAJA-GL
NGB-ARC-M

HODA, DAAR-RAO

Commander-In-Chiaf
U.5. Arry and Seventh Army (ATTNy AEAGF-P)

Commanders

U.S. Army Training and Dectrine Command (ATTN: ATCD-PRMD)

U.S. Army Forces Command (ATTN: AFOP-DA)

U.S. Army Materiel Development & Readiness Command (ATTN: DRCPA-S)
U.5. Army Communications Cammand {ATTN: ACC-OPS-P)

Military Traific Management Conunand (ATTN: MT-PLO)

6-20




e e s

ROy

DACS-DMO ¢ 1 WAR 1978
SUBJECT: RDTE Funding of Studies and Analyses

DISTRIBUTION: (Con't)

Commanders

U.S, Army Criminal Investigation Command (ATTN: CIAC-RM)
.S, Army Military District of Washington (ATTN: ANCOM)

. Army Health Services Command (ATTN; HSA-CDH)

. Army Intelligence & Security Command (ATTN: IACS-P)

. Army Concepts Analysis Agency (ATTN: MOCA-PPO)

L]

acaaoaccac
nnn

.

CF: .
SAUS-OR
SAPA
DACS-BMO
DACS-DIP
DALCS-DPA
C8TE-28
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vill, PROGRAMING AND BUDGETING PROCEDURES

A, Those studies and analyses that support Research and Development
activities, such as research, technology exploration and development,
systems and equipment analyses, and development effort including develop-
ment and test of initial tactics and doctrine will be programed and budgeted
in RDT&E. In those cases where a clear determination {s not possible based
on the above, then the guideline will be to fund such studies and analyses in
RDT&E if the sponsoring organization is a part of the R&D community at *he
ASD level, in the Military Departments, Defense Agencies, or R&D staff
headquarters levels. All other studies and analyses will be programed and
budgeted in Q&M,

B. The arnual budget submisaions of the DOD Components will include

s special analysis of proposed atudies programs, regardless of the
appropriaticn in which the atudy funds are budgeted.
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APPENDIX G
BUDGET STRATEGY
ANNEX IV
EXTRACT OF DODM 7110-1-M

This annex contains an extract of DODM 7110-1-M showing the re-
quirement and format for Ereparation and submission of budget jus-
tification material for the studies and analysis program.

2 Incl

1. Part II - Budget Formulation, Section 10 =
Special Analysis, Chapter 2B8 - Special
Interest Areas, DODM 7110-1-M (p 288-11).

2. Format for exhibijt PB-21, Studies and Analysis
Program, DODM 7110-1-M, (p 288-6).
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PART I1 - BUDGET FORMULATION
Section 10 - Special Analyses
Chapter 2B8 - Special Interest Areas

2B8,1 Purpose

This chapter prescribes instructions for the preparation and
submission of budget justification back-up data for special areas
in which the Congress or OMB has expressed interest., Most of
these requirements affect more than a single appropriation,

288.2 Submission Requirements

A. Data in the attached exhibit formats are required for the
following program areas:

PB-18 Foreign Currency Exchange Data ,

PB-19 Costs of Services Provided by the United States
Postal Service

PB-20 Public Affairs Activities

PB-21 Studies and Analysis Program

PB~22 Headquarters Operation and Administration

PB~23 Service Support Contracts

PB-24 Aircraft Operations - Active Aircraft Inventory

PB-25 Aircraft Operations - Aircraft Flying Hours

PB-26 Aircraft Operations - 0&M Funds for POL

PB-27 Real Property Maintenance Activities

PB-28 Civilian Employee Training Data

PB-29 Computation of Per Diem Increase Costs

8. Definitions are to be identical to those used in furnish-
ing data to the Congress during the Fiscal Year 1977 review.

C. Four copies of each exhibit are required with the 30 Sep-
tember submission.

D. Budget justification data concerning Legislative Affairs
Activities will be prepared and submitted in accordance with a
separate memorandum issued by the QATSD(LA).
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STUDIES AND ANALYSIS PROGRAMS
DOD COMPONENT
($ in Thousands)

Appropriation FY 19PY FY 19CY FY 19BY
IN-HOUSE A separate exhibit will be prepared for
CONTRACT each financing apgropriat1on subdivided
by Contractor and In-House effort with a

further sub-breakdown by the definitions
listed 1in DOD Directive 5010.22, Subject:
“The Management and Conduct of Studies
and Analysis.” To the extent feasible,
individual planned studies by title may
be listed under those definitions.
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APPENDIX G
BUDGET STRATEGY
ANNEX V

PREPARATION OF BUDGET JUSTIFICATION MATERIALS FOR THE FY 80
STUDIES AND ANALYSIS BUDGET REQUEST

This annex contains copies of guidance to HQDA and MACOM on prep-
aration of budget justification materials for the FY 80 Studies
and Analysis Budget request.

2 Incl
1. DACS-DMO Letter, 14 Aug 78, subject: Exhibit PB-21

for Studies and Analyses.
2. DACS-DMO Letter, 18 Aug 78, subject: Preparation of

Studies and Analyses for FY 80 Budget Submission,

' G-26 -
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DACS-DMO

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEN OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

S: 15 September 1978
14 AUG 1978

SUBJECT: Exhibit PB 2l for Studies and Analyses

SEE DISTRIBUTION

1. Due to the Congressional interest in DOD studies and analyses,
detailed knowledge of AR 5-5 studies' expenditures is required to
be submitted with the budget. As a result, the Budget Formulation
Guidance, Office of the Comptroller of the Army (OCA), requires
the submission of a report entitled: Exhibit PB 21, Special Study
Budget Analysis, This report was first required in modifizd form
for the FY79 budget submission.

2. The report is compiled by the Study Management Office, OCSA,
and will be provided to OCA by 29 September 1978 for incorposation
into the FYB0 budget submission. The report consists of 3 sections,
one section for cach fiscal year: previous FY(FY78), present FY
(FY79), and budget FY(FY80), The data provided will consist of the
pumber of studies in progress for the previous fiscal year or planned
for the present and budget ¥Y, and the resources (OMA or RDTE funds
and professional manyears (PMY)) used or planned to be used for each
category of studies. Since the report is due as of 30 Sep 78 (the end
of FY78), data for the last few days of the fiscal year will have to be
estimated. The format of each section is at Incl ! and special instruc-
tions are at Incl 2.

3. Request that the study coordinator of each HQDA Staff agency and
MACOM provide the required information to this office NLT 15 Sep 78.
POC is LTC LeClere, AVN 227-0026., Telaphonic reports wil) be
accepted; negaiive reports are required.

BY DIRECTION OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF:

- APt
2 Incls . PAUL DUNN
as Chief, Study Management Office

G-27 Management Directorate
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DACS-DMO .
SUBJECT: Exhibit PB 21 for Studies and Analyses

DISTRIBU TION:
HQDA, DAMO-ZD
HQDA, DAPE.PBR
HQDA, DALO-PLF
HQDA, DAMA-PPM-M
HQDA, DACA-MP
RQDA, DAMI-ZC
HQDA, DAEN-ESC
HQDA, DASG-RMP
HQDA, DACH-PP!
HQDA, DAJA-CL
NGB-ARC-M
HQDA, DAAR-RAO
HQDA, DAAG-PLN

COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF
US ARMY EUROPE & SEVENTH ARMY (ATTN: AEAGF-P)

COMMANDERS

U.S. ARMY TRAINING & DOCTRINE COMM..\ND (ATTN: ATCD-PRMD)

U.S, ARMY FORCES COMMAND (ATTN: AFOP-CD)

U.S5, ARMY MATERIEL DEVELOPMENT & READINESS COMMAND
(ATTN: DRCPA-8)

U. 8, ARMY COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND (ATTN ACC-OPS-P)

MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMAND (ATTN: MT-PLO)

U.S. ARMY CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION COMMAND (ATTN; CIAC-RM)

U.S. ARMY MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON(ATTN: ANCOM)

U. S5, ARMY HEALTH SERVICES COMMAND {ATTN: HSA-CDC)

U.5, ARMY INTELLIGENCE & SECURITY COMMAND (IACS5-P})

CF:
SAUS-OR
SAPA
DACS-BMO
CSTE-2S
DACS-DI]
DACS-DP

G-28
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INSTRUCTION FOR EXHIBIT PB 21

1. Provided data should apply to studies and analyses accomplished within
the authority or guidance of AR 5.5,

2. A separate report should be submitted for FY78 (previous FY)}, FY79
(present FY), and FY80 (budget FY),

3. ldentify the HQDA Staff agency or MACOM on each submission.

4. Provide the name, office symbeal, and AUTOVON number of the
individual preparing the report.

5. The data must be reported by one of the wtudy categories listed on the
format.

6. Provide the number of "angoing" studies fram the previous fisca! year,
The number of ""new' studies consists of those started in the fiscal year
of each report.

7. In-house studies are those accomplished by the study organization or
another DOD organization where there {s no use of funds o> where no transfer
of funds was or will be initiated to specifically do the atudy. If there is

an expenditure of funds for cutside contractor support or funde were/wil}

be tranaferred to another DOD activity for the study, ihe study muet be
counted as a contract effort. ~

B. For FY?9 and FYB80, ongoing st.dies include those that were started
in FY78 or FY79, respectively; o.g., a study to be started in FY79 and
not to be comipleted until FYB0, will be listed under the FY79 submission
as a new study and under FYBO as an ongoing effort,

9. Resource requirements should be listed as those OMA or RDTE funds
and professional manyears (PMY) that will be expended in the specific

fiscal year. PMY should only be listed for in-house studies. 1f a study i»
to be accomplished by both contract and in-house efforts, it should be listed,
or counted, as 2 separate studies,

10, Funds will be lieted in thousands; "5200. 000" will be listed as "200. "
PMY will be listed by actual number. '

G-30
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11, NATO Int:roperability is a new atudy category beginning with ¥FY79,

2. The use of RDTE funds for studies and analyses will be quite
restrictive beginning with FY79, Study coordinztors should check HQDA
letter, DACS-DMO, dated 3] Mar 78, subject: RDTE Funding for Studies
and Analyses., Thus, there should be a significant shift from RDTE fund-
ing to OMA funding for non-RDTE funded commands.
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DEPARTMENT OF TiiZ ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAPP
WASHINGTON, D.C. 80310

&; 9 Cctobar 1978

DACS-DMO 18 Abu Wid

SUBJECT: Preparation of Studies and Analyses for FY80 Budget
Submdsesion

SEE DISTRIBUTION ‘

Y. HQDA is presently required to provide a list of AR 5-5 contract and
in-house studies with the yearly budget request. This is a eignificant
departure {rom previous budget submissions -- epecific sums wers
vequested without providing the detajls of the plavned studies, Congrea-
sional tarkups indicata that fuads will not ba provided unless more
definitive information on sach atudy is made available to the camnmittees.

2. The Study Manageraent Office (5MO) will propare the FY80 document
based on input from the HODA Staif agencies and MACOMs. Three atudy
Lists for FYB0 are vequired: RDTE contract studies,OMA contract
studica, and in-house studies. The RDTE contract study report is

required from HQDA Stwff agencies, TRADOE, and DARCOM; the remain-

ing two reports apply to all Stalf agencies and MACOMs. Sample formad
with preparation fastruciions for coatract studles ls at tncl § and for -

houke studiee {» at Inc! 2. Subnuesicas ehould not conitain eny clausified
inforuzation,

3. POC i LYC LaClers, AVN 227.0026. Request that the regatsres
fafsrmition be provided to this office NLT 9 October 1975.

BY DIRECTION OF THE CHIEF OF STAFS

ol B

Incle ¥. PAUL DUNN
a8 A Chief, Study Managerment Gifice
© Management Direstorate

RISTRIBU TION:

HQDA, DALIO-ZA

HQDA, DAPE-2A

HODA, DALO- 24

HQDA, DAMA-ZA

HODA, DACA-ZA , .
HODA, DAMI-ZA _ G-32
HQDA, DAEN. IA .
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18 AUG 1978
DACS-DMO
SUBJECT: Preparation of Studies and Analyses for FY80 Budget
Submission

DISTRIBUTION (con't)

HQDA, DASG-ZA

HQDA, DACH-ZA

HQDA, DAJA-ZA '
NGB-.ZA

HQDA, DAAR-ZA

HQDA, DAAG-ZA

Commander-In-Chief .
U,S. Army Europe & Seventh Army, ATTN:

Commanders

U,S. Army Training and Doctrine Command
U.S, Army Forces Command

U.S, Army Materiel Readiness & Development Command
U.S. Army Communications Commmand
Military Traffic Management Command

U.S. Army Criminal Inv stigation Command
U.S. Army Military District of Washington
U. S. Army Health Services Command

U.S, Army Intelligencs & Security Command
U,S. Army Concepts Analysis Agency

CF:
SAUS-0OR
SAPA
DACS.BMZ-A
CSTE-~ZA
DACS-DIZ-A
DACS-DPZ-A
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SAMPLE FORMAT

FY80 RDTE CONTRACT STUDIES

TRADOC
(HQDA Staff agency or MACOM)

1, Title: Electronic Warfare (EW) Vulnerability Assessment of Theater
Nuclear Forces (TNF) (Categary 3)

a. Problem: itis naccssary to determine the capability of theater
nuclear forces (Corps leve! and below) to accompliah their misrions in &
hostile electronic warfare enviroument and to develop appropriate courses
of action that would neuiralize this thraat.

b, _Expected Regults: The development of an electronic warfars threat
data base te formulats and evaluate poiential electronic warfare defense
improvements,

¢, Exps & .aps 850,000, '

2, Title: Radiological Defense for Theator Nuclear Force &xtvtvabmtir
{Category 5)

a, Problem: To determine the capability and adequacy of radiation
protecticn of an Army division to operate on a nuclear battlefield with
respect to the current and potential enemy nuclear threat. The last
evaluation was accomplished over 20 years ago.

b, Expected Resulta: A valid assessment of radiological detection equip-
ment, protection materiels, doctrine and training required to effectively
oporate in a nucloar environment,

c. Expected Gaat: $75,000; completion of FY79 funded affort,
3- » - . *

‘. . . . .

-

NOTES:
1. Study category should ba listed after the title.

2. RDTE {unded studice must be in direct support of an RLD project.

G-34

._f/aicaé /

L5 TR AR o G




[PV PRSP

Some commands that are RDTE funded can support studies with RDTE
funds, Itis suggested that HQDA letter, DACS-DMO, dated 31 Mar 7§,
gubject; RDTE Funding for Studies and Analyses, be referred to for
further guidance.

3. Studies should be listed in priority of funding importance.

4. It is suggested that studies.that are incrementally funded -- to be
partially funded in FY79 and FY80 -- be noted in subparagraph c of each
listed study as "completion of FY79 funded effort. "

5. Prcblem and expecied results statements should be clear, concise,
and easily understood by disinterested individuale that may not have an
intimate knowledge of the subject area.

6. OMA funded studies should be listed on a separate submission;
ensure title reflects "FY80 OMA contract studies. "

7. Study descriptions should be written to exclude clagsified information.
The submissions pertaining to contract studies will be controlled as "FOR
OFFICIAL USE ONLY" because they are contractor sensitive,

8. The RDTE contract study report is required from HQDA Staff
agencies, TRADOC and DARCOM.,

G-35
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S8AMPLE FORMAT
FYB80 ARMY IN-HOUSE STUDIES

ODCSOPS
(HQDA Staff agency or MACOM)

’ . +

CATEGORY 1
TITLE PMY
1. Association Between Skill Qualification Test (SQT) 0,50

and External Job Performance Indicators

2. Medium Lift Helicopter Cost and Training Effecti- 1.50
veness .\nal is :

3. Kemotely Monitored Baitlefield Sensor System -- 2,50
Cost and Training "ffectiveness Analysia

CA /EGORY 2

1. Army ..attlefield Interface Concopt on the Corps 1,00
Battlefield '

*2, Army Comunand and Coatrol Master Plan 18. 00
3, Concept Formulation Package for the Advanced 25, 80

Scout Halicoptes

4, Concepts of Employment of Aviation Agairst Enemy 6.00
Alr Mobile Awsaclt io the Rear

5. Corps Communication S:pport Requirements 4.00
6, Cuountering Armed Helicopteis <. 00
CATEGORY 3 (kte,)

NOTES:
1. In-house studies should be Lated by categories as dafined in AR 5-5.

: . G-36
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2. Only title and professional manyears (PMY) required to ;ccomplish
the study muast be listed,

3. If a atudy is both a contract and an in-house effort, place an asterisk
: to the left of the number of the study.
; 4. Situdy descriptions should be written to exclude classified information,
i
3
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APPENDIX H
CONTRACT SUPPORT OF ARMY ANALYSIS

H-1. PURPOSE. This appendix examines the Army's use of contract
studies and analyses to see if changes in the in/out-house balance
of study effort are warranted or desirable. A corollary purpose
is to compare the manner in which contract studies currently are
obtained with some alternate ways.

H-2, OBJECTIVES. a. Evaluation of the current balance of in/
out-house analyses to determine if a shift in the balance would be
advantageous to the Army.

b. Identification of alternative ways for obtaining contract
support of studies and analyses.

c. Description of the alternatives and their respective fea-
tures in sufficient detail to permit assessment of their relative
merits.

H-3. THE IN-HOUSE/OUT-OF-HOUSE BALANCE. a., Perceptions. There
are no established criteria for determining the in/out-house bal-
ance of study effort which will serve the Army best. There are,
however, two sources of information which can be helpful in evalu-
ating the balance. One source is the assorted historical data
showing the trends and levels of in/out mixes for the Army and for
other sponsors of studies and analyses. The other source is the
collected opinions and judgments of those with broad personal ex-
perience, both in performing and in sponsoring studies and
analyses. The opinions of several dozen senior officials were so-
licited by interview. Their perceptions have been organized to
provide institutional viewpoints,

(1) 0sd. Officials ranging in position from Assistant Sec-
retaries through Division Chiefs indicated a strong consensus that
the Armg has an in/out imbalance, and that a greater share of work
should be performed out-of-house. Most of the officials readily
endorsed Federal Contract Research Centers (FCRC) as a good way to
expand the out-of-house fraction, but pointed out that other con-
tractual arrangements would also work.

(2) Army Secretariat. Officials at the ASA and Deputy ASA
level) divided about evenly with part holding no strong opinion on
the subject, and the others supporting more out-of-house in gen-
eral and FCRCs in particular.




(3) Army Staff., Most officials interviewed reflected no
strong feelings either way or no opinion at all. It should be
noted, though, that much of the Army Staff has a limited histori-
cal perspective on the in/out-house question.,

b. Fact. A major porticn of Army study activity is performed
by the six or seven most prominent analytical agencies. There is
an internally consistent body of data spanning the past decade
(1969-1978) which provides a good profile of the 10-year trends
for both in-house and out-of-house levels of effort, Note, how-
ever, that the data are for a set of activities similar but not
identical to those on which data were collected during the review
and here the levels of effort shown differ from the survey data.

(1) In-House, In spite of major reorganizations in 1973 and
1974, the Tevel of effort, as measurad by the number of in-house
professionals, has been highly stable--growing at an average rate
of one ﬁercent per year. The organizations and their professional

strengths are tabulated below for FY 1969 and FY 1978,
1969 1978

ACTIVITY NO. ACTIVITY NO,

COMBAT DEV. CMD 445 TRADOC (TRASANA) 393

(SAG, ILC and elements of

elements of INCS Group) CACDA)

AMSAA 196 AMSAA 335

LEA 153 LEA : 119

STAG 98 CAA 216

ESC 68 ESC b3

SS1 30 S8 39

HQDA 63 HQDA 26

1,083 1,180

More noteworthy than the overall growth of about 10 percent is the
shift in the mix of military and civilian professionals. In 1969
the military numbered 465 (44,2%), By 1978 the military component
was reduced to 360 (30.0%).
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(2) OQut-of-House., In contrast to the modest growth of in-
house resources, the out-of-house portion of the mix has dimin-
ished continuously and sharply ovei the same period. There has
been a compound reduction consisting of cuts in,the budget for
contract studies, and continuing erosion in the dollar's profes-
sional man-year ZPMY) purchasing pewer., This is shown in Tahle
H-1 and Figure H-1.

Table H-1. Contract Study Effort

AMT AVE, PMy@ EQUIV. % OFj.-

($MIL)  COST ($THOUS) PMY TOTAL PMY

) FY 69  27.6 --'-ZZ-'-“'-""gé7 37;_-
10 19.3 47 411 28
71 17,5 51 343 20
72 16.2 53 287 8
73 14.3 87 250 20
14 15.0 60 250 20
75 13.7 65 2li 16
76 9.8 68 144 12
17 1.5 [ 10¢ - 08
18 8.7 75 116 09

3 stimated PMY cost data based on Army Contract Work Program
experience and checked with HOL,

As shown, the out-of-house component of the in/out balance has
slipped from 37 percent of the total in FY 69 to less than 10 per-

cent currently. On its own scale, the drop from 627 to 116 con-
tractor PMYs 1s a reduction of over 80 percent in the level of
contractor study activity.
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(3) Planned In/Out Balance for FY 1979, Elsewhere in this
report are data detailing two different projections for Army
studies in FY 79. The in-house/out-of-house mix from each is
highlighted here to permit comparison of Army proposals with the
historical trendline.

(a) Appendix G, Annex Il contains a display of the Army's
plarned FY 79 studies and analysis ﬁrogram. The program described
in the display is consistent with the scope of AR 5-5 and the data
shown earlier. The projected level of in-house performance is
1,164 PMY, The planned level of funding for contract studies is
$4,873M. At an estimated $80,000/PMY for FY 79, this amounts to
about 61 PMY by contractors, and a mix of 95 percent in-house, 5
percent out-of-house.

(b) Annex 1 of Appendix D details information obtained
frem an Army-wide survey of plans for FY 79 studies and analyses.
The survey, conducted in August 1978, allowed a broader assortment
of activities under "Study and Analysis" than is usual under AR
5-5, As a result, the planned out-of-house work amounted to
$29.6M. Major components of this sum were $4.5M for HQDA, $4.5M
for TRADOC, $6.5M for DARCOM (mostly for Battlefield Systems Inte-
gration), and $12.34 for a wide assortment of consulting agree-
ments, management support contracts, and studies sponsored by
other Army activities. The same broader definition of studies and
analyses also expanded the measurement of in-house effort by mare
than 100 percent. Activities centributing to the expanded in-
house count included DAPLOM BSI, part of the Ballistics Research
Laboratory, and the Army Reszarch Institute. The projected in/out
balance of this survey data is 82 percent in-house, 17 percent
contract.

c. Assessment of In/Qut Balance

(1) In spite of the Army's planning factors of 14 to 17 per-
cent for out-of-house work in FY 79, the Congress has cut study
funds to the extent that contract effort will reach record lows;
well below FY 78's 9 percent share of the total study and analysis
program. -

(2) The historical profile shows the out-of-house fraction
coming down from an era of 30-40 percent contractor effort a de-
cade ago to less than 10 percent currently. Midway, there was a
four-year period when the out-of-house share stabilized at around
20 percent.

(3) This shift in the out-of-house share of the study effort
should be appreciated not only as a change in mix or balance, but
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also should be recognized as a significant quantitative cut,
While in-house strength was growing by 127, the contractor PMY
contribution decreased by over 500,

(4) Navy and Air Force Staff cfficials continue sponsoring
FCRCs and express their satisfaction with overall contractor ef-
forts of more than 50 percent of their study programs.

(5) The qualitative advantages typically associated with
contractor efforts include:

(a) Responsiveness--capability to react quickly and to ad-
dress urgent issues promptly.

(b) Innovation--capability to suggest new approaches to
long term challenges,

(c) Hard-to-get skills--provide for contributions from, or
access to, diversified skills and outstanding specialists i{n spe-
cific fields.

(d) Independent views--free from bias and less susceptible
to pressures.,

(6) In view of the drastic reduction in contractor effort in
recent years, and the judgment and perceptions of both Defense of-
ficials and other services, it is apparent that the in-house/outs
of-house ratio has become imbalanced. The out-of-house portion

should be increased.

H-4, METHODS FOR OBTAINING CONTRACT SUPPORT., a. Current Proce-
dures '

(1) The current procedure for obtaining contract studies is

characterized by decentralized program development with execution
on a contract-by-contract basis.

(2) Ideally, the studies should be programed and budgeted
well in advance by the HQDA agencies and MACOMs (budget year and
first outyear draft study programs must be submitted five months
before start of budgyet year). Unprogramed studies may be {niti-
ated later if resources can be identified.

(3) To begin a contract study the prospective sponsor must:

(a) Establish the need for the study.

i e oL

¢ (b) Coordinate the requirement among interested agencies
and MACOMs.
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(c) Determine and validate the non-availability of in-
house resources to perform the study.

(d) Prepare and obtain approval of the Request for Appro-
val of Contract Support (RACS).

(e) Prepare and obtain approval of the Determination and

Findings (D&F) if the contract will be an RDT&E nogotiated pro-
curement of $100,000 or more,

(f) Prepare a Request for Proposal (RFP) package for use
by a contracting office to solicit proposals.

{g) Perform technical evaluation of proposals and award
contract.

(4) According to the HDL Procurement Office, the nominal
elapsed time to accomplish the abnve actions is close to 30 weeks.
This time period provides about 4 weeks for the bidders to prepare
their proposals, but accounts for none of the time prior to prep-
aration of the RACS. A sole source award should take about g
weeks less than a competitive procurement. A contract for less
than $100,000 should save another 9 weeks. In practice, the full
process has stretched out to an average of 45 weeks when pursued
on a routine basis (based on a sample of 10 recent contract study
awards) .

(5) Given these mandated procedural steps and the time to
perfurm them, it may be of interest to identify the dimension of
the typical study contract effort obtaired as a result. An Auqust
1976 ESG report, “"Results and Use of Arny Studies," identified 157
contract studies initiated during FY 74 and FY 75. The average
cost was $248,000. At PMY costs for those years (see Table H-1)
the average study contact secured 4.0 PMY of effort. A group of
26 study contracts in FY 78 averaged $282,000, or about 3.75 PMY
at current rates. With the typical distributfon about this aver-
age it is obvious that many contracts represent very modest levels
of professional activity. These data {llustrate trends in scudy
activity from sti11 another perspective. As recently as FY 74-75
new study contracts were initiated at a rate of 75-80 per year.
The effects of inflation and budget cuts are only moderately re-
flected in study contract manpower levels, but instead are largely
accounted for by a reduction of new study contracts to only 30-35
per year.

(6) The current method for obtaining study contracts has
many difficulties, Potential sponsors of contract studies, aware
of the red tape and time delays, tend to either sefze sole source

H-7
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options that exist or they are dissuaded altogether from initiat-
ing some of the study contracts that would be helpful to them,
Furthermore, when the contract study process is undertaken it is
usually done inefficiently because the responsible action officer
is going through the procedure for the first time. Under most
circumstances the experience he gains is then almost never applied
to a second study contract. '

b, Current System Improved

{1} A logical and straightforward alternative to the current
procedure is to search for ways to facilitate the process of mak-
ing study contract awards quicker and simpler. Acticns identified
to expedite HQDA study contracts include:

(a) Process contracts through Defense Supply Service -
Washington (DSS-W) in place of HDL. Collocation of HQDA and DSS-W
promises more expeditious processing. This will, in fact, be done
beginning FY 79.

(b) Convert from RDTRE to OMA funding for the bulk of the
study program. This will also allow the Army to comply with
?tr;cter interpretation by the General Counsel on the use of RDT&E

unds.

(c) Keep contracts small and tidy. Aveoid the complicated,
the interconnected or the very large efforts when packaging the
study. v

(d) Refuse to accept routine processing times. Eapedite
through handcarrying all documents, and maintain sponsor pressure
throughout .

(2) These actions and others will be reconmended very scon
in correspondence from both the ASA (RDA) and the Director of the
Army Staff. Both offices have the objectives of reducing the time
to make study contract awards, and of increasing the ratio of con-
petitive to¢ sole source awards.

¢. The UMNIBUS Contract

(1) “ONNIBUS" describes a contractual arrangement whereby
the sponsor {Army Command or Agency) can have multiple study tasks
performed by a single contractor without repeating the contracting
pYogess for each study. Features of the OMNIBUS type contract in-
clude:

(a) Selection of contractor by competitive award.
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(b) Initial contract performance peried of one year (for

example) with government retaining options to renew for two addi-
tional years. ,

(c) Contract imposes an upper }imit on annual contract
spending, but gives contractor no minimum guarantee.

(d) Study tasks still require sponsor's work statement,
and are individually negotiated to establish performance period
and level of effort.

(e) The individual study efforts may all be in a single
area of study, or may cover several related areas (e.g., combined
arms studies).

(2) The OMNIBUS contract can appear very attractive to a
sponsor in need of halp because of the advantages it offers:

(a) Shortens the contracting process significantly for in-
dividual study tasks.

{b) Siwmilarly, paperwork requirements are greatly reduced.
(One “class D&F™ and one RFP does all.)

(c) Sponsor obtains dedicated talent and precommitted ef-
fort in support of his study program.

(d) The contractor works as an extension of the Army spon-
sor. His work on multiple study projects can be redirected with
little eoffort to satisfy changing priorities,

(3) Experience has taught that OMRIBUS contracts carry sev-
eral actual or potential problems,

(a) UBncreased management control and greater adminstrative
complexity characterize the OMNIBUS contract, The smaller study
projects do not get HQDA review as they might when proposed for an
individual contract effurt., The multiplicity of Centracting Of-
ficers' Representatives (CORs) (usually a different COR for each

‘task) can seriously complicate the required 1iaison between the

Arty contracting office and the contractor. The administration
involvad in monitoring payments under an ONNIBUS arrangement is
extresely ditficult.

(b) The contractor's capacity for quick reaction can
nasily be overtaxed. The sponsor finds that it is a usefu) cap-

ability and then begins to impose more demands for urgent re-
sponses than can be handled.




-

e S ALRTARS U A Y e sy e B e LT e I i T e -

(c) The arrangement gives the appearance of a scheme to
provide continuing study efi :ts to & favored contractor. The
contractor is often provided ucfice space within the sponsor's or-
ganization, and his personnel can learn much about the Army's
methods and study needs fron, both the day-to-day contacts and the
opportunities for "official" visits and travel. Through this su-
perior knowledye, the contractor is perceived as havng an advant-
age in bidding for other contracts and for renewal of the OMNIBUS
contract. Other contractors resent this advantage and complain to
the authorities,

(d) Under the multiyear OMNIBUS contract, the contractor's
personnel tend to gain seniority over the sponsor's, This leads
to increased influence to the pcint where the contractor can take
over the momentum for creativity in one sponsoring organization's
study program.

(4) The Army's most prominent OMNIBUS arrangement has been
at Ft. Leavenwortn, where CACDA and its predecessor agencies were
supported by a ceries of contractors threughout most of the 1960s
and 1970s. The last competitive award was made in mid-1973,

After threz annual renewals the contract was allowed to expire.
The Arny « mmtracting office (HDL) applicd much of the pressure for
terminating the OMNIBUS arrangement.

(6} Even with today's reduced contract study funding, an
OMRIBUS contract similar to the Ft. Leavenworth program would ac-
count for unly a small share of the total program, A review of
that contract for FY 74 and 75 shows that new study tasks were as-
signed at an average rate of cne per month, and that they averaged
about $100,000 each while ranging from $9,000 to $300,000, At
these levels, adoption of one (or even two) such OMNIBUS contracts
woiild mean a mixture of the current -ystem and OMNIBUS, with the
bulk of the study program still hanaied under the contract-by-
cuntract process.

d. A New Army FCRC. Another alternative to the cuirent pro-
cess would be *o establish a new (Study and Analysis) FCRC under
Army sponsorship.

{1) FCRCs are sponsored by agencies' because of the need
for.

(a) Objectivity and rreedom from conflicts of interest.

(b) Intimate familiarity with the sponsoring agencies ac-
tivities and needs.
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(c) A high degree of expertise and interdisciplinary cap-
ability.

(d) A capacity to pruvide a quick response tu the spon-
sor's needs.

(2) FCRCs typically have a special interdependent and contin-

uing relationship (usually Yive years or more) with the sponsoring
agency.

(3) The Arry terminated its FCRC relationship with Research
Analysis Corp (RAC) in 1972, after nearly a quarter or a century
of <ponsoring RAC (1961-72) and its predecesscr, the Johns Hopkins
University Operations Research Office (OR0) (1948-61). Termina-
tion occurred for a combination of reasons, including:

(a) Congressional cuts in funding with resultant reduc-
tions in RAC staff.

(b) Army's announced intention to build up in-house cap-
ability to handie 50 percent of work performed by RAC,

(¢) Industrial pressure to spread study contracts to out-
side contractors,

{4) An FCRC cantractor must be a certain size in order to

address the full scope of problams encountered by its sponsor.
0SD estimates that 40 to 50 dedicated profassionals would be the

 miniium size that could perform an FCRC role for a major head-

quarters organizations In the mid-1960s the Army*s RAC work pro-

~ gram amounted to 250 PMY/year, and represented about 30 percent of

the out-of~house effort at the time. A minimum size FCRC of 50

- professionals currently would cost roughly $4.0 million/year,

(5) In order to adopt this FCRC alternative the Aray would

have to accomplish the following:

(1) Develop justification that the FCRC is needed because

. neither the private sector {other than an FCRC) nor in-house

facilities can meet its requirements.

‘(b) *Convince 05D, OMB and Cpngress of the validity of the

 (€) Locate and successfully negotiate with a suitable ad-

winistrator (preferably, university or Other nonnprufit) who can
" demonstrate a potential ability to fulfill the Army's require-
ments.
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e. Existing FCRCs. A seemingly plausible and simpler idea
than estabiishing a new FCRC would be to use existing DOD spon-
sored FCRCs to perform a portion of the Army's study program,

(1) A similar practice is well established, with the FCRC
System Engineering Centers and Laboratories supporting selected
Army programs. These are typically hardware related programs such
as operation of the Kwajalian Missile Range, and other elements of
the Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) program. The proposed FY 79
use of these FCRC accounts is as follows:

FCRC , $(THOUS)
Aerospace _ 2,850
MITRE ‘ 4,600
Lincoln Laboratory 13,760

| Army Total $21,210

The Army is responsible for funding this FCRC work within its own
budget. Other examples of this type of work include system engi-
neering of NATO communications and the extensive evaluation in the
field of PERSHING survivability.

(2) The possibility of adopting a similar arrangement to
permnit Army use of the existing Study and Analysis FCRCs was re-
viewed with 0SD. The possibility of accomplishing this is not
considered good either by 0SD authorities or by the HQDA (ODCSRDA)
1iaison to Defense R&E, Some of the major reasons:

(a). Arny would have to gain appropriation for increased
stqdy and analysis activity.

(b) FCﬁCs (S&A) would need to have their ceilings lifted
or the sponsors would have to agree to give up a share of their
FCRC support. The latter seems unlikly since all have been se-

~ verely reduced in recent yaars.

(c) The experience and background of the surviving FCRCs

- 15 not well matched to the problems and challenges in the Army

study prog;am.

-6, FINDINGS. a. The In/Out-House Balance. The statistics of
the nast decade show a 10 percent galn for the Army's in-house
anx’ - tical effort, and an 80 percent reduction in amount of con-
tract support. The combined effect of these changes has been a
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shift from an out-of-house share of more than 30 percent of the
total study effort to less than 10 percent currently. This dras-
tic shift from an historical balance that seemed to work well
could, alone, support the view that the in/out-house ratio has be-
come imbalanced. When this view is combined with the consensus of
perceptions throughout DOD that there is too little contractor ef-
fort on Army studies and other considerations, the argument to
change the current balance is enhanced. The remedy would be to
restore some of the more than 500 professional man-years of con-
tractor support that have been lost to the Army's annual contrac-
tor study effort since 1969.

b. Assessment of Contract Support Alterpatives

(1) The current method for obtaining contract support is
characterized by excessive time spent in making a contract award,
and by a commonly perceived inefficiency in terms of the amount of
effort required for documentation and staff work in contrast to
the amount of contractor effort obtained. Improvements to the
current system are clearly worthwhile under any circumstances, and
a}l of %he ideas for expediting the process deserve serious con-
sideration.

(2) The Army could enter into an OMNIBUS type contract
whenever it feels the advantages outweigh the disadvantages. How-
ever, if it were ?atterned after the recent Ft. Leavenworth ar-
rangement, it would still be only a small part of the total pro-
gram which would be largely unchanged from the current system.

(3) An attractive option to the Army for enhancing the re-
sponsiveness, quality and effectiveness of contract support would
be the establishment of a new Army-sponsored analytical FCRC,
Some of the more important considerations of the FCRC alternative
are noted below,

(a) The Army is alone in not sponsoring a study and analy-
sis FCRC. The Navy, Air Force, and 0SD continue their dedicated
FCRC arrangements, all at a level of 100 to 150 PMY. FCRCs are
still well regarded in the technical community. In 1976 the De-
fense Science Board reviewed FCRCs (again) and endorsed their
continued use by DOD and the Services. Also in 1976 the DDR&E
argued strongly that the Army needed an FCRC, Clearly, many 0SD
officials still agree,

(b) There will be Congressional difficulties with starting
a new FCRC. Uncertain year-to-year funding is one potential prob-
lem. Beyond that, Congress has been critical of FCRCs for some
years and has consistently sought funding cuts to limit what some
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regard as unwarranted growth, excessive salaries and fringe bene-
fits, and high carporate caosts.

(c) An even earlier obstacle to establishing a new FCRC
could be the general policies of the Government on Research and
Development Acquisitions. A draft OMB policy document, based on
the National Science, Engineering and Technology Policy Act of
1976 (Public Law 94-282), and intended to be used in conjunction
with OMB Circular No. A-109 propases the following policy guide-
lines:

"Agencies will carefully consider other alterna-
tives before establishing an FCRC, Preferred al-
ternatives for obtaining support of agency require-
ments will be considered in the following order:

RS A it

(1) Use of the private sector, including nonprofit
organizations, other than FCRCs.

- %

(2) Use of in-house agency capability or existing
FCRCs ,

(3) Establishment of a new FCRC."

(d) It has been seventeen years since the last time a DOD-
sponsored FCRC was established.

(4) Use of existing study and analysis FCRCs would be se-
verely hampered by the limitations on total programs (ceilings).




N APPENDIX I
ANALYSIS OF ARMY MANPOWER/PERSONNEL STUDIES CAPABILITY

I-1. APPROACH. a. The approach to this analysis of manpower and
personnel studies was essentially subjective. The types and
sources of information were:

(1) Notes of interviews with members of Office, Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) and Office,
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs and
Logistics) made by the Study Group leaders.

(2) Interviews with members of Office, Assistant Secretary
of the Army (M&RA), the Office, Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel
(OBCSPER), Headquarters, Department of the Army, and Directorate
of Program Analysis and Evaluation (DPA&E), Office, Chief of Staff
of the Army.

(3) Responses to the Study Group survey of the Army study
and analysis community.

: (4) Agency briefings to and discussions with the Study
roup.

(5) Study Group members' personal knowledge of the operation
of the ODCSPER study program and the program of the Arwy Research
Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI).

b. The examination of manpower/personnel analytical capability
began with a perception based on a{l) above, to the effect that
existing capabilities and processes were inadequate to meet Army
needs and requirements. It is the purpose of this appendix to de~
scribe current capabilities and procedures for analyses in the
manpower/personnel area and to comment upon perceived deficiencies
and omissions therein.

[-2. BACKGROUND. The ODCSPER has not had an in~house studies and
analysis capability since the abolition of the Directorate of Per-
sonnel Studies and Research in December 1969, Following the dis-
establishment of that capability, the ODCSRER approach to studies
and analyses was to embed the capability within each internal or-
ganizational element as required to perform the normal staff func-
tion of the element, In short, studies and analyses wera viewed

as an integral and continuing part of staff action rather than as
intermittent external support. Studies of broader or mere long-
range issues were handled as normal staff actions, through ad hoc

I-1
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Study Groups or through other mechanisms generally avaiiable aut-
side ODCSPER. A small studies office continued to handle the
ODCSPER portion of the Army Study System and feed ODCSPER require-
ments into that system. To that office i 1974 was added staff
monitorship of the personnel and training research and deve]opment
program conducted by the Army Research Institute for the Behavioral
and Social Sciences (ARI).

I-3. CURRENT CAPABILITIES. a. At DA Headquarters level, re-
quirements for manpower and/or personnel studies are most fre-
quently generated from within Office, Deputy Chief of Staff for
Personnel (ODCSPER} or are levied on ODCSPER. Depending upon the
subject, expertise required, and time available, ODCSPER under-
takes those matters that cannot be handled as normal staff actions
in one of the following ways:

(1) Ad Hoc Study Group. A group of officers and/or civil-
ians from appropriate sections of ODCSPER are assigned full- or
part-time to address the problem. The study group is usually
given tasking authority in order to get needed input from elements
of ODCSPER and from field operating agencies. A completion date,
usually short term, is assigned.

(2) Other Army Agencies. A study of large scope and short
duration, requiring a sizeable number of people for a brief pe-
riod, may be farmed out to TRADOC, If the subject is other than
training, the resources of the Army Administration Center (ADMINCEN)
are 1ikely to be called upon. If the subject is training, the
study will most Tikely be assigned to a TRADOC school. These ele-
ments are not included within the survey of Army analytical cap-
abilities discussed eariier in this report. For study and analy-
sis requirements not appropriate to the TRADOC mission, an effort
is made to have another Army agency conduct the work. The Con-
cepts Analysis Agency (CAA), the Engineer Study Center (ESC), and
the Army War College have conducted studies for ODCSPER.

(3) Contract Study. If the required study resources exceed
those available from within ODCSPER and time permits, those study
requirements not referred to another Army agency are submitted
under the provisions of AR 5-5 as candidates for the Army contract
studies program.

b. Field Operating Agencies. Conforming to the practice of
embedding analytical capability within functional elements, both
the Military Personnel Center (MILPERCEN) and the US Army Recruit-
ing Command (USAREC), Field Operating Agencies of ODCSPER, contain
analysis elements in support of their mission and functions.

These elements are included within the survey of Army analytical
capabilities discussed earlier in this report.
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c. Research and Development. If the problem or analytical
requirement includes a sizeable demand for behavioral science ex-
pertise, human performance data, or ap eXﬁerimental approach, the
effort may be included within the research and development program
of ARI. In addition, ARI frequently and routinely furnishes sci-
entific and technical support to Army and 0SD staff, special study
groups, and to Army field activities. The ARl is also included
within the survey discussed earlier in this report.

I-4, DISCUSSION. a. Current Capabilities. The interviews
within ODCSPER indicated no great. ground swell of dissatisfaction:
with existing analysis capabilities and procedures. Areas for im-
provement were recognized and are discussed later in this section.
The estimated level of ODCSPER study effort under AR 5-5 for the
last five years shows the following pattern:

In-house Contract
FY (PMY) ($K)
74 54,2 1,012,6
75 47.1 1,286.2
76 117.8 449,9
77 24.1 ‘ " 403,3
78 29,5 438.0

The practice of embedding the analytical capability within the
ODCSPER 1internal staff elements has the advantage of putting
highly experienced analysts close to the real problems. Further-
more, they are in ?osition to 1mmed1ate1y‘apﬁ1y analytical find-
ings to operational problems. The practice has the disadvantage
of fragmenting analytical capability, leaving no capability to ad-
dress broader issues cutting across several functional areas.

- Successive staff reductions have hastened the well-known process

by which operational urgency overcomes concern for future prob-
lems. The result is that the analysts have largely become the
staff managers of the functions they analyze, thereby eliminating
any capacity for addressing longer range issues. In one effort to
counter this trend, the Human Resources Directorate of ODCSPER es-
tablished a Human Resources Analysis Team. This two-man team pro-
vides a small analytical capability in support of the Directorate,
Missing from the existing arrangements available in ODCSPER is a
capability for quick reaction on analyses exceeding the capacity
and competence of incumbent staff.
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On the other hand, representatives of ASA(M&RA), DPA&E, and the
ASD(MRASL) perceived Army analysis capabilities as less than sat-
isfactory in the manpower and personnel area. Examples given of
topics in which Army analysis was not adequate to the need were in
the Army reply to the report of the President's Commission on
Military Compensation, Army aviator requirements, and the number
of ROTC scholarships. The manpower models, ELIM/COMPLIP, and mar-
ket analysis far recruiting were cited as strong points of current
Army capabilities.

Study survey results show the following professional personnel
engaged in analytic activity related to the manpower/personnel

area:
Agency No. of Professionals Doing Analysis
MILPERCEN 48
USAREC 10
ADMINCEN 38
Total 96

If to these we generously add seven spaces from within ODCSPER in-
cluding overhead personnel, and further add the 241 professional
personnel from ARI (most of whom are not engaged in what we would
call studies and analyses), it could be asserted that as many as
334 of the total of 2,462 professionals in the Army analytic com-
munity are devoted to manpower and personnel analysis. This works
out to approximately 14 percent. The survey also showed that ap-
proximately 10 percent of the tota) effort surveyed is related to
training while 4 percent s related to personnel, for a total of
14 percent devoted to the "people" area in the broadest possible
sense. Perhaps more enlightening is a breakout by agency of the
fiscal year 1978 funding devoted to manpower and personnel.

Agency FY 78 ($ in thousands)
ADMINCEN 2,465
MILPERCEN 1,975
USAREC 552
Army Study Program - 438
ARI ’ 21,044

Yotal 26,474
[-4
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Thus, of the $139 million total effert included in the survey,
$26.5 million is directed at the manpower/personnel area. The
critical point is that these survey figures show the grand total
of the Army's resources committed to the scientific, technalogi-
cal, and analytical support of manpower and personnel, The total
includes the research and development effort ralated to training,
personnel testing, performance assessment, personnel management,
and related topics. In short, this is all there is. In other
areas of science and engineering, i.e., in the technologies of ma-
teriel development, the numerous laboratories of DARCOM, plus
those of the Corps of Engineers, provide the Army with alternative
sources of talent and considerable breadth and depth of techno-
lTogical resources. Comparable alternatives and depth of backup
resources for addressing Army manpower/personnel problems do not
exist,

b, Needed Improvements. From this all too 1imited review, one
gains the impression that improvements in several areas would be
useful in the conduct of the Army analysis program. One area for
improvement is in the responsiveness of the analysis process to
the interests of OASA(M&RA). Officials in that office perceived
present practices as weak and inadequate for meeting current Army
needs. The proposal made elsewhere in this report, to include
OASA(M&RA) representation on the Study Program Review Council,
would provide OASA(M&RA) more direct involvement in the improved
Army study process recommended by this Study Group., Another area
for improvement is to overcome the lack of an element vested with
responsibility for forethought in formulating study guidance and
for forecasting study requirements in the manpower and personnel
studies areas. The present annual "dragnet" process acquires the
seecific problems of functional elements of the staff but does not
elicit the broader, more far-reaching questions.

Still another area for improvement concerns those analyses
needed to support Army requirements or positions in the context of
the Planning, Programing and Budgeting System (PPBS). Examples of
topics mentioned as needing analysis were military retirement, the
size of the training base, personnel and manpower impacts of hard-
ware, and force structure modernization. A related weakness was
highiighted by recent emphasis on “affordability." Although guid-
ance documents have long required attention to the qualitative and
quantitative personnel requirements of new materiel and to deter-
mination of the training requirements associated therewith, in
practice the attention is frequently insufficient or nonexistent.
Furthermore, the conversion of information into manpower data, the
aggregation of such date, and analysis thereof for projected im-
pact on future force requirements needs considerably more empha-
sis. Analyses of the personnel and training implications of new
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equipment items appear to fall within the purview of AMSAA and
TRASANA, while analysis of the projected impact on future force
requirements seems a proper concern of ODCSPER.

c. Alternatives

(1) One approach to enhancing Army study capability is to
attempt to increase the output of the present system through in-
ternal organizational and procedural changes and an infusion of
additional money with no increase in the total number of personnel
spaces allocated to the effort, For example, it could be argued
that the manpower/personnel analytical capability within ODCSPER
and its Field Operating Agencies is overly fragmented and that
some centralization would increase efficiency and effectiveness.
A serious examination of that approach was not undertaken as part
of this study. Such an approach must show that advantages gained
in the change clearly outweigh the advantages lost. The consid-
eration that ODCSPER and TRADOC are presently directing toward an
expanded analytical capability at ADMINCEN 1s a realistic example
of this approach.

(2) Another way to get more studies and analyses from cur-
rent resources is to transfer resources from research and develop-
ment into studies. This reguires a conscious decision that the
Army is conducting manpower,personnel related research and devel-
opment that it needs less than it needs additional studies and
analyses in the same field, Such an approach leads to the loss of
research and development funding for the transferred resources,
with support being picked up by OMA studies funding. Given the
present attitude of Congress, the approach entaiis serious risk of
net loss of funds for the manpower/personnel research and analyses
combination. The pofnt is that the risk should not be ignored,
and subsequent Army actions should be designed to reduce the risk.
One example of this a?proach would reduce funding and spaces from
the research and development program of ARl and add spaces and new
funding to the program of CAA for the purpose of performing man-
power/personnel analyses. In practice, ODCSPER direct control
over these former resources of ARI would canvert to a "1ine-of-
cre?it" guaranteeing ODCSPER access to CAA for manpower/personne)
analyses.

A second 1llustration of this approach is to alter the mission
of ARl to include manpower/personnel studies and analyses as well
as behavioral sciences research and development. Such an action
would again result in loss of RDT&E funding of the converted
portion of ARl and the same risk of net loss of funds. Reducing
personnel performance and training research and development by re-
moving spaces and money from the ARI program and concurrently
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adding a study/analysis mission to ARI represents a reduction in
research and development that, as yet, has not been justified.

The size of the implied resource transfer merits more complete and
careful consideration of the actual losses and the potential gains
involved.

(3) A third approach is ta strengthen the Army manpower/per-
sonnel analysis capability through additional resources from out-
side the existing manpower/personnel community. Indeed, this can
be interpreted as the thrust of some of the interviews with key
officials. However, such an approach can be carried out only at
the expense of some other area of Army endeavor. The Study Group
did not beljeve that the manpower/personnel analysis merited
strengthening at the expense of another area of study.

[-8. FINDINGS. a. In general, the study requirements which have
been established by ODCSPER have been met effectively and effi-
ciently. There is currently no backlog of validated study re-
quirements other than those proposed for initiation in FY 79 and
FY 80.

b. There is lacking a quick reaction capability to address
Army manpower/gersonnel problems which exceed the capabilities of
the incumbent ODCSPER staif,

c. Absent is an effective capability to pull together those
analyses that cut across functional lines, to formulate study
guidance, and to forecast analytical requirements on the broader
and/or larger range issues related to manpower and personnel.

d. Analyses supporting Aray manpower/personnel issues in the
POM have not always been adequate.

e. There is no accessible capability to conduct the broader
and longer range manpower/personnel analyses.

f. ODCSPER and TRADOC are exploring means to enhance capabilis
ties at ADMINCEN Human Resources Development to achieve the goal
of institutionalizing personnel management.

g. Personnel and training aseects of materiel item analysis
need strong emphasis to support “affordability” and force struc-
ture analysis.

h. Manpower models ELIM/COMPLIP and market analysis for re-
cruiting are seen as strong points of current Army capabilities.
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AFPENDIX J
MILITARY ANALYSTS

J-1. INTRODUCTION. Army studies and analyses represent the work
of a group of personnel defined somewhat loosely and called ana-
lysts. The universe includes military and civilians with a vari-
ety of specialties and civilian series. The resuits of the study
group survey indicate that 30 percent of the personnel working in
analysis are Military OPMS Specialty 49, Operations Research/Sys-
tems Analysis. This appendix will address the management of this
group of analysts.

J-2. CURRENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. Management of military personnel
is centralized at US Army Military Personnel Center (MILPERCEN).
MILPERCEN is responsible for the accession, training/education,
development, and assignment of all officers except the special
branches, e.g., medical, chaplain, etc. Prior to the implementa-
tion of the Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS) in 1975,
military OR analysts were designated by the Mititary Occupational
Specialty 8700. In addition, there was an Operations Research/
Systems Analysis special career program established on a voluntary
basis. With the introduction of OPMS, the ORSA career program and
all others like it were discontinued.

a. Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS). OPMS was im-
plemented in 1975 as a means of providing qualified officers to
fi11 Army needs, particularly at the 0-5/0-6 level. The "general-
ist" philosophy in developing officers often left the Army unable
to f111 highly specialized requirements with officers 3ualified by
previous training and/or experience. UPMS was designed to over-
come this shortcoming by assigning and training officers on a re-
petitive basis in two career fields called specialties. Une spe-
cialty, called the primary specialty, is assigned upon eatry to
active duty and is normally related to the officer's branch. The
second, alternate specialty, is assigned during the eighth year of
service. The alternate specialty is normally onc designated as an
"advanced entry" specialty. Specialty 49, Operations Research/
Systems Analysis {URSA), is an advanced entry specialty. Only a
few officers have ORSA as their primary specialty, The assignment
philosophy of OPMS is that an officer becomes qualified in his
rrimary specialty during his first eight years of service aithough
e may have assignments in some other specialty area including his
subsequently designated alternate specialty. After the eighth
year of service, assiguients ideally would alternate between the
specialties. It is recognized that this ideal is not always pos-
sible due to specialty combinations which have differing
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requirements at different grades, shortages in some specialties,
and the requirements to fill positions which are not specialty re-
lated, i.e., ROTC instructor.

b. Specialty Qualification. Qualification requirements for
the specialties are coniained in AR 611-101. For ORSA, the quali-
fications required by the regulation are:

(1) Must have an academic background and/or experience in
ORSA, economics, systems engineering, systems analysis, mathemat-
ics, logic, management, or possess a degree in engineering, physi-
cal science, or business when supported by a quantitative analyti-
cal background such as linear and dynamic ﬁrograming, inventory
theory, mathematical models, probability theory, queing theory,
statistical analysis, stochastic processes, and ADP.

(2) Must nave accomplished one of the following:

a. One year experience or formal on-the-job training in
ORSA.

b, Completed an appropriate short course in ORSA such as
the ORSA Executive Course at USALMC.

The requirements for qualification are not strictly enforced.

c. Education. The proferred method of providing ORSA officers
with the required skills has been and {s sti}l civil graduate edu-
cation. Prior to 1977, the only other formal ORSA training was
the ORSA Executive Course, taught at the Army Logistics Management
Center. This three-week course was designed to provide managers
with an appreciation of OURSA techniques and capabilities. In re-
cent years, Congressionally imposed limitation on graduate educs-
tion has severely reduced caRability to educate QRSA officers.
This reduction required the Arsy to utilize the available quotas
carefully. Procedures were implemented which allocated quotas to
academic disciplines based upon the ratio of the required number
of officers to fi1} Army tducation Review Board (AERB) validated
positions (i.e,, positions requiring graduate level education) to
the total officers available within the discipline. Additionally,
a policy was established that an officer should be in the upper
third of his contemporaries for fully funded graduste education,
During 1977, an in-house capability was developed at Arty Logis-
tics Management Center, consisting of a twelve-week cyurse to pro-
vide ORSA training for the following categories of ORSA officers:
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(1) Graduate degree in a discipline other than ORSA,
(2) Not qualified for graduate education.

(3) Not yet selected for graduate education (quota non-
availability, not available for PCS but attend course TDY and re-
turn to station). The HQDA pruporent for the specialty mantains
that qualification in ORSA requires graduate education or the
equivalent.

d. Assignment Policy. The assignment policy of the Army is to
fill Army requirements and provide professional development. An
officer is expected to be qualified in both of his assigned speci-
alties with qualification in the primary specialty coming first
chronologically (and, in reality, in importance). An officer is
expected to be assigned in one of his two specialties; however,
this is not always the case, as discussed in paragraph J-2a above.

(1) Requirements Determination. Authorization for military
personnel is controlled by HQDA for aggregate reguirements.
Within their total authorization, an agency may designate the spe-
cialty for each position without constraint on total requirements
for each specialty. Positions are designated by the principal po-
sition specialty code, a skill identifier within that code, and a
secondary position specialty code (if applicable). Activities are
supposed to use AR 611-101 to determine which specialty most
closely matches the requirements of the position. Additicnal spe-
cial qualifications can be specified by Additional Skill Identi-
fiers (ASI). '

(2) Priorities. Authorized spaces 1n the Army exceed the
number of personne] available to fill them, creating the need to
establish priorities, The priority for filling positions is based
on the Department of the Army Master Priority List (DAMPL).

J-3. CURRENT STATUS OF ANALYSTS. a. Description of Inventory.
There are 1616 officers who are assigned Speciaity Code 49, ORSA,
The overall quality of ORSA officers exceeds that of the totai of-

icer corps as evidenced by the quality indicatc=s shown in Tahle
J-1. The 27 percent average fur master's degree for all officers
is somewhat misleading as all officers as3signed ORSA snerialty
have enough service to have had the time to obtain 3 graduate dc-
gree while the populetion of all officers includes many who have
net. Another indication of quality is selection for proaotion.
Table J-2 provides a comparison of selection rates between ORSA
officers and all officers.
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Table J-1. Education Levels

Military education
SSC CGSC

Civilian education

Master's | Bachelor's J{COL/LTC) ] (COL/LTC)
OPMD 27% 949 21% 61%
ORCA 79% 100% 23% 75%

Table J-2. Promotion Selection Rates

FY 77 FY 78
coL LTC NAJ coL LTS MAJ
PZ3(1st time)/S2° (PZ(1st time)/s2)
OPHD 44.4/2.1 67.1/4,8 76.3/2.6 Not published  $9.5/4.9 74.5/6.1
ORSA . 58.2/3.4  87.7/28.6 B8.2/5.2 . © 87.0/13.0 87.6/11.9

&p% {s primary vone for selection.

bsz 1s secordary zone for selection.

Professional qualifications of ORSA officers are difficult to
quantify. A considerable percentage has no training or experi-
ence. These are primarily in year groups which have recently had
alternate sQecialties designated. The inventory includes officers
with master's degrees in operations research (engineering or busi-
ness), industrial engineering, or systems engineering., This rep-
resents the minimum number which have graduate education in ORSA.
An additional unknown number of officers were given graduate edu-
cation {n ORSA, but their files reflect another discipline, This
fact results from schools not having degrees in ORSA but awarding
another graduate degree although the curriculum was ORSA. In some
instances, personnel offices coded files based on diplomas or
transcripts which reflected the degree rather than the curriculum.
Other officers are qualified by experience and training rather
than by graduate degrees., No estimate is available, but a reason-
able assumption would be that all COL/LTC 1n the specialty are
qualified (at 1 ast in MILPERCEN'S view).
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b. Distribution of Assets. MILPERCEN assigns officers to meet
Army needs based on priorities established by the DAMPL which is
approved by the Vice Chief of Staff. He also approves the desig-
nation of units/activities as "excepted units" which are to be
filled at 100 percent of requirements. The assets remaining are
distributed by mean~ of the Personnel Priority Model (PPM), the
results of which are published as the Officer Distribution Plan
(0DP), The ODP is projected to permit the personnel system to
react to the plan.

(1) Authorizations

(a) Table J-3 shows that the requirements for ORSA of-
ficers, as stated in authorization documents, is 732, The speci-
alty is different from most in that requirements are concentrated
in TRADOC and excepted units, mostly in the Washington area.
TRADOC is authorized 44.4 percent (325), excepted units 39.8 per-
?eng (291), DARCOM 9.8 percent (72), and all others 6.0 percent

44).

(b) Many positions which are designated ORSA require mini-
mal ORSA skills. There is currently no means of activities insur-
ing that assigned officers have these skills without requesting an
ORSA officer. The results are wasted resources and often unhappy
ORSA officers. Surveys indicate many positions require skills in
only probability and statistics. A survey made by an NPS student
in research for his thesis indicated that 22 percent of incumbents
in AERB positions spent less than 10 percent of their time in
analysis work and 44 percent spent less than 20 percent.

(2) Current Fill, Current operating strengths are also
shown in Table J-3, They represent MILPERCEN data base accounting
by control specialty. Control 5£ec1a1ty is the specialty in which
an officer is supposed to be working as a result of assignment by
MILPERCEN or MILPERCEN concurrence with activity putting an of-
ficer 1n a duty position with that specialty. There is no re-
quirement that an officer's control srec1a\ty be either his pri-
mary or alternate. Table J-3 shows that more than one-fourth of
all ORSA positions are unfilled. The fraction could be higher as
this 1s based on control specialty rather than duty specialty.
There 1s no reliable method of estimating the number who are
qualified, but a survey earlier this year of all ORSA AERR posi-
tions revealed that of 328 incumbents caontacted, 27 percent (87)
did not have ORSA as a specialty. Only 54 percent (177) had ORSA
degrees.
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Table J-3. Distribution of ORSA Officers

RQMT 0bP/  OPR OPR/ OPR/

Command (PERSACS) OPD RQMT STGTH  RQMT  0DP
Excepted 269 269  100% 224 83.3i'f 83.3%

Organizations
Adjutant

General 2 2 100 1 50 50
USAREC 6 6 100 6 100 100
BMDQ 3 3 100 2 67 67
CSC 5 5 100 3 60 60
USMA 6 & 100 b 83 83
Europe 16 9 56 18 112 200
EUSA 1 0 0 1 100 -
FORSCOM 1o 5 50 11 110 220
TRADOC 65 147 45 22 65 144
DARCOM 12 32 44 50 69 156
Other 17 9 53 7 41 18

Total 732-31,493 67.3% 540 73.8% 109.5%

(3) Analysis of Fill. Figure J-1 iilustrates the shortages
and suggests some possible solutions. The figure is normalized to
the number of ORSA positions required for fi11 by Arny officers,
There are 732 positions to be filled with a population of 1616 of-
ficers giving an asset/requirement ratio of 2,2, The most gener-
ally accepted asset/requiremen: ratio to fi1l positions is 2.4
(used in determining graduate cegree gquotas). Using this ratio,
an officer should have a utilization rate in each specialty of .42
(1 2,4). With this utilization rate the fill rate with our cur-
rent population should be .92(2.2 x .42). The actual fill rate is
.74. The problem is even more severe in TRADOC and particularly
in the schools where the fi11 rate is only ,54. The concentration
of shortages at TRADOC is a result of the high proportion of re-
quirements being in excepted units--for every four ORSA officers
not provided, three are for TRADOC.
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(4) Solution Alternatives. There are always two alterna-
tives in dealing with shortages--reducing demand or increasing
supply. There may well be positions which do not require ORSA of-
ficers, but there is also considerable evidence that the analyti-
cal comunity needs mere qualified people. Demand is thus un-
1ikely to be reduced. Increasing the supply of ORSA officers can
be accomplished by increasing the number of officers with the spe-
cialty, increasing utilization rate, or a combination of both.

The more desirable alternative is to increase utilization rates
because training of ORSA officers has limitations and because re-
curring utilization would improve expertise and lead to better
analysis. The assignment of ORSA officers to third specialty po-
sitions (some of which are sgec1a1ty immaterial) appears to be a
significant contributor to the Tow fill rate. In the following
analysis, we assume that all with ORSA control specialty are ORSA
and that all officers in operational commands are in their primary
specialty if not in ORSA, These assumptions lead to the most cp-
timistic estimates for the number of officers in third special-
ties.

Total ORSA Officers 1616
Less ORSA control 540
and school 203 743
Assigned to another specialty 873
Less assigned to OPM Cmds, not ORSA
(Europe, EUSA, FORSCOM) 445
Remainder 428

It is recognized that some of the 428 are assigned to duties in
their primary specialty, i.e., battalion commander or school bat-
talion in TRADOC, and for legitimate professional development
duties in the primary specialty (primary specialty is used to de-
note the other specialtg since very few officers have ORSA as pri-
mary). Assignment to third specialty is particularly prejudicial
to filling positions because of the priority now recognized in the
primary specialty. An officer assigned to a third specialty after
a tour in his primary is more 1ikely to be assigned back in his
primary rather than his alternate. The alternate thus gets only
one tour in four rather than the ideal one of two. A contributing
factor to assignments to third specialties is the high quality of
ORSA officers. Many of the specialty immaterial positions require
high quality and also have high priority, e.g., USMA and ROTC.

Any solution which increases the utilization rate of ORSA officers
will have to severely restrict assignments to third speciaities.
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(5) Officer Distribution Plan (0DP). The 4th quarter, FY 79
ODP does not reflect an improving situation. Overall support
drops to 87 percent with support to TRADOC aad DARCOM dropping to
44 to 45 percent.

C. Production of Analysts. Officers are assigned alternate
specialties during the eighth year of service. JRSA designees
range from 100 to 115 per year., A few of these are qualified by
previous training or are currently in griduate school, but most
have no qualifications except the prerequisite academic background
for specialty designation. Analysts become qualified through
graduate education, undergraduate education, ORSA MAC I at ALMC,
on-the-job training, or a combination of the above. There is no
standard for determining specialty qualification. The number of
officers entering graduate school in ORSA averaged 37 during the
years 1974 through 1977. Quotas for 1978 totaled 59. In addition
to fully funded programs, the cocperative degree program at CGSC
also produces 6 to 10 graduates each year, Some officers also
pursue graduate degrees through uff-duty study. There is no in-
formation available on the numbers involved. The ORSA MAC I
course produced 44 graduates for the first two classes. Two
classes are scheduled each year. Figure J-2 provides the recent
history and projection of assct production.

J-4. FINDINGS. a. Acquisi:cica/Production of Analysts

(1) The graduate degree methad for training analysts is not
available to all officers assigned the specialty.

§ (2) Quotas have not been sufficient to send all designees to
: graduate school. ‘ ~

(3) Gracuate yfograms vary widely with no standard core cur-
riculum establisheu,

(4) There % . minimal in-house capability to provide continu~
ing specialty education/training.
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b. Distribution of Assets

(1) There is no control exercised by any but the using ac-
tivity on designating the specialty or series for positions, It
s believed that some positions have been designated SC49 in order
to enhance the chances of having top quality officers assigned,

(2) Many positions which are designated ORSA require minimal
ORSA skills., There is currently no means or activities for insuring
that assigned officers have these skills without requesting an
ORSA officer.

(3) The Army has not been able to fil1 all requirements for
ORSA officers.
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APPENDIX K
MODELS, DATA, AND DATA BASE

K-1, PURPOSE. This appendix examinaes the analytical community's
use of models, data, and data bases, Specific problem areas are
ide?tif;ed and discussed, Solutions and/or actions required are
included.

K-2. MODELS. a. OQverview. Virtually every Army study makes use
of some level of modeling, The uses of these tools range from the
establishment of requirements for item level systems to assessing
overall force structure.

(1) Types of Models. In order to support the design, devel=
opment, acquisition, integration, and management of the men and
materiel comprising an effective and flexible Army, the analysis
commynity must use a variety of tools., In the modeling area,
these tools can be categorized into several types (Table K-1).
Types one through three are generally used by DARCOM agencies for
system design and development, Types four and five are generally
used by TRASANA and TRADOC centers and schools for small unit and
functional system analyses. The combined arms combat models (type
six) are generally used by major analysis organizations for weapons
mix, force balance, and functional area tradeoff studies. The
Command Group training models (type seven) are generally used by
TRADOC centers and schoels for training various levels of command
staffs. Management models (type eight) are generally used by
TRADOC and DA Staff agencies for Army force management. The real-
time planning models ?type nine) will be found throughout the Arny
and can be used for logistics, terrain, and scenario analyses.
These models are adjuncts to the tactical planning and study pro-
cess,

(2) Levels of Analysis. Arny analysis fails into five gen-
eral levels; the item system level, the small combined arms task
force level (e.y., battalion task force), the functional system
level, the major organizations level (e.q., corps, division), and
the force level. The five levels of analysis must be sequentially
carried out to provide a sound basis for decisions. The combined
arms combat models are a primary force analysis tool and, as such,
represent a kay for disciplining and structuring major aspects of
Arny analysis, The major portion of this discussion centers on
that group of models. Their relationship to other groups (par-
ticularly command group training models) is also discussed.
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Table K~1. Classification of Army Models

Type Example of use

e

1. Specialized engineering models Hydraulic system design
for component design

2. Component or weapons system Vulnerability calculations
performance models

3. Systems engineering modeis Missile system design

4. Unit operations models Artillery battery operation

5. Functional area or family of Air defense system Family
systems models of Systems Study (FO0SS)

6. Combined arms combat models Armofad system COEA

7. Command Group training models BN Coawiand Group training -

8. Managemeni models Logistic system inventory
maintenance
9, Real-time planning models Line-of-sight analysis

b, Combined Arms Combat Models

(1) Current Models. Table K-2 presents a selected listing
of the conbined arms combat simulations and war games curvently in
use or under development by four major Army analytic agencies. As
can be seen, AMSAA, TRASANA, CACDA, and CAA each have simulations
and war games addressing battalion through division Yevel combat.
In addition, each agency has at least one new simulation in some
stage of development,
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Table K-2, Combined Arms Combat Models

CAA CACDA TRASANA AMSAA
e
Theater ATLAS
CEM 1V
IDAGAM-11
INWARSA
Corps Auto-diffy
cBGa
Division DBM DIVWAG DBM DIVLEV
DIVOPS II  CBG® FOURC-E
COSAGE?
Bn Task CARMONETTE  CARMONETTE  CARMONETYE AMSWAG
Force BATTLE BATTLE AMSAA/RARDE?

DYNTACS TRACOM
DYNTACS-X  BESSd
BLDM STARD
BONDER-IUA

I AL S

VOO At po st < g oL

Ynder development.
by nder development at Naval Postgraduate School,

(2) Origin, The models in current use renresent over 25
years of acquisition, accumulation, improvement, and modification
usually carried out unilaterally to meet the analytic needs of
specific groups. As a conseguence, each model has a unique data
base; is different from other mode{s; and 1s essentially unveri-
fied either against other models or against empirical data.

{3) Linkages. There appears to be a lack of rational infor-
mation. flow among models run by the various agencies. E£ach '
agency has established a self-contained model inventory. GAA
should be dealing with force questions pertaining to echelnus
above corps but uses models reaching down to the item leve! reso-
Tution. AMSAA, whose work deals primarily at the item level, .ses
models at the division level of combat. There is transfer of cut-
put information among the agencies, but it is not as well plaaned,
orderly, and efficient as needed for productive use of analysis

resources.
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(4) Integration. The reason for the lack of integration is
that the combat models grew by a process of evdlution, The analy-
sis community suboptimized operations at each agency. The fact
that an agency has a model inventory that spans a number of combat
echelons would not necessarily be a groblem, provided those models
were subject to configuration control and driven by a centralized
data base, A coherent program of verification, sensitivity ana-
lyses, documentation, and data transfer would also be essential to
good management.

¢. Command Group Training Models

(1) Status. The Army has recently begun to address the area
of Command Group training through the use of modeling. Springing
from the current state-of-the~art board gaming, TRADOC has moved
through small minicomputer and iarge mainframe-assisted games into
player-assisted large minicomputer-supported wargaming, Table K-3
presents a selected listing of current and developmental training
models. These games and models are designed as training devices
which portray battlefield actions which place requirements on com-
manders and staffs. They are designed to be practical drills that
require the application of combat, combat support, and combat ser-
vice support procedures and doctrine to solve t:ctical situations.
BATTLE, a high-resolution, 3-dimensional terrain board, small
minicomputer-supported game, is also used for certain selected
analyses tasks.

(2) Activities. A fundamental requirement of all games and
models used for training is that they give students a realistic
agpreciation of both Red and BYue force capabilities under a vari-
ety of tactical situations. To this end, TRASANA has been charged
with verifying the underlying methodology and data used in training
models developed by TRADOC. The Army Training Battle Simulation
System (ARTBASS), currently planned, will be a second generation
of the Combined Arms Tactical Training Simulator (CATTS). ARTBASS
is planned to be driven by a large minicomputer with color graph-
ics displays of tactical situations. Once developed, copies will
be made and distributed throughout the Army. This development ef-
fort has been proceeding apart from the Aray Studies and Analysis
Conmunity.




Table K~3, Conmand Group Training Models

Currently used

BATTLE (co/bn)--small minicomputer-assisted terrain
board game.

Long Thrust (bn)--board gare
CAMMS (bn/bde)--mainframe-assisted map maneuver game.

CATTS (bde)--large minicomputer-driven, player as-
sisted simulation.

Pegasus (bde)--board game.
First Battle (div)--board game.

war Eagle {corps)--board gama

Under development

Argy Training Battle Simulatien Systen
(ARTBASS ) (bde)-~CATTS follow-on.

j Broad Sword (div)

d. Mode] Management Structure

{1) Heed. Review of the current uses, developments under-

way, and growing proliferation of sodels indicates that there is a
need for establishment of some sort of management structuve if
these vital tools are to be used effectively. The major difficul-
ties with the current situation noted during the review involve
the nature, design, operation, and management of the mgdels., A
summary of these difficulties is shown in Table K-4, which cow-
pares the current situation with that which is desired.

k-5
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Table K-4, A System of Army Models

Attribute Current situation Dasired situation
Nature Autonomous Hierarchical
Isojated Interdependent
Incompatible Compatible
_ Design Unstructured Structured
e 8 Confused Coherent
R Opaque Transparent
P Progressive
O :
B Nperation Undisciplined Pisciplined
 i§_ Volatile Stable
AR ‘ Management Decentralized Centralized
e Quas i-documented Document ed
R Partiaily unverified Verified
TUY ‘ ‘ Understood

(2) Desired System

g (a) Structural Elements. A key t¢ the soiutjon of the

! current combat model situation is the realization that Army sys-
tems operations and evaluations can ba structured fnto a hierarchy
which addresses all battlefield functions. This is {llustrated in
Figure K-1. This hierarchy parallels a theater of oparations and
contains both the direct combat forces and the functional families
of support. systems, Paralla?ing this structure should be & hier-
archical organization of analytical tools such as 1llustrated in
Figr-» K-2. A major aspect of tnis hierarchy is the {aformation
and acta flow between organizations and teols (in this case, the
various models), Table K-b iilustrates an {dealized 1nformat10n
flow witich could take place within the hnerarcny* :

e ——————
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Table K-5. Key Analysis Organization Interfaces

Analysis
Level organization Down flow from Up flow from
Force CAA HQDA CACDA
Corps/div CADCA w/LOG Center CAA Schools/TRASANA
and ADMIN Center

Functional Schools/TRASANA CACDA AMSAA

BN task force Schools/TRASANA CACDA AMSAA

Item AMSAA Schools/TRASANA  DARCOM
Commodity
Commands

(b) Conceptual Approach

1, Emulation. The Army must deal with fundamental
issues of organization, composition, and effectiveness. At each
organization level from battalion through Army force, analytic
tools are needed to address these fundamental issues. The models
should be hierarchical in pature, emulating the overall system
they are designed to represent, They should exhibit the same
interdependences which exist among the various echelons of Army
systems, They should be compatible and should be capable of rep-
resenting critical characteristics of the Army echelon repre-
sented, including the environments in which each echelon must op-
erate. The Army's analysis community can no longer afford frag-
mented analysis of critical issues or use of autonomous, isolated,
incompatible models. An important element of increased productiv-
ity of the analysis community is an improved canceptual design of,
and management of, a family of models.

2. Design. The design of a system of combat models
which are hierarchical, 1nterdeﬁendent and compatible in nature
can be best accomplished through a we1i-coordinated, broad-based
effort on the part of the analysis comwunity, especially AMSAA,
TRASANA, CACDA, and CAA. Maximum advantage should be taken of ad-
vances in data processing equipment, software design, and prograa~
ing languayes. A top-down structured agproach is required to
insure that models in the system are mutually supportive and rep-
resent each functional area at proper levels of resolution. The
structured programing approach should lead to coherency throughout
the entire modeling system and allow a progressive framework to be

K-9
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established which would lend itself to modular improvement. This
approach would also allow the efficient use of higher-level pro-
graming languages, such as SIMSCRIPT, to be used to maximum ad-
vantage. Finally, a structured approach would allow a degree of
transparency to be achieved which does not exist currently. Once
operational, these models would be the basic tools for use at the
battalion task force, division/corps, and Army force level. They
would also be used to do analysis of functional systems such as
those used to provide fire sup?ort. Figure K-3 presents the con-
ceptual set of structured simulations, games, and analytic models
which should be developed. The hierarchy includes basic stochas-
tic simulation of combined arms combat at each of three force lev-
els of organization. These simulations would replace many of the
simulaiions currently being used,

3. Research Games. The research games would be interac-
tive computer-supported war games, The complex doctrine, tactics,
and equipments characteristic of modern warfare appears to require
the use of an interactive game to explore combat and tactical pro-
cesses so that the faster running, stand-alone event sequenced,
stochastic computer simulation can be understood and programed,
The research games would pravide a natural base for the interac-
tive training games at each echelon, Designing the research games
for operation on a large, state-of-the-art minicomputer would al-
low stand-alone operation and would also be in 1ine with current
concepts on minicomputer-based training games such as ARTBASS.

The operation of the research games would be conducted at the
agencies responsible for their development and maintenance (i.e.,
battalion task force games at TRASANA; division/corps games at
CACDA; and theater games at CAA).

4. Simulations and Analytic Models. The stand-alone
simulation would be implemented on the large computer mainframes
available at each agency. The mainframes at TRASANA, CACDA, and
CAA are expected to be the same or to be compatible by FY 1980,
when the three agencies will replace current computer facilities,
The smaller and much faster running analytic models would provide
the primary interface between the echeions of combat models. The
computer simulation and analytic models would be operated by those
agencies having analytic requirements calling for their use, The
operations would be disciplined from the standpoint that the pro-
per standard model or simulation would be matched to the analytic
task with no unilaterally initiated modifications. The tools
would be stable in that necessary modifications snd improvements
would be carried out in a rational, structured manner.

K-10
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(c) Management and Utilization

1. Factors Considered. Factors which must be considered
in implementing a model management and utilization scheme are

shown in Table K-6.

A System of Army Models -- Optional Factors

Table K-6.
of Organization and Implementation

1. Management
Decentralized

Centralized

2, Model Utilization
Single site
Multiple site

3. Oversight
Decentralized
by Interagency/Command Groups

by DA
by DA w/Interagency/Command Groups

4, Implementing Instrument
by Interagency/Command Agreements

by Army regulation

2. Centralization. Experience has shown that decentral-
ized model management and configuration control on an agency-by-
agency basis leads to proliferation of incompatible models. Con-
sequently, some form of centralized control seems necessary.

3. Where Utilized. Model utiiization currently {5 de-
centralized, As stated earlier, this is not necessarily detrimen-
tal. What is detrimental is the decentralized use of uncontrolled
models. Decentralized operation of controlled models would appear
the best approach, Restricting the use of certain models to spe-
cific agencies would place restrictions on the analysis questions
which could be addressed by an agency. However, each amalysis
agency possibly should restrict model use to one level above and
below its primary mission area of responsibility., This would have

CM work at division level and above, CACDA work at battalion task
force through corps level, TRASANA work {tem systems through divi-
sion levels, and AMSAA work at subsystems through task force lev-

els.
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4. Oversight. Oversight of modeling activities has been
basically decentralized in the past and has not worked well.
There has been no community-wide oversight, Decentralization of
oversight, even when reinforced with intercommand or interagency
agreements, is a relatively unstable management technique. Sta-
bility in the modelin$ area is essential., Development of a solid
foundation in the tools of analysis must be continued. Oversight
at the DA Staff level would provide a focal point of authority to
which the analytic community, as a whole, would be responsive. Of
course, no single person or small group can have the foresight and
technical knowledge to administer the details of a comprehensive
modeling program. A system of supporting groups, therefore, work-
ing in conjunction with the DA Staff, is needed to provide the
necessary depth of knowledge and technical expertise. An Arny
Mode! Committee chaired by the DA Staff and supported by the vari-
ous Model Resource Groups such as shown in Table K-7 would provide
a logical method of operation. The Army Mode] Committee would set
policies and develop the necessary guidance for the Model Re-
sources Groups. The Model Resources Groups would report status
and alternative courses of action to the committee as well as new
ideas and methods. The committee should be made up of the com-
manders and directors of the major analytic and training develop-
ment agencies as well as selected MACOM staff elements. The
chairman must be someone of recognized analytic capability and
have the respect of his peers.

5. lmplementing Instrument. The implementing instrument
of an Army model management system coyld take the form of intera-
gency/command agreements or be required by an Army regulation. An
Army regulation would probably provide the strong, long term impe-
tus needed to establish the working relationships, policies, guid-
ance, and authorities of all responsible parties and groups.

{3) Status

(a) Within TRADOC. The idea of a model hierarchy which
deals with the battalion task force level and the division/corps
level has been present within TRABOC for some time in connection
with work on the new Battalion Engagement Stochastic Simulation
(BESS) at TRASANA and the Central Battle Game (CBG) at CACDA. The
DBM/COMAN-X/CARMONETTE Models have been retained as an interim hi-
erarchy. DYNTACS-X has been placed in an operational hold status
with no personnel assigned for maintenance. BLON has been discon-
tinued at CACDA in favor of TRASANA's TRACOM analytic battalion
model. DIVWAG and the automated Jiffy Game are being maintained
in full operational status until the - can be replaced by CBG. -

K-13
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Table K-7, Army Model Management

-

ARMY MODEL COMMITTEE

Principals DA--Chair
Dir AMSAA
Dir TRASANA
CDR CAA
DCDR CACDA
DCDR CATRADA

Advisory - Chairman of Model Resource Groups, Selected MACOM Staff
Elements

MODEL RESOURCE GROUPS
BN Task Force

Principals TRASANA--Chair
AMSAA
CACDA
Advisory - TRADOC Centers/Schools

Division/Corps

Principals CACDA--Chair
TRASANA
CAA
Advisory - TRADOC Centers/Schools, AMSAA

Theater/Force

Principals CAA--Chair
CACDA

Advisory - AMSAA, TRASARA

FOURC-E is being maintained in operation at TRASANA. BATTLE is
being distributed throughout the TRADOC schools for use as a
training gane and some limited use as a tool for analysis. CACDA

s using CARMONETTE as configured by CAA for battalion-level
analysis,
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(b) Outside TRADOC. The TRADOC work on a battalion-
through-corps hierarchy of models has not been closely linked with
work on lower level models such as AMSAA/RARDE or higher level mod-
els such as INWARS. Similarly, the CAA work on CEM-IV and COSAGE

is not 1inked to CACDA work.

(c) Build on Ongeing Efforts. It is evident that an ef-
fective management system to be associated with the hierarchical
system of Army models would have to have an element of centraliza-
tion. Each analytic echelon could be responsible for managing its
tools within the framework of the entire system whose structure
would have to be controlled bg a central oversight group, Model
Resource Groups have already been established and chartered
through the TRADOC Model Review Committee for the battalion and
division/corps models. A data base management group has also been
chartered to develop data base structures to service the TRADOC
hierarchy. The TRADOC model development effort could be used as
the basis for an expanded analytical community effort. A theater/
Army force model at CAA could be added. Indeed the INWARS work
could be reoriented toward the hierarchy concept,

(d) During the Interim Period. The COSAGE development

associated with WARRAMP will be continued as an interim replace-
ment for the current AMMORATES methodology. Documentation will be
completed on AMSAA-RARDE to preserve any concepts or methods which
may prove useful elsewhere, e.g., BESS development. CACDA will
maintain the automated Jiffy corps level war game and DIVWAG until
suitable replacements can emerge from the division/corps develop-
ment effort. Every effort should be made at all levels to de-
crease the number of existing models in use and refrain from in-
itiating new unilateral development programs.

K-3, DATA. a. Qverview. Data utilized by the Army's analytic
conmunity range from that describing a spectrum of limited visi~
bility conditions on the battlefield to that describing ftem and
functional area systems performance in a variety of natural and
man-made tactical conditions. The primary sources of these data
include: the various tests and experiments conducted during the
materiel acquisition process {0T/DT), force development tests and
experiments (FDTE), historical data, threat and intelligence as-
sesstients, and higher level guidance {AFPDA, FYDP, Consoiidated
Guidance, etc.).

b. Data Requirements and Uses, A review of the dats require-
ments of the analytic comunity reveals a tremendous need which
will not likely be met in the near future. The following data
areas are of particular interes :
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(1) Representation of Battlefield Environments. The most
demanding new factor in the data arena is the "Kerwin Sends" mes-
sage ent?tled "The use of realistic battlefield environmental con-
ditions throughout the Army." Few occurrences have stirred the
Army's awareness of its data shortage as much as this message,
Attempts to comply with the direction given brought formal
acknawledgment of the fact that data on hand were very sparse or
nonexistent in areas such as battlefield obscyrants and their ef-
fect on military operations. With few exceptions, current data
address operations in a benign environment. The goal is to state
the t{pe of environments in which the Army system must operate and
translate them into system requirements which will guide materiel
developments and analysis. The environments which must be defined
are those created by nature as well as those created tactically by
man. Definition of these environments must begin with the user--
TRADOC. The requirements of the Kerwin directive call for the de-
velopment of definitive scenarios which include battlefield ob-
scurants, Other elements of the battlefield environment must also
be addressed, such as electronic countermeasures and countermobil-
ity, to name a couple, Interim guidance developed by TRADOC can
provide a framework in which DARCOM and TRADOC can begin to work
toward quantitative definitions. In addition, TRADOC should re-
view current requirements documents to insure that they state the
actual needs.

(2) Performance Data. Major US systems currently under de-
velopment have performance boundaries which often far surpass
those of thetr predecessors. In some cases, unique system cap-
abilities demand performance estimates in areas not quantified be-
fore. Each new aystem also requires new and generally unique sets
of data (e.g., C°, countermeasures, CCM, etc,). Both developmen-
tal systems and fielded systems require that performance data be
developed for realistic battlefielg environmental conditions.
Added to these requirements are lethality, vulnerability, reli-
ability and maintainability factors, human factors, which must be
developed/validated on all systems, new and old. Another dimen-
sion is threat data. Because of the lack of definitive data on
Red systems, it 1s often necessary to make estimates based on US
systems, Most threat “packages” usually contain future systems
for which no hard empirical data exist., Data developers/suppliers,
such as the BRL, have to respond to immediate ad hoc projects,
Much of the required item performance data must be developed for
currently fielded item systems as well as those in development.
Ways must be found to take advantage of each test and experiment
for the production of needed data, consistent with limitations im-
posed by test instrumentation, sound experimental design, and data

uality. The efficient use of existing test and experimentation
facilities counled with corresponding efforts to seek out and make
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use of results of past tests and experiments, as well as histori-
cal data, is essential if the data needs of the comunity are to
be met. Once data is acquired, from whatever source, and ana-
lyzed, the data and analysis results must be saved in such a way
that the location is known and they are accessible when needed,

(3) Test and Experimentation. In addition to the above
cited factors concerning the magnitude of the data requirement,
the process of obtaining the data also presents problems. Test
and experimental facilities, whether in the factory, proving
ground, or major field activity, are scarce in relation to the de-
mand for their services. Test and experimentation resources are
committed to the developmental testing/operational testing (DT/0T)
required to support the materiel acquisition process. Often, re-
sources are committed to user testing, including joint testing
with other services, which includes OT as well as the force devel-
opment test and experimentation (FDTE) program. The DT/0Ts and
FDTE must produce much of the simulation data required by analysts,
These tests and experiments can be used to obtain data required to
mode! such combat subprocesses as visual detection, detection
probabilities for elements in the near vicinity of a detected ele-
ment, and velocities of attacking tank formations at various
stages of battle. Tests and experiments can also be used to
benchmark models against various tactical situations, To date,
modelers have been gleaning usable data whenever they can find it,
and they have also sponsored instrumented force-on-force field ex-
periments designed to measure several facets of armored combat in
same detail. Much remains to be done. The best way to proceed is
to design and sponsor a nuymber of small simple data collection ex-
periments that can be conducted during the sltack periods between
major force-on-force at places such as CACDA and TCADA.

K-4. ODATA BASES. a. Overview. The large number of combined
arms combat models currently in use, each driven by its own unique
and large data base, is a cause of confusion and frustration in
the analytical community. The data base of a combat model re-
quires a *-emendous amount of data., Today's models usually
require data ranging from detailed item system engineering and op-
erational data to judgmental decision tab{es governing tactical
disposition and maneuver of elements of forces, thousands of data
elements per model. Data elements in one model are different from
those in another model., Control of the primary combined arms com-
bat models would allow control of the data bases, Cortrol of the
data bases would relieve much of the pressure being felt by data
suppliers. Control of the data bases will also lead to identifi-
cation of data voids. Clear statements of requirements for data
would place more reasonable demands on the FOTE process.
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Discipline and structure of the combined arms combat models is a
key which would allow improvement, Models, data, and data bases
are so closely related that it is impossible to address one with-
out addressing the other two.

b. Problem. The current data base situation is similar to the
current model situation. Two of the principal data suppliers,
AMSAA/BRL, are repeatedly barraged with quick reaction requests
and demands for lethalitg, vulnerability, accuracy, and system
characteristics data on both old and new, Red and Blue weapon
systems, Each request calls for basically the same type of infor-
mation but with a different format and definition to fit a par-
ticular model's data base requirements. In addition, the Army
analyticai community could be more efficient in exploiting data
represented by military history, after-action combat reports, past
field experiment and test data, and even the results of earlier
studies and analyses. A means of improving the situation should
ge developed to increase the quality and validity of study pro-

ucts.

c. Data Base Management Structure

(1) Need. For combined arms training developments and force
level analytic activities within the Army, a comprehensive and in-
ternally consistent Army analysis and training development data
base system is required. This data base system should contain, or
have access to, all quantitative and qualitative data required to
support. combined arms training developments and the hierarchical
system of Army models as well as studies and analyses conducted
using functional or family of systems models and joint TRADOC-Air
Force analytic efforts. In addition, this data base system should
contain the results and findings of COEA, force level analyses
and funciional area analyses conducted by AMSAA, TRADOC, and cha
and other selected analytic efforts, in enough éetail to allow re-
view an! interstudy comparisons.

(2) Proposed System

(a} Purpose. The purpose of ihe data base system would be
to provide management of data required for the hierarchical system
of Arty models, combined arms training device developments, func-
tional area or family of system mdels, interstudy comparisons, and
historical analyses. ' '

(b} Objectives

1. Provide access tn the latest available tcchrical aud
operational data by the hierarchical system of Aray models.
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2. Provide access to verified technical and operational
data required by Command Group training device developers.

3. Make technical and operational systems data available
to functional area or family of systems models and joint Army/Air
Force efforts.,

4. Maintain data and information on relevant input/out-
put parameters, assumptions, tactical context, findings, and con-
clusions on force level analyses, COEA's -functional area studies,
and other major analytic efforts conducted by CAA, TRASANA, CACDA,
and AMSAA and selected analytic products of other agencies, such
‘that audit trails, interstudy analysis, and product quality eval-
uations can be conducted. ;

- 8. Maintain active liaison and coordination with other
Army and DOD data base managers, offices, and libraries containimg
quantitative and qualitative ixformation and data on Vand combat
systems and Army units.

, .g; Maintain test plans, experimental designs, data col-
“lection plans, collected data, and analyses on selected field
tests and experiments.

: 1. Provide information on data voids and weaknesses dis-
covered as a result of data collection and collation activities,

{c) Organization. The data base system must accommodate
the needs of the analytic community for functional system analy-
ses, COEAs, force design studies, and certain historical and qual-
ity assurance analyses. As such, it would be serving users at
AMSAA, throughout TRADOC, CAA, and eledwnts in DA. Since the sys«
tem would contain study input ds well as output data, each user
would also be a provider of data. Table K-8 is an abbreviated
listing of data types found in a typical combined arms combat mo-
del alony with data suppliers. Figure K-4 presents » simplified
schematic of the technical data interfaces existing v-“wean CAA,
CACDA, TRASANA, and AMSAA and selected data sources. - aereral,
ANSAA would provide the main interface between all ¢ .~V -: of
{tem Yeval system tochnical charactorigtics {(both et ool @)
and the other analytic agencies. A< can ba seen, thie TRADOC
agencies, by virtue of their middle position in the Army analysis
hierarchy, have the most involved network of interfaces. TRADOC
also would have the heaviest concentration of potential users of
the data base system. [t therefore would be logical to establish
the data base systems management office in TRADOC at TRASANA, with
data base groups at AMSAA, CACDA, and CAA. With pruper internetting
of the computer centers servicing these agencies, the differentiated
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types of automated data bases required could be distributed

amang the agencies, portions of each being drawn into a given com-
puter center to meet 4 particular need of an agency as required.
Figure X-5 presants interfaces as they might exist with the data
base system.

(d) Functioning. The Army analysis and training develop-
ments data base system would be a distributed, centraily managed
system. Central managemeni would be cerried out by the data base
system manager at TRASANA in conjunction with submanagers at CAA,
CACDA, and AMSAA. The management group would be responsible for
structure, coordination, and security as well as providing access
and up-to-aate procedures, developing data guides and data element
1istings, and finding and establishing interfaces with other data
base systems and libraries. The data base system would be ser-
vice-oriented and, as such, would provide data and services as
specified and required by the Army analytic community--primarily
CAA, CACDA, TRASANA, and AMSAA.
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Table K-8, Data Base Requirements and Sources

Data requirements

Data suppliers

Scenario

Red doctring/organization/tactics

ACSI/ITAD

Blue doctrine/organization/tactics CACDA/centers-schools/CAA

Environment

Topography
Weather
Limited visibility

Item systems

Red technical data
Red operational data
Blue technical data
Blua operational data

Combat service support systems

Red ISTA

Blue ISTA

fed logistics
3lue logistics
Red CM

Blue CH

Force level systems

Red BN

Glue BN
Red rgmt
Biue bde
Red div

Blue div
Red arny

Blue army

DMA/WW
MIRADCOM
NYL/ASL

AMSAA, FSTC, MIA, DIA, BRL, NSA, ITAD
AMSAA, FSTC, MIA, DIA, BRL, NSA, ITAD

AMSAA, TECOM, PM, BRL, NVL
CDEC, TCATA, OTEA, Hcl

AMSAA, FSTC, DIA, BRL, NSA, ITAD
AMSAA, BRL, TRADOC

ITAD, DIA

Log Center, Admin Center

AMSAA, FSTC, DIA, BRL, NSA, ITAD
AMSAA, USAICS

TRASANA
TRASANA
CACDA/TRASANA
CACDA

CACDA

CACDA
CACDA/CAA

CAA
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APPENDIX L
QUALITY ASSURANCE

THE PROBLEM., The quality of work conducted by some activities in
the Army Operations Research/Systems Analysis (ORSA) community has
received criticism. It is perceived that this in-house effort has
been below the quality of tﬁat produced by the better contractors,
Inconsistent assumptions, tailoring the threat, suppressed alter-
natives, overly doctrinaire assumptions, failure to consider out-
year cost, and a lack of peer review of products are but a few
that have been heard. On the other side of the coin, the Army
ORSA community perceives that some study sgonsors seek industrial
analytical organizations because they may be able to exercise more
control over the product. Some of these products are perceived as
rofessionally packaged literature searches which pass for ana-
yses. Both perceptions may be true with regard to the worst of
both worlds; however, these perceptions are sufficiently on target
to require a concerted effort at quality assurance.

a, Quality and Quality Assurance. The Army ORSA community is
a complex, diverse, multifunctional body of analyste and analyti-
cal organ{zat1ons who provide through scientific examination
(operations research/systems analysis) objective assessments of
preblems, processes, systems, and resources to form a basis for
decision (choice) and/or understanding of the relative merits (ef-
fectiveness, cost, feasibility, etc.) of various alternatives.
This definition of the functions implies the desired nature (or
quality) of the analytical product. Such analyses are expected to
be unbiased, comprehensive, technically correct, methodologically
sound, and devoid of hidden assumptions.

b, Factors Influencing Quality. A number of factors influence
the quality of the analytical product: an adequate definition and
understanding of the problem, the adequacy of the data base, the
time alloted for the analysis, the suitability of the tools/tech-
nigues available, the competency and integrity of the analyst(s),
and finally the process by which the product is reviewed. Quality
assurance is the process of verifying and maintaining a desired
level of quality. A quality assurance program should, therefore,
define desired standards, establish impartial product evaluatien
and feedback processes, and provide for the long term development
and maintenance of high standards of perfoimance.

¢. General Guidelines and Standards. The ORSA community is
not unlike Lhe Chaplains in that they nust serve two masters. On
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a very practical level, the community must be responsive to the
decisionmaking process by the production of practical solutions/
alternatives to difficult and complex problems of the real world.
On another level, the community must accomplish the practical with
honesty, integrity, and conszience in spite of short deadlines,
limited data, pressure to support a priori positions, and the un-
certainties associated with any research. The following para-
graphs delineate some general guidelines and professional stan-
dards for operations researchers/systems analysts:

(1) The basic purpose of operations research/systems analy-
sis is to provide the sponsor a meaningful basis for decisionmaking.
This analysis should not only answer questions, but sometimes ask
them. The analysis should not only solve problems, but sometimes
identify them., The analysis should illuminate issues and some-
times define them. But above all, the analysis should increase
understanding and not decide,

(2) The analyst should attempt to uncover and examine all
feasible alternatives. The analyst should not yield to pressures
to support a prior decision or position. Also, the analyst should
avoid at all costs taking the position of an advocate or adversary
of a particular system or prograi.

(3) The analyst should expose all constraints and signifi-
cant externalities. The analysis should be conducted in an open,
explicit, and verifiable manner, The analyst must concentrate on
the adequacy of the data, the visibility of the assumptions, the
completeness of the evaluation, the quality of the analysis, and
the objectivity of the conclusions,

(4) The analyst should be attuned to the timeliness of his
effort to the decisionmaker's needs. In doing so,the analyst
should point out the limitations, shortcomings, and data gaps in
his analysis and should make an assessment of the impact (sensi-
tivity) of the shortfalls on the results of the study.

(5) The analyst should present the results of the analysis
in a clear and concise manner. The analyst should develop alter-
native courses of action pointing out the advantages and disad-
vantages of each alternative. When conclusions are drawn, those
resulting directly from the analysis should be distinguished from
those that are interpretations based upon judgment and past experience.

(6) The sponsor should be advised when it appears from the
analysis that a prvious decision was made incorrectly or that the
results of the analysis conflict with an existing policy or posi-
tion.
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(7) The analyst should acknowledge the contributions of
other researchers and should give appropriate credit or reference
in the report,

d. Quality Assurance (DA/DARCOM/TRADOC)

(1) HQDA. Policies are established for the conduct and
evaluation of Army studies by AR 5-5, The Army Study System. The
regulation provides guidelines for the initiation, validation, de~
velopment, conduct, and application of results of individual
studies under the purview of the study program. AR 5-5 provides
guidance for the establishment of a Study Advisary Group (SAG) to
assure that the project remains oriented on the requirement, to
provide technical guidance and advice, and to facilitate cocrdina-
tion. The SAG can be an important vehicle for assisting the study
sponsor in the attainmept of a quality product. DA Pam 5-5 pro-
vides detailed guidance for study sponsors and SAGs., Study spon-
sors are required by AR 5-5 to report the results of studies,
their use, their implementation, and the degree ta which study ob-
Jjectives wera met (DD 1498). The degree to which these ﬁrocedures
are followed and the thoroughness and ohjectivity with which the
merits of the studies are evaluated have a bearing on study quality.

Additional policies and guidance relative to other aspects
of the study process are pravided in: AR 70-31, Standards for
Technical Reporting, AR 71-8, Materiel Objectives and Requirements
(Conduct of COEA); and AR 38]-11, Threat Analysis.

(2) HQ, DARCOM. The principal DARCOM ORSA resources are in
the independent analysis activities (e.g., AMSAA, ALMC, 1RO, LSO,
LCA, and AMETA) and in the systems analys{s divisions of the major
subordinate commands, The latter serve the needs of and are re-
sponsive to the commanders they serve, Quality assurance for
these groups is the reponsibility of their respective commanders,
Often these s*stems analysis groups function for the commander to
provide a quality review of work coming out of that command., Fur-
ther, DARCOM periodically sponsors command-wide systems analysis
conferences to bring together the various systems anal{sis groups
to discuss common problems/issues and to share methodologies,

{a) The separate analysis activities have established in-
ternal quality assurance programs for studies and analyses which
they conduct. (AMSAA's procedures are provided as an example la-
ter in this chapter.)

(b) Studies conducted for HQ, DARCOM are monitored by the

responsible staff element through study tasking, in-process re-
views, and completion reviews. Study advisory groups are designated
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for major studies or those studies which may require inputs or co-
ordination by several staff elements or subordinate commands.

(c) DARCOM analysis activities frequently participate in

major studies that are sgonsored by other commands/agencies, 1In
these instances, HQ, DARCOM usually participates with a SAG member

to coordinate the quality and timeliness of data and analyses pro-
vided in support of the study effort,

(3) TRADOC. Review of study conduct with emphasis on analy-

sis is a matter whose importance is recognized by HQ, TRADOC in
DCSCD Policy #17 which charges Analysis Directorate with this
function.

(a) The analytical review is a continuing process from the
time a study is initiated until it is forwarded to DA, AR 5-5 and
for COEA, ODCSOPS LOI furnished guidance under which these reviews
are conducted. The framework of directives, study plans, miles~
tone schedule, and final report lay out the phases for review,

(b) Within each TRADOC echelon, there is a positive pro-
gram of review, illustrated by the foilowing table:

Vehicle of. Review

Level of Field Staff Chain of
Review Board Work SAG Review Command
School /Agency X X X X
Int Center X X X X
HQ X X X X

(¢) 1n general, the review process goes from left to
right., The "doing" agency, having ccupleted the study, places it
before a review board (“murder” board} before final publication.
Since HQ TRADOC is not a “doer" but a receiver, a board {5 not
used. Instead, liaison is maintained by HQ TRADOC action person-
nel with the proponent agency by a series of fieid reviews. A
field review occurs anywhere within the process, In {t, represen-
tatives of the proponent, the analysis agency, and HQ TRABOC sit
down tugether and go over in detail all work done to that point to
reach a consensus.,
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{d) The sequence--board, field work, SAG--is repeated un-
til the study is completed. It is drawn here one time to keep the
chart concise. This sequence of reviews is followed by a detailed
staff review and finally presentation to the CG or Deputy Com-
mander who approves the study for forwarding to HQDA.

e, Quality Assurance/Review Procedures

(1) CAA. CAA's quality assurance program places emphasis in
three basic areas: methodological process and data; review of
ana}ysjs for technical content; and documenting the results of the
analysis.

(a) Under the methodological process and data, the Agency
has an active program for insuring that data inputs are valid and
consistent, that models and methodologies used for Agency studies
are appropriate, and that study results are based on effective
analysis. A major quality assurance project has been the develop-
ment of an Integrated Data Base and a system for management of
data. On a quarterly basis, all quality assurance activities are
reviewed by the Agency Technical Review Board.

(b) The technical content of all ongoing or planned Agency

tasks 1s also reviewed by the Technical Review Board, which is a
permanent body established for the purpose of providing guidance
and direction. The board reviews each project at significant mi-
lestones, i.e,, study plan, pre-SAG review, completion of analy-
sis, etc. In addition to this internal review process, most ana-
lyses are reviewed by a SAG, an IPR, or in some cases, by a Gen-
eral Officer Steering Group.

() Final written reports are given intensive review by an
ad hoc Product Review Board consisting of three CAA members., The
chatrman of the board is from a directorate other than the propo-
nent directorate. Areas considered for review irclude everything
fram, “Are the objectives clearly stated?" to "Were sensitivity
analyses performed and were the results clearly identified?”

(2) AMSAA, AMSAA's quality assurance program i1s based upon
a series of reviews whose extent and formality are contingent upon
the subject matter, the intended audience, and/or completion dead-
Tines. AMSAA reports the results of its studies and analyses in
two types of documents: the Interim Note and the Technical Report.

(a) The Interim Notes are published with the approval of
the responsible division chief and the degree of review given to
the study is dictated by that division chief. As the name im~
plies, Interim Notes are a vehicle t.: provide analytical results
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quickly with only that review necessary to assure the adequacy of
technical content. Interim Notes are normally limited in distri-
bution to the contributors, the sponsors, and interested organiza-
tions within DARCOM,

(b) The AMSAA Technical Reports are published only by the
approval of the Director or Deputy Director. Upon completion, a
Technical Report is assigned to an analyst of equal professional
standing (peer review) from another division for review of metho-
dology, technical content, and adequacy of presentation, After
peer review, the Technical Report is circulated to all Division/
Office Chiefs, who are given the opportunity to review and comment
on the work prior to publication. Only after these two levels of
review is the report submitted to the Director or Deputy Director
for publication approval., With this more stringent review, AMSAA
Technical Reports are distributed to interested government activi-
ties within the Department of Defense without restriction. The
Technical Report is provided to the Defense Documentation Center
gDDC) ind the Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange

DLSIE).

(c) 1In addition, major projects receive an intensive re-
view by a "murder" board consisting of the Director, Deputy Direc-
tor, Division/Office Chiefs and interested senior analysts at the
planning stage and prior to the results being presented outside
AMSAA. In-process reviews are scheduled as appropriate.

(3) CACDA. The focal point for quality control of ORSA ac-
tivities at CACDA is the Methodology and Quality Assurance (ﬂQA%
Branch of the Apalysis Division of the Combat Operations Analysis
Directorate. The MQA Branch evaluates each request for ORSA sup-
port and determines if the request is appropriate and whether or
not resources are available when the request is determined appro-
priate. As the ORSA effort progresses, the MQA Branch monitors
the performance of the project in relation to the original con-
cepts. In addition, a Project Review Board, which consists of di-
rectorate level members and other senior analysts, holds periodic
reviews to approve progress and status, Following final approval
by the Project Review Board, the final project report is sugmitted
to the study proponent for his approval.

(4) TRASANA. The TRASANA Technical Review Board was formed
in April 1976 as a direct result of a management objective to ess
tablish consistent, responsive, and activity-wide practices for
quality assurance of technical proc-cts. The controls placed on
the Board were designed to insure i s maximum effectiveness with-
out adversely affecting large quan. ty production, product timeli-
ness, and customer acceptance.
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(a) The Technical Review Board is a standing body of se-
nior Technical Staff personnel $GS-15 14 and 05) chajired by the
Deputy Director for Administration and Evaluation (06). It func-
tions on all COEA, CTEA, Mission Area Analysis (MAA), and other
Brojects/tasks as designated by the Deputy Director for Technical

perations. Tasking of the Board directed that emphasis be placed
on quality assurance of the study approach (planning), study con-
duct, and study products while maintaining responsible cognizance
of cost and schedule factors. The Board meets to examine the
study plan and also the final product. Special in-process reviews
are also scheduled if there is perceived to be a problem or at any
other time specified by the Deputy Director for Techmical Opera-
tions.

(b) The Board is secticnalized into the following areas of
endeavor: Air Defense, Antiarmor, Aviation, Battlefield Logistics
and Repair, Combat Vehicles, Command and Control, Communications,
Engineer, Field Artillery, Infantry, Intelligence, Surveillance,
and Electronic Warfare and Special Interest, Each member is ex-
pected to act in a responsible, 1ndegendent evaluator capagity,
His selection is predicated on both ackground and current assign-
ment within the Activity, Active, useful participation in the
proceedings 1s necessary for contisced menbership, The Chairman,
the Special Assistant for Evaluation, and the Assistant Deputy D1~
rector for Technical Operations are active members at all board
meetings, Each area of endeavor has five permanent members, and
no member s assigned to more than two subject area boards.

(c) The Special Interest Area is unique in that these sub-
Jects are addressed by spectal session of the Technical Staff
convened by the Ueputy Director for Technical Operations,

(d) There are two aspects of the Technical Review Board
process which make it an effective activity management tool. Both
aspects are part of a concept known as “institutional menory,

The first aspect {s the direct influence on a product by persons
expert in their field and reinforced through varticipation in past
projects, This resource is tapped without that person being as-
signed to the current project full time. The second aspect s
feedback. Each board member gleans, from his participation of the
review process, information which can be uysed by him and his divi-
sion on their own specific projects.

f. Proposed Practices to Assure Quality Studies

(1) In order to encourage intellectual independence within
ORSA activities, higher headquarters should:
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(a) Assure that a reasonable portion (at least 15 percent)
of the activities' work program is self-initiated.

(b) Assure that a reasonable partion (at least 10 percent)

of the activities' work program is used to upgrade methodologies,
develop tools and techniques, etc.

(c) Preserve the integrity of reports of analysis if sub-
merged within a larger study or analysis.

(d) Set specific goals for sponsorship of experiments to
generate empirical data and provide validation checks. This would
point the analysis commmunity in the direction of being more
scientific and less mathematically oriented, Additionally, study
agencies should exploit all data sources to include military his-
tory and combat data.

(2) 1In order to assure that the studies and analyses best
address the proper issues:

(a} The analyst should have complete access to the back-
ground and purpose of the study. This will help to insure that
the analyst's perception of the problem is not different from the
original intent, that misdirections are not taken, and inappropri-
ate assumptions are not made which could undermine the entire

study.

(b} Provisions should be made to assure a full range of
potential enemy threats. Data are not only required about the ex-
isting threat but about a realistic projection of the threai, for
the timeframes of the analysiz. Continual underestimation of the
threat erodes confidence in the conclusions of the study. In ad-
dition to & projection of the threat, a concerted effort must be
made to estimate the possible threat resulting from an enemy ef-
fort to counter US actions. These threats must not only be devel-
oped carefully, but they must be consistent among study efforts,

A process needs to be developed which establishes a clear trail
with expianation from generation of threat data through changes in
threat data between studies.

{c) The study should treat the spectrum of environmental
conditions of use. Army systems must be capable of being employed
in a wide range of battlefield environments., Within Central
Europe alone there are wide variations in terrain, weather, 1ight
conditions, and other aspects of the natural environment, This
can be further compounded by the induced environrment such as
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smoke, mines, and tW, Yet many of our studies are an in-depth
examination of one tacijcal operation on a single piece of ter-
rain, usually in the Fulda Gap, and a single set of environmental
conditivns, usually benign. Additionally, when envircnmental
limitations are considered, they frequently differ from study to
study, causing them to be disturbingly inconsistent,

(¢} The study should consider all meaningful alternatives.
Alternatives in the sense of truly different ways of doing some-
thing or solving a probiem should be clearly exposed and objec-
tively analyzed. In al) cases, meaningful alternatives should
never be suppressed.

(2) The analyst must make completely transparent the im-
pact of the input assumptions and data on the study results. For-
mal review of critical input assumptions and data as well as the
study methodology early in the analysis ¥s essential.

(f) The analysis methodology--particulariy models--should
be subjected to peer review and concurrence. For those models
central to the hierarchy of models that support major studies,
there must be provisions for model configuration coatrol and man-
agement . .

(g} The analyst should show proper respect for the fact
that few issues of impartance have a single solution which in
every respect is superior to all alternpative solutiens, and the
fact that few studies can quanitstively and aljectively analyze
all factors relevant to detemination of which of the solution al-
ternatives is best. A good apsroach is for the analysis to be
carried as far as 1t can be carvied objectively and then to stop
well short of the point where the subjective appraisals and judg-
ments of importance must be apslied {a infer the preferred alter-
native, given the set of attributes associated with each. O, put
bluntly, the analyst should smalyze but not try to decide,

{3) To enccuragy asgsncy acceptance of its responsibilities
for the quality of work producad, each agency should:

{a} Assure that the agency's institutional label is af-
fixed to the product resulting from {ts work program,

{b} Follow the practice of indicating the principal au-

thors and significant contributors to the study products. By
these means, the performing agency and the responsible individuals

‘will take ®ore pride in their products.

{4) In order to assure quality reports on a continuing basis:
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(a) Prepublication peer review should be carried out at
the agency level.

(b) On a sample basis, a reasonable portion (e.g., 10 per-
cent) of agencies' products should be subjected to detailed tech-
nical review by external peer agencies,

(c) Study sponsors should provide timely feedback to the
study doers on study strengths, weaknesses, utility, and uses,

(5) Periodic agency/activity reviews should be conducted by
a distinguished board of visitors outside the chain of command.
Such reviews would provide the commander/directar a fresh perspec-
tive on and an unbiased critique of agency goals, initiatives, and
programs.,

(6) There should be a semi-annual mesting of the directors/
commanders of CAA, CACDA, TRASANSA and AMSAA with the DUSA{OR) and
other ORSA elements, 7aese meetings woyld discuss mutual programs
and emerging priorities, Additionally, better use should be made
of the Army Operations Research Symposia to exchange methodolo-
gies, stuydies, and mutual problems,

L-10



T R e S Ot Bl ST T LR T I S AT

APPENDIX M
STUDY DIRECTM‘E

'3EPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
- OFFICE OF THE NDER SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

11 July 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: DIRECTOR OF THE ARMY STAFF

SUBJECT: Review of Army Analysis

Analysis is of continuing high importance to the Army, It
contributes to our understanding of a wide variety of issues--threat
characteristics, equipment performance, effectiveness of units, costs
of systems, and capabilities of forces, to name but a few, We have
only limited resources to do Army analyses. We must be sure that
they are used to work on the right problems, that they are properly
organized, and that their activities are coordinatud for maximum
efficiency. I believe that it may be possible to improve the
contribution that our analytical community currently makes to
solution of Army problems. Therefore I would like for you to make
a basic review of our Army analysis resources, organizations, and
procedures. A draft of the Terms of Reference for the proposed
review is provided at Inclosure 1. The review should rroduce specific
recommendations for improvement of Army analysis,

Iam witliag o make Mr, pardison ot my office avallable to

‘participate in the review, or to lead it if you desire, As a planning

goal, I suggest that the study be completed by 1 October 1978,

\oe @x

1 Incl Walter B, LaBerge
as Rg:-pm\!':n Under Secretary of the Army

o~
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TERMS UF REFERENCE -~ Review of Army Analysis

1. PURPOSE: The purpose of this review of Army analysis is to
improve the contribution made by analysis to illumination of issues of
incerest to the Army and to the solution of Army problems.

2. OBJECTIVES: The objective of the review is toc identify any
practicable actions which would improve the following:

a, Problems Selected for Study and Analysis - The Army analysis
commurity should work mainly on important issues in need of {liumination
and on problems whose solutions would be of high benefit to the Army.

b. Quality of Work - Army analyses should be pertinent, consistent,
valid, and credible.

¢. Productivity - Army analyses should be efficiently conducted
and resources should be at least adequate to minimal needs.

d. Organizational Arrangements - The Army analysis community
snould be vrgunized to deiiitaLé eriicivnt conduct oL an integrated
program of studies, to provide proper guidance and control of studies and
analyses, to encourage coordination cof related study activities and to
minimize analysis gaps and needless overlaps,

3, SCOPE: The scope of the feview is as follows:

a. Types of Analysis - All analyses defined as studies in AR 5-5.
Other operations research/systems analysis activities of the Army,

b. Organizations - Primary attention will be given to those
elements of the Army Secretariat, HQDA Staf€, HQ DARCOM, HQ TRADOC, ARI,

S5T, ESG, LEA, CAN, AMIAN, TrAGATN ) and CACHA which are {ovolv ot dip -~
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in Army studies #nd analyses. Parts of other organizations, such as elemen
of BRL? TRADOC Logistic Center, HQ FORSCOM, etc,, will be inciuded as
- appropriate to the pbjectives of the review.

4. TASKS: The overall task is to asgeas the Army's current analysis
system and to propose specific improvements im policy, procedure, programs,
and organizations. Specific parts aubotdipate to thig overall task includ
consideration of the following:

a8, Policy and procedures for focusing analysis on Army priority
problems., |

b. Extent to which current analysis efforts are focused on
priority problems.

c. The distribution of aralytical ;esources among efforts
addressing FPBS, combat develoPments; operatiori and training.

d. Policies, procedures and programs wﬁtch escaﬁltsh standards
of performance and controls for ensuring valid study results.

o, roliciu5; procoedurcs aind programs L£Or duvilepifg Luow i
experimental data upon which to base Army analysis,

. Extent to which data bases, modeling efforts and products of
analysis are integrated, coordinated and consistent.

g. Policiles, pxoéeduras Qnd programs which provide for integratin;
and coordinating Army analysis,

b. Adequacy of resources invested in research, development and
improvement of Army analytical capability.

{. Extent to which analyst acquisition and training programs are
sufficient for catisfving rosuigoronts for ailitary and civilian aral v

and minagers,
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j. The assignment of analytical mission responsibilities and

associated resources., Consider alternate organizational arrangements.

k. The interfaces with analysis activities external to Department

of the Army (e.z., 0SD, other Services, oMB) .

1. The balance of in-house and contract analytical effort. Assess

the need for an Army analytical FCRC.

m. The policies, procedures and programs which provide for a

progressive analytical capability.
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