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1. Reference letter, DAPE-MBC, 30 January 1981, SAB. That letter
directed the US Army Concepts Analysis Agency (CAA) to conduct a
study of the systems and procedures for providing manpower itanagers
with information needed to determine the impact and supporti;billly of
proposed manpower trade-off actions.

2. Attached is our analysis of Army procedures and systems that both
generate manpower trade-offs and transmit required informat-on to
manpower managers. This study report discusses the current system,
suggests management actions to correct specific problems, and proposes
alternative procedures to improve the ability of managers to respond
to questions regarding manpower supportability.

3. Certain corrective measures recommended in this report are already
underway. Others can be started immediately, at little cost, to improve
the availability, quality and timeliness of manpower trade-off infor-
mation.

I Incl * EDWA . ATKESON

as Major General, USA
Command i ng
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SUMMARY

1. PURPOSE. The purpose of the Manpower Trade-off Methodology (I-1TM)
Study, as stated in the 30 January 1981 directive (Appendix B), is to
identify systems and procedures that will provide manpower managers with
information needed for determining the impact and supportability uf pro-
posed manpower trade-off actions required to accommodate force structure
and materiel system changes.

2. BACKGROUND

a. During the current period of rapid force modernization, Arm- y man-
power managers are planning for the introduction of many new materiel
systems and new organizational structures. With some exceptions, the
new materiel systems and organizations planned for introduction will re-
sult in increased numbers of personnel needed to operate and support the
equipment or an increase in skill levels. Constraints on the Army's end
strength authorizations require that manpower needed to support the in-
troduction of new materiel and organizational concepts be provided by
programing concomitant manpower reductions elsewhere in the force struc-
ture and/or retraining available personnel in new skills. Retrairlabil-
ity of available personnel into higher skill levels is an additional
factor which must be considered when planning for manpower reallocations
to accommodate new systems.

b. While force structure managers maintain end strength level! con-
stant by balancing authorizations at a highly aggregated level of de-
tail, manpower and personnel managers must plan personnel real'ocations
at the grade, branch, military occupational specialty (MOS), and speci-
alty skill identifier (SSI) levels of detail. This planning must be ac-
complished sufficiently early in the materiel development process to al-
low manpower affordability determinations to affect acquisition and de-
sign decisions. The manpower manager must be able to input quantitative
forecasts of the impacts of proposed manpower reallocations to the deci-
sionmaking process. Current procedures do not provide trade-off infor-
mation to manpower/personnel/training managers which is adequate to
forecast the resource implications of the introduction of new :iiteriel
systems or changes to organizations.

c. Current Department of Defense (DOD) directives require that the
Army identify tradeoffs and analyze the affordability of new materiel
systems at key decision milestones within the Life Cycle System Manage-
ment Model (LCSMM). The requirement to perform similar analyses "or
other types of program changes is not so explicitly defined. It 's ap-
parent that the introduction of new materiel systems cannot be analyzed
to determine manpower impacts in isolation from other new or revised
programs, such as force structure changes, which are also competing for
scarce and constrained manpower assets. As a result, it is essential
that all new or revised programs which cause increased manpower

_ _ r
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requirements must be analyzed in conjunction with each other to deter-
mine the overall impact on manpowEr requirements and availability.

3. KLY DEFINITIONS. It is important that the terms manpower afford-
ability and manpower supportability be clearly understood. DOD direc-
tives and Army regulations use the term affordability almost ex-
clusively. Yet affordability and supportability are not the same con-
sideration. For the purposes of this study report, manpower affordabil-
ity is detined as the ability to program tradeoffs, if required, within
the end strength structure of the Army so that the new program will have
adequate manpower authorized without exceeding constraints. Manpower
supportability, on the other hand, is defined as the ability of the Army
to provide sufficient manpower resources to actually implement the pro-
gram. When the question of affordability is raised, the Army must de-
termine if sufficient manpower spaces can be authorized for that program
within the force structure allowance. When the question of supportabil-
ity is raised, the Army must determine whether the spaces made available
within the force structure can actually be manned.

4. SCOPE. This study places analytic emphasis on the change processes
for the identification, development, and approval of manpower tradeoffs,
the reasons why such tradeoffs are necessary, and the systems and proce-
dures by which manpower trade-off nformation is provided to the Office
of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel (ODCSPER) for use in support-
abilit.y analysis. The MTM Study consisted of an analysis of HQDA, US
Army 'raining and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), and US Army Soldier Support
Center - National Capital Region (SSC) policies, regulations, proce-
dures. and automated systems involved in the development and use of man-
power trade-off information.

5. APPROACH. Three key phases of the current system for developing and
utilizing manpower trade-off informiation are identified, together with
the linkages and subsystems involved in the flow of this information
through the system. These phases and key elements of each are defined
in detail through factfinding interviews and a literature search of ap-
plicable documents. Process flowcharts of the systems and their inter-
relationsh'ps were constructed and analyzed to assess the sufficiency of
the processes and linkages and the adequacy of time-phasing. The phases
and linkages studied are:

a. Development of manpower requirements and tradeoffs, including
7RADO( and HQDA level processes.

b. Change approval processes, including development of the Program
Objective Memorandum (POM) and the Defense Systems Acquisition Review
Council (DSARC).

c. Ine use of trade-off information in manpower supportability
analysis.
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6. PROBLEMS AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS. The analysis ot current procedures
for providing manpower trade-off information to ODCSPER confirms the
basic problem outlined in the study directive. The Army does develop
manpower tradeoffs associated with new or revised programs, but that in-
formation is not transmitted in sufficient detail to ODCSPER. A summary
of problems found to be inherent in current procedures, together with
prescriptions for management actions '.o correct the problem are shown
below.

a. The Personnel Structure and Composition System (PERSACS) ldcks
data on manpower requirements and tradeoffs for equipment modernization.
The PERSACS output pr'ovided to ODCSPER contains grade, MOS, and SSI ro-
jections representing the changes programed to occur in the Army '.orce
structure through the enco of the program years. This data, however,
does not contain any new manpower requirements and tradeoffs needed for
the integration of new materiel systems into the force structure. This
problem has been previously recognized by HQDA and the capability to ap-
ply this data to PERSACS is currently being developed. The PLRSACS to
be computed in October 1981 should contain manpower requirements for new
systems for which a basis of issue plan (BOIP) has been prepared.

b. Organizational changes, those changes which result from changing
the internal composition of Army units, do not have resource require-
ments and associated tradeoffs developed and programed until after ap-
proval of the change and dissemination to implementing commands. This
results in delay in implementation and, in many cases, a failure to im-
plement since the Army cannot program the necessary resources. This
problem was studied and alternatives suggested in the US Army Concepts
4nalysis Agency (CAA) study report, "implementation of Change (IC
Study)," CAA-SR-80-5. Implementation of corrective action will be inte-
grated into the program to standardize Army units on a worldwide basis.

c. Aggregate level factoring in PERSACS produces considerable dis-
tortion in grade and MOS projections during the program years. The
growing deviation between the Table of Organization and Equipment (TOE),
the requirements document, and the Modified Table of Organization and
Equipment (MTOE) (the authorization document for many units) necessi-
tated development of an estimating technique called factoring. Factor-
ing in the PERSACS creates an estimated grade and MOS authorization for
any projected force structure change which has not yet been documented
with an HTOE. Anaiysis has indicaLed that this estimation technique
creates significant distortions of the need for manpower by grade and
MOS in the program year- timeframe. Since the program to stanoardize all
MTOE to the TOE will eliminate, in most cases, the divergence between
these two documents, factoring should be eliminated for standardized
units and the PERSACS projections for qrade and MOS should be based on
the TOE statement of grade and MOS requirements.

d. The PERSACS data provided to ODCSPER for supportability analysis
displays significant turbulence in grade and MOS projections. PERSACS

vii
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is updated at least four times per year and it has been demonstrated
that signficant fluctuations occur from one PERSACS output to the next.
This results in an instability of supportability determinations since

the grade and MOS projections may vary significantly as a result of this
fluctiation. These variations between grad- and MOS requirements may

alter the resdlts of the analysis of manpower supportability of a given
functional area, as well as affect recruitment, training, and distribu-
tion [lans to a significant degree, This fluctuation in the PERSACU is

caused by decisions at HQDA and major commands (MACOM) which resilt in

changes being programed with effective dates occurring earlier than is
feasible for ;nanpower and logistics systems to respond. HQDA should
consi ter not making routine force structure changes effective prior to
the second program year, unless they are directed from the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD) or higher level.

e. The time required for data analysis at HQDA and MACOM levels is
excessive and results in delays in document submission and response
time. The vast amounts of data whch must be manually processed at many
points in the system result in delays in actions which must be taken to
prepare MTOE documents, supportability analyses, and other manpower
planning documents. There are at least two areas where increased auto-
mation ,o~i'd result in decreased analysis time. First, since the
standardi-'ation program referred to earlier will result in MTOE modeled
exactly on the TOE, there is no longer any need for MACOM to analyze TOE
changes to determine how they should be applied to the MTOE in that com-
mand. Al, TOE changes should be automatically top loaded in The Army
Authorizat'on Document System (TAADS), and the resulting MTOE changes
distributed to the MACOM. Second, the PERSACS could be modified to pro-
duce 3n additional output which shows only the changes in grade and MOS
projeotions since the previous PERSACS. This differential PERSACS out-
put would highlight the changes for manpower managers and allow a
quick:' response to questions regarding supportability.

f. The data base used for supportability analysis does not reflect
all changes as developed in the Total Army Analysis (TAA) and the POM.
The P!'RSACS is the key linkage between change development and approval

Processes and the manpower management processes, including supportabil-
ity ana!yses. Because of the lack of equipment modernization require-
ments and the distortions caused by factoring, ODCSPER has not
considered the PERSACS to be accurdte enough during the program years to
base SLuPPoirtahility analyses on PERSACS data. As a result, the data
base ised for supportability analyses has been built by obtaining pro-
gram year nanpower changes from other best available sources, usually
TRADOC recommendations. Thus, the force structure changes developed in
Total Army Analysts (TAA) and integrated into the program force struc-
t>jre Jo nct serve as the sole basis for supportability analyses. Once
the PL.RSACS has been improved to include manpower requirements for new
mater.el systems and to eliminate the distortions caused by factoring,
this objection will be overcome. At that point, PERSACS data should be
the pr nary source of the data used in conducting supportability

viii
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analyses, thus aligning the supportability determinations with the af-
fordability determinations made in TAA-POM.

7. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF ANALYSIS. The EEA which were required diring
the study and which guided its conduct are stated and discussed below:

a. What are the various types of changes which drive manpower real-
locationjsT What are their sources and when do they occur? Ths7'--h-
i~entified three major types of change which might result in increased
or redistributed manpower. These are (1) force structure changes in
which units are activated, inactivated, or reorganized in the pr:gl-amed
force structure; (2) organizational changes in which the internal compo-
sition of units is altered, and (3) the development of new materiel sys-
tems. There are many possible originators of force structure ,:hanc:es.
The vast preponderance of these changes however, originate either ro,1
HQDA ODCSOPS or from TRAI)OC. TRADOC develops recommended force st';Ic-
ture changes which can originate and be forwarded to HQDA at any time
during the year. HQDA ODCSOPS develops force structure changes based on
changing guidance, objectives, and constraints. The majority of these
changes are developed during the Total Army Analysis (TAA) whi:h o0.:curs
annually and produces a program force structure for input to PfM devel-
opment each September. TRADOC-recommended force structure changes must
be integrated into the TAA process in order to be approved during :he
resource allocation process. Organizational and new materiel syst'em
changes, while they can be initiated elsewhere, usually issue gromi
TRADOC, the Army's combat developer. Organizational and materiel system
changes can originate and be approved at any time during the year.

b. When and where are manpower authorization tradeoffs identified
for each of the various types of changes? Manpower tradeoffs for organ-
izational (TOE) changes are not currently being identified anywhere in
the system until after those changes have been approved and disseminated
to the MACOM for approval. This is a major problem since these changes,
when aggregated on a semiannual basis in the Consolidated Change TFble
,CCT), can have a significant impact on the MACOM. This problem wcs ad-
dressed by the IC Study, and implementation of the study results wll
cause those changes to be considered along with other resource demanding
changes prior to approval of the organizational change. The Manpower
Analysis Paper which presen+, fRADOC recommendations for manpower re-
quirements and the associated tradeoffs for new materiel system, s is
submitted to HQDA 60 days prior to each major milestone of the Life
Cycle System Management Model. Development of force structure trade-
offs, which, in turn, determine manpower tradeoffs, is an integral part
of the TAA process. TAA is conducted by HQDA and culminates in -he de-
velopment of a base force structure in September of each year. For
those force structure studies being accomplished witiin TRADOC, recom-
mended tradeoffs must be submitted aloig with the study. These recom-
riendations are considered during the iAA process and integrated into the
program force as approprlate.
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c. What are the procedures for yrovidinq manpower trade-off data to
ODCSPER fcr affordability assessments? Manpower trade-off data are c -
,eloped as a resulto the force 3tructuring pro&-ss which occurs during
the TAA-PCM development cycle. Tie program force contains unit level
tradeoffs which are translated into manpower tradeoffs at the grade,

, iS, in. . level by the PERSACS. The PERSACS is the vehicle by which
'iese data are provided to ODCSPER. Since there are, however, inaccura-

cies in the PERSACS process which limit its use for this purpose,
ODCSPuER and SSC must gather data from alternate sources. This instruc-

tired procedure is not adequate, since there is nc guarantee that the
data lathered are fully consistent with the changes in the program
f orce. Lack of d satisfactory procedure for providing manpower trade-
off data is the problem which generated the MTM Study.

d. Whit data are required by RDCSPER to_perform required affordabil-
it assessments? SSC performs the required assessments of manpower sup-
portaT--tTT ODCSPER. SSC requires data representing the tradeoffs
contained in the programed force structure. The specific data required
ire all changes which realign military manpower requirements at the
grade, MOS, and SSI level of detai' from the current year through the
'inal program year. Since the SSC analyzes only the manpower implica-
tions of changes to TOE units, they need only receive data on military
manpower changes. To fulfill its requirements fully, however, ODCSPER
also nee ds information specifying the impact of rnew or revised programs

oqi c1,iliai manpower. Data regarding civilian manpower requirements for
ne2w r systems is available at the needed level of detail in the
Modernization Resource Information SiJbmission (MRIS) submitted each
January by the MACOM.

e. What synchronization is re uired between the processes for gener.
atin .. and approving changes and the processes for managing manpower?
o'Wit exist? The answer to t is question to tie area

of coicerti of this study, i.e., manpower changes which must be program-
eafor organizational, force structure, and materiel system changes. It
4s essential that manpower planning be accomplished utilizing data which
represert the best information available regardirg the changes programed
to occur in the force structure. The programed force structure i;
dltered throughout the year as a result of the annual TAA, POM
development, program approval cyce. Additional synchronization is re-
quired with the materiel system change process specified by the Life
Cycle Syst,-m Management Model. There is, nowever. a lack of synchron-
-zation wrhi'h occurs for several reasons. First, manpower planning and

detcrliTmtion of supportability Joes not occur on an integrated basis
t ir orgir iational (10E) changes. TOE changes are approved on an indi-
vidual bas s and promulgated for [mplementation without an analysis of
their total ranpower impact. Second, synchronization between support-
ability onalysis and the programed force structure is lacking, since the
manpower Ja'a computed by the P[R'ACS does not acc irately represent the
programmed c ,anges at the unit lev;. Finally, there is a lack of syn-
:hrat, zr .o,i between those change,; p-ogramed for the force structure and
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those for materiel systems since ASARC/DSARC scheduling is no. 'nked to
the POM development schedule.

8. OBSERVATIONS. The major observations of this study are as ,.ollows:

a. Manpower tradeoffs are necessitated by and developed withii the
force structure program as a result of organizational, force :;tructure,
and materiel system changes which either increase the requireraeIt for
manpower or alter the distribution of nanpower between various ikills.
These changes emanate, for the most part, from either TRADOC :r OPCSOPS,
HQDA. The manpower tradeoffs which result are finalized withiri the TAA-.
POM development process at HQDA. Tlis process for integratin(- change
into the Army program results in tradeoffs being programed at t.1h unit
level. These unit level changes are translated into revised iktnm;ower
requirements at the grade, MOS, and SSI level of detail by the PERSACS.

b. The major omission from the trade-off development proccs! is
that, organizational. or TOE, changes are not analyzed for marpower im-
pact nor are tradeoffs developed for them. This problem shouid be over-
come when the recommendations of the IC Study are implemented Wiung with
the unit standardization program.

c. The PERSACS is the appropriate vehicle for the provision of man--
power requirements and associated tradeoffs to ODCSPER and the SSC. IJse
of PERSACS data for supportability analysis would link this ar-lysis di-
rectly to the best source of manpower czhange information, the program
force structure developed in the TAA-POM process. Use of thee: deta
would ensure that there is io duplication of spaces traded ol:t l1r a new
program and would provide an audit trail of force structuring c:tions in
the POM. Further, the PERSACS provides these data at the level of de-
tail needed. The PERSACS must, however, be improved before it can be
used for this purpose. The needed improvements are either under devel-
opment now or would be relatively simple and inexpensive to accooplish.
The two principal improvements needed ire the inclusion of manpower re-
quirements for new equipment and the reduction of factoring distortions.
Once these improvements are made, the 5SC should adopt the PERS.CS as
the primary source of data for supportability analysis. There are a
number of other improvements to current processes and systems w4'mch
would increase the accuracy and timeliniess of the manpower intorniation
needed for supportability analysis. Increased automation of the appli-
cation of changes to TAADS and of the .3nalysis of PERSACS output would
reduce both workload and analysis time. Limitations on near-ter!]
changes to the force structure would reduce turbulence in mani;ower plan-
ning data and provide better manpower support to the MTOE units.

-----------------------------------------------'
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MANPOWER TRADE-OFF METHODOLOGY (MTM)

CHAPTER I

INTRODULTION

1-i. STUDY PURPOSE. The Manpower Trade-off Methodology (MTM) Study was
generated by a concern within the Offce of the Deputy Chief af Staff
for Personnel (ODCSPER) that information available to them is not suffi-
cient for performance of their assigned function of analyzing tile impact
of new programs on Army manpower. Army end strength constraints require
that the manpower needed to support the introduction of new materiel
systems and force structure changes be offset by concomitant manpower
reductions elsewhere in the force structure. While toe added manpower
requirements of new programs are readily available to ODCSPER, the off-
sets to the force structure (tradeoffs) are not currently being provided
at the level of detail required. The purpose of the MTM Study is to
identify systems and procedures that will provide manpower/personnel
managers with information needed for determining the impact and support-
ability of proposed manpower trade-off actions required to accommodate
force structure and materiel system changes.

1-2. BACKGROUND. This study effort was requested by ODCSPER as it be-
came apparent that current procedures for evaluating the manpower impact
of new or revised programs are not adequate for the upcoming geriod of
rapid force modernization. It is but one of several initiatives taken
by the manpower community to enhance capabilities in the area of man-
power and personnel planning.

a. Army manpower managers are planning for the introduction of many
new materiel systems and new organizational structures. With some ex-
ceptions, the new materiel systems and organizations planned for intro-
duction will result in increased numbers of personnel needed to operate
and support the equipment or an increase in skill levels. Constraints
on the Army's end strength authorizations require that manpower needed
to support the introduction of new materiel systems and organizational
concepts be provided by programing concomitant manpower reductions else-
where in the force structure and/or retraining available personnel in
new skills. Retrainability of available personnel into higher skill
levels is an additional factor which must be considered when planning
for manpower reallocations to accommodate new systems.

b. While force structure managers maintain end strength levels con-
stant by balancing authorizations at a highly aggregated level of de-
tail, manpower and personnel managers must plan personnel reallocations
at the grade, branch, military occupational specialty (MOS), and speci-
alty skill identifier (SSI) levels of detail. This planning must be
accomplished sufficiently early in the materiel development process

1-i
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to allcw manpower supportability determinations to affect acquisition
and design decisions. The manpower manager must be able to input quan-
titative forecasts of the impacts of proposed manpower reallocations to
the decisionmaking process. Current procedures do not provide trade-ofr
infornation to manpower/personnel/training managers which is adequate to
forecast the resource implications of the introduction of new materiel
systems or changes to organizations. In addition, current procedures do
.;3t document an audit trail sufficient to preclude duplication of trade-

offs. Any solutions proposed by this study must address and, if possi-

ble, solve these shortcomings.

c. Current Department of Defense (DOD) directives require that the
Army identify tradeoffs and analyze the affordability of new materiel
systems at key decision milestones within the Life Cycle System Manage-
ment Model (LCSMM), which specifies procedures and requirements for DOD

systems development. The requirement to perform similar analyses for
other types of program changes is not so explicitly defined. It is ap-
parent that the introduction of new materiel systems cannot be analyzed
to determine manpower impacts in isolation from other new programs which
are also competing for scarce and constrained manpower assets. As a re-
sult, it is essential that all new or revised programs which result in
increased manpower requirements must be analyzed in conjunction with
each )ther to determine the overall impact on manpower requirements and

dvailability. For the purpose of this study, new or revised programs
are citegorized as follows:

(1) Force Structure Changes. These are changes in which the over-
all composition of the Army force structure is changed by activating new
units, inactivating existing units, or revising the structure of exist-
ing uniits by changing the authorized level of organization (ALO) of
those units in accordance with the appropriate levels of the Table of
Organization and Equipment (TOE).

(2) Organizational Changes. These are changes which are applied
to the basic organizational configuration of US Army units. In this
case, we are concerned primarily with changes to the TOE which are de-
veloped and published by the US Army Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC). This type of change results in alterations to the internal
structure of TOE units rather than adding and deleting units from the
force structure.

(3) New Materiel Systems. The introduction of new materiel sys-
tems during the force modernization process frequently results in in-
creased manpower requirements. Further, some new systems replace older
systems to be phased out of the structure while others are new types of
capabilities and are additive to the structure. Both types, however,
usually result in increased manpower reqomrements. Introduction of new
materiel systems may result in both organizational and force structure
changes.

1-2

L . ,--



CAA-SR-81-9

1-3. KEY TERMS. It is important that the terms manpower affordability
and manpower supportability be clearly understood. DOD directives and
Army regulations use the term affordability almost exclusively. Yet af-
fordability and supportability are not the same consideration. For the
purposes of this study report, affordability is defined to mean theability to program trade-offs, if required, within the end strength

structure of the Army so that the new program will have adequate man-
power authorized without exceeding constraints. Supportability, on the
other hand, is defined to mean the ability of the Army to provide suffi-
cient manpower resources to actually implement the program. When the
question of affordability is raised, the Army must determine if suffi-
cient manpower spaces can be authorized for that program within the
force structure allowance. When the question of supportability is
raised, the Army must determine whether the spaces made available within
the force structure can actually be manned. The elements whic. must be
analyzed to answer the supportability question will be addressed 'n
Chapter 2 of this report.

1-4. THE PROBLEM. ODCSPER has not been able to identify manpcwer/per-
sonnel spaces which have been traded off in the force structure to ac-
commodate the introduction of new materiel or changes in urganizations
independent of new materiel systems. Manpower, personnel and training
managers need this information for determining resource impacts and sup-
portability of these proposed trade-off actions. Supportability anal-
yses cannot be made without the trade-off information identifying man-
power and personnel implications.

1-5. OBJECTIVES. The objectives of this study are to:

a. Nominate appropriate systems and procedures to ensure that
ODCSPER is provided with information that idpntifies the manpower/
personnel space tradeoffs which will allow determination of the manpower,
affordability of proposed materiel and force structure changes.

b. Identify data that will allow manpower and personnel managers in
ODCSOPS and ODCSPER to:

(1) Determine the reasonableness (accuracy) of the new require-
ments by grade and MOS/SSI (for military spaces--total Army).

(2) Identify and quantify the changes both in terms of total
spaces (military and civilian) and the MOS/SSI and grade level of detail
for military spaces only.

(3) Assess the training, grade structure, and other manpower per-
sonnel management impacts resulting f'-om the trade off actions.

c. Define a mechanism to provide an audit trail of manpower traded
off to ensure the spaces given up are traded off only once.

1-3

• I



CAA-SR-81-9

1-6. SCOPE. The study will examine:

a. The procedures arid supporting information systems now used by
force structure and manpower managers in determining, recording and com-
municating manpower space tradeoffs to accommodate new manpower

,,qui rement s.

b. The procedures and supporting information systems now used for
assessing the affordability of new manpower requirements.

c. The manner in which manpower trade-off data impact on the decision-

making process for both materiel acquisition and force structuring.

1-7. ASSUMPTIONS. The f:illowing major assumptions were established:

(1) The manpower needed to operate and support new materiel sys-
tems, as stated in appropriate requirements documents, is valid.

(2) The number and composition of unit requirements stated in ap-
proved force structures are valid.

1-8. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF ANALYSIS (EEA). As stated in the tasking
directive, the EEA a,-e:

a. What are the various types of changes which drive manpower real-
locations? What are their sources and when do they occur?

b. When and where are manpower authorization tradeoffs identified
for each of the various types of changes?

c. What are the procedures for, providing manpower trade-off data to
ODCSPER for affordability assessments?

d. What data are required by ODCSPER to perform required affordabil-
ity assessments?

e, What synchronization is required between the processes for gener-
ating and approving changes and the processes for managing manpower?
Does it exist?

1-9. METHODOLOGY. The work flow and methodology of the MTM Study, from
initiation of the st dy to publication of the study report, are depicted
in Figure 1-1.
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a. The first phase of the study consisted of steps taken to define
the problemi more completely and to gather information about the current
p-ocesses. This was accomplished through literature search and inter-
views with personnel who were involved in generating and using manpower
trade-.off data. Interviews were conducted with members of the HQDA
Staf-', HQ TRADOC Staff, and representatives of the Soldier Support
-enter (SSC). Information gained during these interviews provided a
clear anderstanding of the problems involved and served to gain
knowledge of change processes, information requirements, the procedures
for transferring information, the roles of the various elements in-
volvea, and the manner in which supportability analysis is conducted.

b. The next phase of the study consisted of efforts to describe the
generation and flow of manpower trade-off data through the affordability
and supportability analyses by the construction of process flowcharts.
Program changes which result in additional manpower requirements were
categorized and the information flow for each was depicted in tnese flow-
charts. In order to provide quality control checks on the study, com-
pleted flowcharts were presented to study sponsor personnel for valida-
tion. This phase of the study served to provide a clear, readily under-
standable, visual description of the processes involved; this under-
standing was essential to subsequent analysis.

c. The third phase of the study consisted of steps to analyze the
current processes for- determining whether required manpower trade-off
information is being generated and, if so, where breakdowns in the in-
formation flow might be occurring and why. Once causes of the problem
were identified, alternative processes and information flows were formu-
lated and again constructed in flowchart format. These alternatives
were also provided to the study sponsor and the Technical Review Board
of CAA to ensure their feasibility and worth-- another quality control
procedure.

d. During the final phase of the study, the study report was pre-
pared and published.

1-10. CONTENTS OF THE REPORT. The following chapters presents the re-
sults of this management study. Chapter 2 contains a discussion of the
current systems and processes used to generate and transmit manpower
trade-off information and its uses in determining manpower affordability
and supportability. Chapter 3 discusses management prescriptions and
alternative system procedures for improvement uf the quality and flow of
infornation which are necessary to meet each of the study objectives.
The fiial chapter presents the major observations of the study and ad-
dresses each of the FEA stated in paragraph 1-8.

1-6
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CHAPTER 2

CURRENT PROCEDURES

2-I. INTRODUCTION. The Manpower Trade-off Methodology (MTM) Study re-
sulted from concern within ODCSPER that there is not sufficiert informa-
tion available to perform required analyses of the manpower impact of
new or revised force structure and materiel system programs. The pro-
cesses, information flows, and analyses performed are complex and in-
volve complicated interrelationships between organizations and automated
data bases. In order to understand fully the descriptions of these pro-
cesses and interrelationships which follow later in this chapter, it is
useful to discuss the types of changes involved, outside factors which
constrain manpower, and the need for affordability and supportability
analysis.

a. Types of Change. In Chapter I the types of changes pertinent to
this study were identified as force structure changes, organizational
changes and new materiel systems. For the purpose of tracking the flow
of information, however, four categories need to be examined. New mate-
riel systems need to be examined in two categories--materiel systems
which generate new organizations and materiel systems which are inte-
grated into existing organizations. It should be remembered, however,
that all changes which alter the distribution of manpower between MOS
are of interest in manpower supportability analyses. For this reason,
all changes causing redistribution of manpower muse be provided to
ODCSPER at the grade and MOS level of detail whether the total iarmpower
,s increased or not.

(1' Force structure changes (those changes which alter the compo-
sition of the Army force structure) are the result of several change
processes, including: guidance external to the Army; varying internal
Army objectives, and increasing levels of technology. Overall Army re-
sponsibilit for force structuring resides in ODCSOPS. A memorandum of
understanding between HQDA and TRADOC (see Appendix C, Bibliography) as-
signs to TRADOC the responsibility to conduct manpower analyses and de-
velop tradeoffs for any new program developed by TRADOC which results in
increased manpower requirements. This includes such force structuring
actions as Division 86. There are two principal sources of force struc-
ture changes within the Army: HQDA (DCSOPS) and TRADOC. Other HQDA
staff agencies and Major Army Commands (MACOM) may recommend force
structure changes within their areas of proponency. Force structure
changes are approved during the development of the Program Objective
Memorandum (POM) and provided to appropriate MACOM for implementation.

(2) Organizational changes (those which alter the internal struc-
ture of individual units) result priiriarily from changes in operational
doctrine, changing levels of technology, changing missions and func-
tions, and varying Army objectives. Overall Army responsibil'ty for
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organizational changes again resides within ODCSOPS, HQDA. Responsibil-
ity for developing organizational changes for requirements stated in
Table of Organization and Equipment (TOE) type units rests with TRADOC.
Responsibility for developing oryanizational changes fur nontactical, or
Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA) units, is assigned to the
parent XACOM. Approval for TOE changes is currently accomplished exter-
nal to development of the POM as discussed in the IC Study Report,
CAA-SR-30-5. As a result of the IC Study and other ongoing actions,
however, the approval process will be altered and organizational changes
which require additional resources will be approved in concert with
other new programs competing for resources during POM development.

(3) New materiel systems which generate new organizations are
those items for which there are no TOE organizations which can be suita-
bly adapted without major restruccuring. These items generally repre-
sent new capabilities rather thar enhancement of existing capabilities.
They may be intended to accomplisn missions which are not currently as-
signed to an existing TOE organization. These systems are developed to
take advantage of increased technology or as a result of changes in doc-
trine or objectives. They may also be generated to counter advances in
the capabilities of other nations. Regardless of which Army agency is
designated as the materiel developer of an item, TRADOC, as the combat
developer, is responsible for identifying the force structure implica-
tions of the system to include identification of recommended organiza-
tional, equipment and manpower tradeoffs. HQDA DCSOPS has overall Army
responsibility for review and approval of TRADOC recommendations and the
integration of those recoimnendations into the overall force structuring
process. Approval authority for a new system to proceed through the
various stages of its life cycle varies depending on its designation as
a major or nonmajor program. Apr-oval authority for major programs gen-
erally rests at DOD level. Nonmjor programs are usually approved at
HQDA level.

" (4) New materiel systems integrated into existing units are items
for which existing TOE are readily adapted. These systems are usually
intended to replace existing systems or fit readily within the mission
areas of current TOE. Development and approval responsibilities are the
same as discussed in paragraph (3) above.

b. Constraints. The principal constraint within which manpower and
force structure managers must work is the Force Structure Allowance
(FSA). The FSA is that portion of the Congressionally authorized and
DOD ;istr-ibuted military manpower which can be allocated to Army force
structure. The RSA is calculated by subtracting manpow,'r allocated to
trainee, reimbursable, and trained individuals (transiets, patients,
prisoners, students, cadets) categories from the total end year military
manpower duthorization. In other words it is that portion of the Army
end strength authorization remaining after individuals not assigned to
units are accounted for. The Army's total end strength is dictated by
Congre!ss and DOD. The FSA, however, is variable depending on the number
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of people estimated to be needed in training, moving between u'vts or in
hospitals and confinement. Its size -s computed annually in coordina-
tion between ODCSOPS, ODCSPER and the Military Personnel Center (MILPERCEN)
and is based on force structure requirements determined during the TAA
process and estimation by MILPERCEN of the size of the individuals ac-
count needed to support that force structure. Once the size of the FSA
has been determined for a given fiscal year, manpower management and
force structuring actions must stay within that ceiling. New or revised
Army programs which would generate added manpower requirements over that
ceiling must be offset by sufficient tradeoffs to ensure that the FSA is
not exceeded. It should be pointed ouL that programs which do riot re-
sult in added manpower requirements ma.y indirectly generate the need for
tradeoffs. Programs resulting in higher levels of equipment sophistica-
tion may require increased training time for operators and maintainers.
Increased training duration results ir, an increase in the number of in-
dividuals in training at any given time. If the total Army end strength
remains constant, as it generally does, the size of the FSA must be dec-
remented corresponding to the increase in the number of individuals in
training. This results in a decrease in manpower allocated to units;
i.e., manpower in units is traded off for increased training time.

c. Affordability. Since the manpower which can be allocated to the
Army force structure is constrained, as outlined above, there is a re-
quirement to analyze the affordability of new or revised programs which
would result in an overall increase in manpower requirements.

(1) The question which must be analyzed to determine if a new pro-
gram is affordable is whether or not the Army can make sufficient man-
power spaces available, within the computed force structure aVowance,
to operate, support or perform the new program. Since the FSA does not
generally increase significantly over time, this nearly always requires
that the needed spaces be programed by reducing spaces allocated to ex-
isting programs within the force structure. In the case of a new cap-
ability which is replacing an existing capability, the needed spaces may
be generated by the elimination of spaces devoted to the capability be-
ing reduced or eliminated.

(2) In any event, DOD Directive 5000.1, Major System Acquisitions,
and DOD Instruction 5000.2, Major System Acquisition Procedures, require
that the Army present affordability considerations and the identifica-
tion of manpower tradeoffs needed for new materiel systems at each De-
fense Systems Acquisition Review Council (DSARC) meeting. Army Regula-
tion (AR) 15-14, Army Systems Acquisiton Review Council (ASARC), sup-
ports the DOD requirements W specifying the same considerations be pre--
sented to the ASARC. Chiof of Staff Regulation (CSR) 5-5 established
the HQDA Affordability Analysis and Review System to support this need.
Finally, CSR 11-9, Policy for Resource Support of DA Directed Program
Changes, requires that the HQDA proponent of a new or revised program
will develop both the resources required and the source of those re-
sources. Further, CSR 11-9 requires that these requirements and
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tradeoffs will be reviewed by 09 t)PS and 0uX')'PLR for impact prior to
approval of the program.

d. Supportab-il ity. Whil e th, requirement tor conducting affordabil-
ity analyses is clearly statea ii the above documents, the need for sup-
portabil ty analysis is not as e plicitly covered. It might be inferred
chat an analysis of affordabilit. should include supportability consid-
erations, however, it is not cle,_r that this is the case. What is clear
is the need to analyze the supportability of new programs as well as the
affordability. Clearly, it does little good t,& hake spaces available in
the force structure if they cannit be manned. The cost of doing so can
be measured in dollirs, in decreosed readiness ratings and in lost op-
portunit;es. The dollar cost can be measured in terms of equipment pro-
cured but standing idle or operat _d at reduced capability due to lack of
operators or maintainers. The r-,adiness cost will result from the im-
pact on readiness ratings of spd.es authorized to units but not filled.
Since any new program is designe:l to imnrove the overall combat power of
the Army, force structure spaces which are nct mtanned effectively pre-
vent the realization of some othe- capability which enhances combat
power- nence, the lost opportuni'y cost. So there is a valid need for
ODCSPER to conduct early analyse.: of the planned redistribution of man-
power which occurs during force .nodernization to ensure that manpower
spaces are not allocated to proy ans which cannot be supported by per-
sonnel anagers.

e. The remainde' ), this charter describes the current processes and
systems being used within the Ariy for developing the manpower informa-
tion pertaining to new or revisec ,,rogrdiis, 'o' making manpower alloca-
tion decisions, for corducting s.p;)ortabil'ty analyses, and for trans-
ferring manpower infurmnation fro ; the source of that information to the
agency that actually conducts sumportability analyses.

2-2. DEL:LOPMENT OF MANPOWER REUUIREMENTS AND TRADEOFFS. On 14 Decem-
ber 1979 a memorandui of understcnding (MOU) between HQDA and TRADOC was
signed. This MOU established thc separate and joint responsibilities of
HQDA and TRADOC pertaining to Ar",y force structure development. The re-
sponsib!lity for development, mai.cgement anC programing of the total
Army force structure reoained at dQDA. TRAD)C was assigned the respon-
sibility to analyze che affordabi ' ity of evolving combat development
products within constrained resooLrces and to analyze constrained force
structure alternatives in support of mdterie; >ystem major milestone re-
views. TRADOC Regulation 11-1 skpqjorts this responsibility by specify-
ing *hat the identification of fe-ce structure tradeoffs be included in
ths iarpower analyss whenever d.litional nanpower would be required.
Therefore, while other major comn'ads may generate new ,rograns in some
instdices, the preponderance of ti.w manpower -equi rements and associated
tradeoffs are originated within HliUA or TRADNOC. Of the four categories
of change previously discussed, torce structure changes may originate
withii either H(ODA or TRADOC while the other three categories generally
come from within TRA0I)C.
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a. Development of Reco1mi nded Tradeoffs. The TRADOC process for de-
veloping manpower traTefo-1F to offset a-dded manpower requirements is
shown in Figure 2-1. The source of this diagram is TRADOC Requlation
11-1. This diagram depicts the development and flow of trade-off infor-
mation at the schools, integrating cEters and the headquarters of
TRADOC and the final submission of a ,ecommendation to HQDA (ODSCOPS).
While it is not necessary to discuss each individual step in this pro-
cess, several key points need to be made. Each of the functional areas
listed in Table 2-1 is assigned to ore of the schools within TPADOC. If
the answer to the question asked in Step 4 of the diagram (Is additional
manpower required?) is yes, then the appropriate school must perform
Steps 5 through 9 to develop whateve, tradeoffs are possible wthin the
same functional area as the added manpower. Each integrating center
within TRADOC is assigned the responsibility for a group of functional
areas. If insufficient tradeoffs were developed at the school level,
then the integrating centers must perform Steps 14 through 18 to propose
additional tradeoffs within the group of functional areas under its pur-
view. If the tradeoffs developed at the integrating center are still
not sufficient, then a working group of integrating centers under the
direction of the Combined Arms Combat Development Agency (CACDA) must
perform Steps 19 through 25 to develop the additional tradeoffs reces-
sary to completely offset the added manpower requirement. The recom-
mended tradeoffs, which should by this point totally offset the require-
ment, are then forwarded to HQ TRADOC and, if acceptable, subsequently

Ilk to HQDA ODCSOPS. This process applies to all of the categories of
change discussed above, although the vast majority of organizational
(TOE) changes developed within TRADOC do not have this process applied
to them.

b. Development of Force Structure Changes. The HQDA process for de-
veloping fcrce structure changes, including new manpower requirements
and associated tradeoffs will be discussed as part of the TAA-POM pro-
cess (paragraph 2-3 following).
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Table 2-1. TRADOC Functional Areas

a Command, Control and Communicailions

* Intelligence, Surveillance, Reconnaissance, Target
Acquisition/Electronic Warfare

* Combat Engineer

e Air Defense

e Fire Support

* Close Combat

* Other Combat Support

* Logistics

* Personnel and Administration

c. Development of Organization Charges. Organizational changes are
submitted by TRADOC to HQDA ODCSOPS, for staffing and for approval.
Those changes with manpower and force structure implications are coordi-
nated within ODCSOPS and ODCSPER for comment. In the case of TOE
changes, regardless of manpower impact, those changes approved are re-
turned to TRADOC for publication twice a year in the Consolidated Change
Table (CCT) and distributed to the MACOM for implementation. No man-
power impact of all the changes in the CCT is ever computed nor are re-
sources programed in the POM for implementation. Since no source of
manpower to accomplish these actions has been identified, there has been
no determination of the manpower tradeoffs necessary. (See the Implem-
entation of Change Study Report for an in-depth analysis of this prob-
lem.)

2-3. TAA-POM PROCESS. The principal methodology used for developing
programed force structure is the TAA. This is the process by which
changes to the number and types of units in the Army force structure are
determined. Development of the Army Orogram Objective Memorandum (POM)
is the basic decision process for allocating resources to the Army's
highest priority programs and for determining the final programed force
structure. It is, in essence, the affordability analysis process during
which programs are prioritized and determined to be affordable or not
affordable. (If they are included in the POM, they are affordable.)
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a. Total Arny Analysis. The purpose of FAA is to determine, given a
scenario, threat, and combat unit force structure, the number and type
of combat support (CS) and combat service support (CSS) units required
to optimize mission capability through the program years. The TAA pro-
cess is depicted in Figure 2-2.

(I) Each year the US Army Concepts Analysis Agency is tasked to
initiate the TAA process by conducting a computer assisted analysis.
This analysis is based on DOD and Army guidance, a specified threat and
scenario, the Army Force Planning Data and Assumptions (AFPDA) and the
previous approved POM force. The first step performed is a computation
of the deployment lift requiremefits for the combat force plus related
logistical support weights using the Transportation Model (TRANSMO).
Next, tne combat force is simulated in a wargame utilizing the pre-
scribed scenario and the theater level Concepts Evaluation Model (CEM)
to determine sufficiency of the force and to generate combat workload
data. The force is then rounded out with combat support and combat ser-
vice support units, based on the combat force structure and the results
of CEM using the Force Analysis Simulation of Theater Administrative and
Logistic Support (FASTALS) Model. Another run of the TRANSMO may be re-
quired at this point to change the force deployment schedule in order to
accommodate CS and CSS units. Finally, the total force is then compared
with the previous POM force, using the unit data system (UDS), to match
unit reqLirements as computed above with units already programed in the
force structure in order to determine units in excess of requirements or
additional units that are required. The end product of the CAA analysis
is the design force, a time-phased requirement for CBT, CS and CSS units
by Unit Identification Code (UIC) together with the identified unit
shortages/overages by type unit.

(2) The design force is provided to ODCSOPS in the July-August
timeframe for validation by the Army Staff. Validation is a manual pro-
cess wh-ch considers the design force within programing constraints such
as manpower, dollars, recruitment, production capability, and competing
contingencies. During this process, changes to the design force struc-
ture ar.. recommended based on resource constraints and peacetime re-
quirements. In essence, force s'ructure tradeoffs are programed, based
on the TAA analysis, to accommodate new programs and changing con-
straints and guidance in order to realign the previously approved pro-
gram force structure. Tradeoffs are not necessarily identified as the
result of a specific new program, but are developed on an integrated ba-
sis such that the tutal number of manpower space increases less the to-
tal number of manpower space decreases do not result in exceeding the
force stricture allowance. Tradeoffs recommended by TRADOC t.) offset
new programs may be considered by ODCSOPS in this process bul are not
necessarily the ones which are finally integrated into the resulting
force structure.
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(3) Throughout this entire process, the analysis is guided by a
general officer level steering group. The final result of the analysis,
when approved by this steering group, is a constrained force structure
which contains the force requirements needed to accommodate new programs
and current guidance and which is designated the base or program force.
This for-ce is entered into the Force Accounting System as the new master
force (M-force) and serves as the basis for continuing POM development.

b. POM Development. The next phase is the development of the POM.
The POM describes all aspects of Army programs which are designed to in-
crease force readiness of the total Army. It highlights forces, man-
power and materiel acquisition in considerable detail because of the
high management interest in these resource areas. Publication of the
POM formally transmits Army proposals for resource allocation to the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense. Detailed discussion of POM develop-
ment is not needed for the purposes of this study report. An in-depth
exposition of the POM development process can be found in the Planning,
Programing, and Budgeting System (PPBS) Handbook published by the Direc-
tor, Program Analysis and Evaluation, HQDA. A few pertinent points,
however, need to be examined.

(1) Resource requirement inputs to POM development come from both
the Army Staff and the MACOM. One of the primary inputs is the program
force structure developed in TAA. The program force is a statement of
how manpower, dollar and equipment resources need to be allocated to
Army units--both Active and Reserve Components--in order to maximize
force effectiveness within resource constraints. A subsequent input to
the process, occurring in January, is the identification and explanation
of resource requirements by each MACOM. This occurs in the Program
Analysis and Resource Review (PARR). The PARR allows the MACOM to pre-
sent its prioritized dollar, manpower, equipment and facility needs for
all program years to accomplish its mission. It suggests command origi-
nated tradeoffs and, as a result, the program force is further refined
and adjusted on the basis of command input during February and March.

(2) This entire process of developing the POM is the Army's metho-
dology to analyze the affordability of programs. Existing programs are
traded off to accommodate new programs within resource constraints.
Those programs which have been traded off are those which have been de-
termined by the Army to be nonaffordable. The POM reflects the Army's
decisions on force structure and manpower tradeoffs. The force struc-
ture which is published in the POM reflects the only approved tradeoffs
made to accommodate new programs. These tradeoffs are reflected as unit
inactivations and reorganizations occurring throughout the program years.

(3) There is, however, further refinement of the POM force struc-
ture at DOD after submission of the POM. Program review at DOD, issue
papers, the Program Decision Memorandum (PDM), Army reclamas and the
Amended Program Decision Memorandum (APDM) all may result in subsequent
adjustment of the force structure. By the time the APDM is published in
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August or September finalizing the proyrain force, the cycle has already
begun again as the next TAA analysis is underway. Thus the process is
one of continual refinement with tradeoffs being developed throughout
the year. At any time throughout the year, however, the best, and only
valid, source of manpower and force structure changes (tradeoffs) is the
force structure being programed in the TAA-POM process.

2-4. ASARC/DSARC PROCESS. The other major decisionmaking system of in-
terest is the management system for the development and production of
new systems. This system is outlined in DA Pamphlet 11-25, Life Cycle
System Management Model (LCSMM). The 'CSMM applies to both major and
nonmajor systems with the primary differences being the management docu-
mentation used and the level at which )rogram decisions are made. Deci-
sions regarding major systems are made by the ASARC and DSARC. Deci-
sions on nonmajor systems are generally recommended by an in-process
review (IPR).

a. The LCSMM is divided into five major segments consisting of mis-
sion area analysis and four acquisition phases. Figure 2-3 depicts the
principal manpower related requirements during each phase of the LCSMM.

b. Mission Area Analysis. Mission area analysis (MAA) is a continu-
ing effort by the Army to identify and define projected mission needs,
capabilities, and resources. When a specific need is determined, a Mis-
sion Element Need Statement (MENS) is prepared (major systems only).
The purpose of the MENS is to obtain approval for initiating a new sys-
ten acquisition process. The MENS contains a statement of the basis for
the need, existing and planned capabilities, an assessment of the need,
and the constraints including manpower to be appliEd to the need. Ap-
proval of the MENS by DOD terminates the MAA (Milestone 0) and is au-
thority to proceed into Phase I of the LCSMM.

c. Phase I - Concept Exploration. During this phase, Army co;mbat
development agencies begin the development of organizational and opera-
tional concepts. Acquisition strategies and alternative capabilities,
organizations, and doctrines are explored. The principal manpower re-
lated documents prepared are the Letter of Agreement (LOA), the Conce Pt
Formulation Package (CFP), the draft Decision Coordinating Paper (DCP)
I, and the Manpower Analysis Paper (MAP) I.

(1) The LOA, prepared jointly by the combat and materiel devel-
opers, is an agreement that a materiel concept warrants further investi-
gation. It defines the operational, technical, personnel, training, and
logistics support concepts needed to investigate and develop the system
concept. The CFP provides an analysis of system concept alternatives
and costs including an initial cost and operational effectiveness analy-
sis (COEA). The DCP I presents a top-management summary of the ratio-
nale for starting, -ontinuing, reorienting or continuing a major devel-
opment program. Resources required to support the oreferred system are
presented for the life cycle of the system.

2-1i
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(2) The MAP I is the principal document which addresses the prob-
lem considered in this study. It is rot a required document for the
DSARC but does support Army level decisions and formulations of manpower
information. The MAP is prepared by TRADOC and is accompanied by force
structure tradeoffs, developed (as described in paragraph 2-2; at the
unit level, needed to offset any manpower increases required to operate
and support the new system.

(3) The conceptual phase is terminated at Milestone 1 wtth a deci-
sion by the DSARC to proceed to the subsequent phase.

d. Phase II - Demonstration and Validation. The purpose of this
phase is to verify preliminary designs, analyze alternative proposals
and tradeoffs, select and validate a concept as the best alternative,
and finally, to develop a plan for full-scale development. Once again,
DCP I and MAP II must be prepared as during Phase I. Several new man-
power documents are necessary at this point since Milestone ? which ter-
minates this phase is the key decision point allowing the Army 'o pro-
ceed with full scale development.

(1) During this phase several documents and decisions are required
specifying the planned organizational requirements for manpower and
training. The two key documents here are the automated unit reference
sheets (AURS) and the Tentative Quantitative and Qualitative Personnel
Requirements Information (TQQPRI). An AURS is prepared as a precursor
to any new TOE documents which may be required and the TQQPRI is the
first estimated statement of the grade and military occupational speci-
alities (MOS) which will be needed. The TQQPRI is the basis for a ten-
tative MOS evaluation by DCSPER and MILPERCEN and will later be modified
as needed and incorporated into the Basis of Issue Plan (BOIP) for the
equipment.

(2) This phase terminates with Milestone 2, the decision by DSARC
II to proceed to the next phase--full scale development. Since this is
such a key milestone, manpower planning data contained in MAP I, espe-
cially the manpower trade-off information, assumes critical importance.
Whereas prior events and phases in the LCSMM had not been time-phased,
the goal is for Milestone 2 to occur 60 months prior to the planned date
for initial operational capability (IOC). This timeframe occurs during
the program years of the POM and thus sufficient manpower and organiza-
tional data must be provided for programing these requirements and
tradeoffs into the POM force structure. Subsequent manpower documents
in the LCSMM should only refine and amplify on the data available at
this point.

e. Phase III - Full Scale Development. During this phase of the
LCSMM, the new system and all items necessary for its support are fully
developed, engineered, fabricated, and tested. A contract is awarded
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for limited production and a plan for production and deployment is fin-
alized. The manpower related documents are the same as in Phase II ex-
cept the tentative QQPRI and BOIP are finalized to become the FQQPRI and
FBOIP. The MOS decision is also finalized. This phase culminates at
Milestone 3, ASARC/DSARC I1, which should occur 30 months prior to IOC,
halfway through the POM program years, allowing refinement of the man-
power programed to operate and support the system.

f. Phase IV - Production and Deployment. At this time final testing
takes place, unit activations and deployments are programed, training
plans are updated and implemented, the system is type classified, and
TOE and Modification TOE (MTOE) ere prepared. This phase results in the
deployment of an operating, effective system as part of the Army force
structure by the IOC date. No new manpower documents are required ex-
cept for the TOE and MTOE.

2-5. PERSONNEL STRUCTURE AND COMPOSITION SYSTEM (PERSACS). The Struc-
ture and Composition System (SACS) is a series of automated computa-
tional programs which apply the detailed information at the grade, MOS
and SSI level contained in TOE and The Army Authorization Document Sys-
tem (TAADS) files to the time-phased force structure changes at the unit
level depicted in the Force Accounting System (FAS) and project time-
phased demands for personnel and equipment. The PERSACS output depicts
time-phdsed requirements and authorizations for personnel at grade,
branch, and MOS level of detail which are required to implement pro-
gramed fo-ce structure changes. The LOGSACS performs a similar function
for equipment at the line item number (LIN) level of detail. The PER-
SACS and LOGSACS are automated computational processes (not separately
maintained data bases) which act on the data contained in other data
base,.

a. PER ACS Processing. The PERSACS produces estimates of manpower
requirements and authorizations over time based on the process shown in
Figure 2-4. The output is provided to MILPERCEN for use in planning,
programing and budgeting; for recruitment, training and distribution of
personnel; and in mobilization planning. The PERSACS is the key process
by which planned force structure changes are translated into a time-
phased personnel distribution at the grade and MOS level of detail. In-
puts to the PERSACS are the force structure rpflected in FAS (to provide
unit changes over time), MTCE and TDA documents in TAADS (to provide
personnel grade, branch and MOS detail), and TOE documents in the TOE
system (to provide the personnel detail required when there is no appro-
priate TAADS document). The first step in PERSACS production is force
preparation. Force and command managers within ODCSOPS ensure that the
M force from the TAA process is as accurate as possible. The automated
update transaction system (AUTS) computer program is used to ensure that
FAS and TAADS data are consistent. The force is then "frozen" (copied
as a separate force to be used in the PERSACS) and a specific document
from TAADS or the TOE file is designated to be used as a computational
basis for the personnel detail of each programed unit change. Appropri-
ate TAADS documents are applied unless the unit is newly activated or
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scheduled to be reorganized under a different TOE. In such cases, no
TAADS entry exists and the TOE document will be used. The procedure for
developing the computational base is largely automated but the results
are analyzed to ensure that the best possible match is being made be-
tween unit position and document. The PERSACS computation extracts the
personnel detail from TAADS and, if the authorized strength reflected in
FAS matches that found in the TAADS document, states grade, branch, and
MOS totals as reflected in TAADS. If the FAS-authorized strength totals
are different from the TAADS document (reflecting programed unit changes
having been applied to FAS), PERSACS factors the TAADS personnel detail
up or down to match the FAS total. That is, if a unit in FAS is pro-
gramed to increase 25 percent in strength and no TAADS document has been
received from the MACOM detailing that change, the grade, branch, and
MOS authorization in TAADS will be factored up by 25 percent beginning
at the FAS EDATE. Thus, PERSACS estimates personnel authorization
changes by factoring the base data in TAADS up or down according to the
strength changes reflected in the planned force structure. Since future
manpower authorizations are estimated based on mathematical ratios, the
PERSACS results do not reflect the exact grade and MOS changes which
will actually occur. Significant distortions in total grade and MOS re-
quirements occur since these requirements are an accumulation of hun-
dreds of changes applied to the force structure. The end result is a
picture, changing continuously over time, of the distribution of person-
nel authorizations by grade, branch, and MOS. The timeframe covered by
PERSACS data extends from current year out through the end of the pro--
gram years.

b. PERSACS Scheduling. The PERSACS is produced at least four times
annually (in October, January, April and July). Other PERSACS are pro-
duced for special purposes as required. PERSACS output is provided to
the SSC Personnel Resource Analysis Directorate. This data is intended
for use in the supportability analyses conducted by SSC in support of
ODCSPER. The October PERSACS is especially important since it contains
the grade, MOS, and SSI data which results from all of the force struc-
ture tradeoffs developed at the unit level during the TAA process.

2-6. SUPPORTABILITY ANALYSIS. An analysis of the supportability of new
materiel systems and force structure changes can be conducted by the SSC
as part of the functional reviews performed by that agency. This pro-
cess incorporates a recently developed and partially implemented metho-
dology for analyzing the manpower implications of Army programs.
PERSACS data are among the inputs to this process.
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a. Pu!rpose. The purpose of conducting supportability analyses is to
determine t e-capability of the Army to provide personnel resources to
implement new or revised programs in the force structure in the time-
frame specified. It is not sufficient to state that a program is af-
fordable based on an ability to program adequate manpower Spaces into
the force structure during POt4 development. If those authorized spaces
cannot be filled on time, with personnel trained and ready to operate
equipment, then readiness degradation will result. Thus, new programs
must be determined to be supportable as well as affordable. Considera-
tions which must be examined during this analysis are shown in Table
2-2. Distribution limitations include soldier contracts and incentive
programs which restrict the Army's ability to move personnel from one
skill to another. Decreased ability of the Army to move pers')nnel be-
tween geographic locations results from a decrease in funds allotted to
that purpose. Additional time required to induct personnel needed for
new programs results from the delayed entry program (DEP) currently
available to new recruits. This delay may be as long as a year. Fur-
ther lead time is then required for basic, advanced and unit training,
the duration of which depends on the degree of complexity involved with
the needed skills. A sufficient sustaining base is needed to ensure
that there are enough jobs in each skill for the overseas soldier to re-
turn to in CONUS. If not, MOS imbalances cause soldier dissatisfaction,
short turnaround times, and a requirement for more manpower spaces than
may otherwise be necessary. Quantitative and qualitative considerations
are critical. New materiel systems are generally more sophisticated and
complex than the systems they replace. Manpower requirements for higher
grades and higher skill levels may be increased whereas adequate numbers
of personnel in those higher grades are not available, and adequate num-
bars of recruits capable of being trained to higher skill levels may not
be available. The impact of negative factors such as these on the sol-
dier is important since adequaue numbers of already trained personnel
must be retained in the Army. The SSC methodology employed to conduct
functional reviews and supportability analyses takes each of these con-
siderationss into account.

Table 2-2. Supportability Considerations

9 Distribution limitations

e Decreased movement

e Added lead time

* Need for sustaining base

* Quantitative/qualitative factors

e Impact on soldier
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b. Information Requirements. The supportability methodology re-
quires that a data base be developed and maintained by the SSC which re-
flects changes to the manpower structure over time at the grade, MOS and
SSI level of detail. This data base should reflect the best data avail-
able regarding the integration of force structure, organizational, and
materiel system changes into the program structure. The PERSACS data
produced from the programed force structure developed during TAA and ap-
proved for the POM should be the data which best reflects the integra-
tion of program changes into the existing force structure at the grade,
MOS, and SSI level. In fact, there are two major problems with PERSACS
data which cause ODCSPER and SSC to reject the vast majority of PERSACS
data reflecting manpower changes. These are lack of BOIP input to
PERSACS and factoring.

( ! BOIP Input. Unlike the LOGSACS, in which force modernization
is applied, the personnel requirements for new systems which are stated
in BOIP and QQPRI documents are not included in the PERSACS statement of
manpower requirements. The initial PERSACS design did not provide for
this capability, since it was intended to develop information for the
near term. There is no facility for modifying PERSACS output to include
these planned changes to personnel needs and thus the data is incom-
plete. It would be impossible to predict accurately the impact of new
programs on manpower unles- all new programs, especially those as sig-
nificant as major systems, are included. There is, however, an ongoing
contract study (see Appendix C, Bibliography) to develop the ability to
modify PERSACS output with BOIP and QQPRI personnel changes. This de-
velopmental effort is scheduled to be completed in sufficient time to
apply this data during the PERSACS to be computed on the program force
in October 1981.

(2) Factoring. Factoring is a significant problem in that it dis-
torts, often to a significant degree, the estimated reyairements for
specific grade and MOS combinations. Factoring (described previously in
paragraph 2-5a) is an estimating technique which was developed because
of the growing deviation of MTOE documents from the TOE on which they
should be modeled. It was felt that using a technique of estimating de-
tailed changes in personnel requirements based on the actual authoriza-
tion document would produce better forecasts than would be obtained by
us~ng the detail in the TOE document. The vast majority of personnel
requirements computed for MTOE units in the program years are therefore
based on the latest document in the TAADS rather than the appropriate
level of the TOE.

2-18
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c. Source of Data. As a result of their reluct-rice to use PERSACS
in the outyears, teSSC data base is built and maintained using only
the aocumented positions froo PERSACS (i.e., near term) and whatever
data regarding the ,rogram years SSC is able to obtain from the best
available source. The vast majority of outyear data in PERSACS is not
used for maintaining this data base. Instead information regarding new
manpower r quirements and associated tradeoffs is gathered by SSC from
multiple sources including TRADOC recoiiviiendations and the DA st~ff
agency having proponency over a new program. This information is then
used to construct tie data base for oianpower requirewents fur all years
subsequent to those documemented in VAADS. Since MTOE documeot,. are
generally not present in TMADS for more than 2 years in the future, the
program year data used by SSC is generally not based on PERSACS data.
It should also be pointed out that SSC does not include data on TDA
units and bases its suJpportability analysis only on the MTOE un'it force
structure. This procedure inay derive from the fact that manpower re-
quirements and tradteoffs recommended by TRADOC incl4 de only TOE units.

2-7. FLOW OF MANPOWER INFORMATION. The preceding paragraphs of this
chapter discussed the development and approval of manpower tradeoffs,
change management processes, and the conduct of supportability analyses.
This paragraph ties these various elements together by discussing the
flow of trade-off information through this system.

a. Recommended Changes and Tradeoffs. The flow of manpower trade-
off information is depicted in the simplified flowchart in Figure 2-5.
The entry points in this diagram are the four categories of change dis-
cussed in paragraph 2-1a: (1) force structure changes; (2) orgeniza-
tional changes; (3) new materiel systems which generate new type units
(TOE); and (4) new materiel systems which are integratea into existing
TOE units. The first fact to become apparent is that organizational, or
TOE, changes do not enter the system directly, (block (2) of Figure
2-5). TOE changes are approved and published twice a year for implemen-
tation by the MACOM without having gone through the prioritization and
resourcing process of POM development. It is not until a subsequent
cycle of POM development that the needed resources are requestec by tie
MACOM. It should also be remembered that the TOE changes which result
from new materiel being integrated into existin,, units are not published
until after type classification of that system; certainly too late to
affect affordability and supportability determinations for the DSARC.
Since BOIP/QQPRI data are not applied to the program force or the PERSACS,
these data are applied to the SSC data base directly as it becomes
available. In some cases TRADOC recoiTmnended manpower requirements arid
tradeoffs for these new systems can be considered by the DA Staff during
program force development. Since modified TOE are not available, h~w-
evar, these conversions cannot be programed into the force structure
expl ictly.
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b. Total Army Analysis. The TRADOC recoatiende-1 trade-off informa-
tion and manpower requirements for force structure changes and materiel
systems generating new TOE are, however, aggregated with other program
changes affecting manpower (5) for consideration in the TAA process.
The TAA process (6) described earlier, results in a force structure pro-
gram at the parent unit level of detail and constrained withir the force
structure allowance for manpower. As was pointed out, this program
force contains all of the new manpower requirements and the associated
tradeoffs from all sources which have been developed by the DA Staff and
integrated into a single total Army force structure. These changes may
not be the same as those recommended by TRADOC and other change propo-
nents but are those that are determined best to meet current objectives
and selected scenarios.

c. POM Development. This program force is the force structure on
which further POM decisionmaking (7) is based. During the development
of the POM, this force structure is further modified based on MACOM re-
quests for resources and an Army approved force structure (8) is deter-
mined. This Army force structure may be further modified based on OSD
decisions. The program force resulting from TAA also serves as the ba-
sis for a PERSACS computation (9) in October of each year.

d. Supportability Analysis Data Base. The October PERSACS computes
the grade, MOS, and SSI changes over the time period covered by the POM
and is provided to ODCSPER and the SSC. This data thus reflects the
grade, MOS, and SSI changes which result from new manpower requirements
and tradeoffs which have been programed during the TAA process. Because
of the problems discussed above, however, only that data which has been
documented by the MACOM in TAADS is used to update the SSC data base
which is utilized for the conduct of supportability analyses (10). The
remainder of the manpower data needed to build this data base is ob-
tained from the best alternate sources available, normally from the
TRADOC recommendations. From the affordability determinations repre-
sented by the POM process and from the supportability analysis conducted
by ODCSPER and SSC, ASARC/DSARC decisions (11) are made for new materiel
systems.

2-8. SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROCEDURES. Key points concerning the above
processes and systems can be sumarized as follows:

a. Data Discrepancy. Development of the program force in the TAA
process proceeds in a systematized and integrated manner. it does not
necessarily result in adoption of the tradeoffs reconsiended by TRADOC;
the TRADOC tradeoffs, however, are frequently used in supporzability
analyses. Nor does it result in the development of information which
necessarily allows the identification of specific relationships between
a new manpower requirement and the tradeoffs which result from it. In-
deed, a given decrement to the force structure may be attributable to
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several new programs and vice versa. The force structure developed dur-
ing the TAA-POM process, however, is the only valid source of all HQDA
approved ;idrnpower tradeoffs as this structure represents the program
published n the POM arid forwarded to DOD.

b. PlCS naccurasy_. PERSACS translates tradeoffs made at the
unit level during the TAA process into the grade, MOS, and SSI level
needed by t:ie SSC for supportability analysis. These data are neither
sufficient y complete nor accurate in the program years for this purpose
since force moderniz3tion (BOIP) is not applied and factoring distorts
the translation of unit changes into detailed manpower changes. Since
SSC must therefore develop its own data base for this purpose, the sup-
portability of new programs is determined using different data than is
used for assessing the affordability of new programs during POM develop-
ment.

c. Scheduling Discrepancy. ASARC/DSARC scheduling is on an as re-
quired basis and is based on the stage of development of new systems.
POM scheduling, on the other hand, is on an annual basis with milestones
occurring on the same approximate schedule each year. This could result
in an ASAR/.DSARC being scheduled for a system which was not considered
during the previous TAA-POM cycle.

d. Deve:Iopment of Manpower Tradeoffs. Development of military man-
power tradeoffs is required and does occur, either at TRADOC or at HQDA,
for new or .'evised programs. The system adequately provides for the de-
velopment. of military manpower tradeoffs since TRADOC develops recommen-
dations for the TOE unit force structure. The development of civilian
manpower requirements in the TDA structure is, within the constraints of
HQDA guidance, conducted by each MACOM. The early planning for civilian
manpower in support of new systems is conducted by each MACOM with re-
sults being incorporated into POM development through the MACOM submis-
sion of the MRIS. This submission provides civilian manpower estimates
needed by each MACOM to support new materiel systems; it contains the
level of detail needed by ODCSPER. Any increases in civilian manpower
requirements contained in the MRIS compete for resources with other pro-
grams durinq POM development. Appropriate tradeoffs are programed
within the 'orce structure based on POM decisions. Procedures for re-
programing civilian manpower differ from those for military in that no
agency provides civilian trade-off recommendations to HQDA to serve as a
basis for PC!M decisions. The lack of civilian trade-off recommendations
is a potential problem which should be considered for firther study.
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CHAPTER 3

ANALYSIS FOR IMPROVEMENTS

3-1. INTRODUCTION. During the course of this study, several problems
were identified within the procedures which generate and transmit man-
power trade-off information. Each of these problems was analyzed and
management prescriptions for correcting the problem were formulated.
These management prescriptions address procedural inadequacies, the cor-
rection of which is essential to the development of alternative sources
and flow of information. Narrative discussions of these problems and
associated management prescriptions together with tabular summaries
(Tables 3-1 through 3-7 which appear at the end of the chapter) are pro-
vided in the following paragraphs. Management prescriptions for the
following problems are discussed:

a. The PERSACS lacks manpower data on equipment modernization.

b. The PERSACS exhibits significant turbulence in grade and MOS
requirements.

c. The analysis required at MACOM delays submission of FAADS docu-

mentation of changes.

d. The time required to analyze PERSACS data delays ODCSPER response
to changes in manpower requirements.

e. Excessive factoring in PERSACS produces an unacceptable level of
distortion in grade and MOS projections during the program years.

f. The data base used by the Soldier Support Center does not reflect
all manpower tradeoffs developed in TAA and approved in the POM.

g. Manpower trade-off information for new materiel systems is often
generated too late to provide adequate lead time for manpower planning.

3-2. MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS. The presentation that follows focuses
on the cause and effect of each problem, then recommends prescriptive
measure(s) and assesses the impacts that might result from applying the
prescriptive measure(s).

a. Problem: The PERSACS Lacks Manpower Data on Equipment Moderniza-
tion. PERSACS data pr6VT1d to ODCSPER, MILPERCEN, and SSC which re-
f-ect grade, MOS, and SSI projections through the end of the POM do not
contain manpower realignments associated with new materiel systems.
Since TOE changes specifying these manpower requirements are not pub-
lished until after type classification of the equipment, there is no
document, under current PERSACS procedures, from which the grade and MOS

3-1
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details can be extracted. As a result, the PERSACS computation does not
include the manpower changes needed to support the fielding of the new
equipment until after supportability determinations are made for the
DSARC.

(1) C iuse. Unlike the LOGSACS computational process, there is
currently no capability to apply the manpower requirements and tradeoffs
contained in the BOIP and QQPRI to the PERSACS. In the past, PERSACS
outputs have been used primarily for planning personnel recruitment,
training, and distribution. The data needed for these activities are
generally near-term information, and thus little attention has been paid
to the accuracy of PERSACS data in the program years. The current em-
phasis on force modernization and attendant need to improve manpower
planning for that purpose has necessitated an increased need for accu-
rate data in the program years. This is the timeframe where manpower
requirements for new materiel systems must be programed.

(2) Effect. With regard to this study, the most significant ef-
fect of this problem is that the PERSACS, which does not contain the
manpower realignments resulting from equipment modernization, is totally
unsuited for use in analyzing the supportability of new systems because
it provides no information on the manpower requirements for those sys-
tems until new or revised TOE for those units affected are available.
This is too late for supportability analysis purposes. The problem is
compoundEd because. while manpower requirements for new systems are not
included, mnnower requirements for systems to be phased out in the BOIP
remain in the PERSACS output. Thus the PERSACS will understate some
manpower requi-enents and overstate others during the time period when
new systems are to become operational.

(3) Prescription. In order to make PERSACS data usable for sup-
portability analyses, the manpower requirements and tradeoffs for new
systems must e incorporated in the PERSACS data base. This means that
a capability to apply BOIP and QQPRI data to PERSACS must be developed.
This need has been recognized, and the capability is currently being de-
veloped by contract and may be operational in time for production of the
October 1981 PERSACS. This capability will require that DAMO-FDA apply
the data to PERSACS as they do now for the LOGSACS. Analysts in DAMO-
FDA will have the capability, using an interactive terminal, to modify
the PERSACS output by making the grade, MOS, and SSI changes specified
in the QQPk[. Plus and minus changes will be made to all grade/MOS/SSI
combinations in the PERSACS data to reflect the requireiiments listed in
the QQPRI. The appropriate Force Integration Staff Officer (FISO) in
DAMO-RQ must also he involved in this process, as he is now involved
with LOGSACS. Th' FISO thus becomes the individual who must ensure that
the data being applied to PERSACS is accurate and who should resolve any
conflicts and exceptions, particularly when trade-off manpower does not
balance with new manpower requirements. If the QQPRI changes applied to
the PERSACS data do not balance, i.e., the pluses exceed the minuses,
the system will generate an exception report which must be referred to
the FISO fo- resolution.

3-2
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(4) Impact. The prescriptive measures described would greatly en-
hance the accuracy and completeness of PERSACS.data and would allow the
use of PERSACS data for supportability analyses of new materiel systems.
While other factors (to be discussed later) affect the accuracy of PERSACS
data, data on equipment modernization is the major omission in PERSACS.
Correcting this omission, however, cannot be accomplished without cost.
Beyond the funds already allocated to incorporating the BOIP into
PERSACS, there will be increasing workloads at HQDA (DAMO-FDA and RQ) to
apply and insure the accuracy and adequacy of the BOI3/QQPRI information
input to PERSACS.

b. Prob'lem: The PERSACS Exhibits Significant Turbulence in Grade
and MOS Requirements. PERSACS is computed at least four times per year.
Significant fluctuations in grade and MOS requirements occur from one
PERSACS output to the next. This results in frequent alterations to the
manpower planning documents which are based on PERSACS data, i.e., re-
cruitment, training, and distribution plans, as well as the potential
reversal of supportability determinations.

(1) Cause. Numerous decisions are made which affect the force
structure during the timeframe spanning the current year, budget year,
and first program year. Some of these actions reflect decisions and
changing guidance from DOD. Many, If not the majority, of these
changes, however, are based on decisions made within the Army at HQDA or
MACOM levels. Since these late decisions create great turbilence and
workload on the personnel and logistics systems as well as on units in
the field, they prove to be counterproductive. Changes in the force
structure made in the near term are extended throughout the program
years Lnless actions are programed to eliminate them at later dates.
These c.-anges in force structure are translated by ?ERSACS computations
into corresponding fluctuations in grade and MOS requirements.

(2) Effect. The impacts of changes of this type are pervasive.
MACOM are very reluctant to submit documentation in TAADS with effective
dates (EDATE) more than 12 to 18 inonths in the future, since they must
frequently be changed to accommodate new near-term guidance. This tends
to decrease the reliability of PERSACS data beyond that timeframe. As
was mentioned above, turbulence in PERSACS data causes additional work-
loads on personnel and logistics systems and on Army units in the field.
Planned recruitments, training loads on TRADOC, and even planned person-
nel distributions must be changed frequently to accommodate this turbu-
lence with impact on the entire Army down to and Including units in the
field. There are also increased workloads on the analysts involved with
examining PERSACS data and its applications to manpower and personnel
management.

3-3
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(3) Prescription. Action should be taken to reduce the fluctua-
tions in PERSACS data. Army management procedures should be altered to
reduce the number of decisions that impact on the force structure in the
near term with attendant revisions in manpower and equipment planning.
Only those decisions originating at levels higher than HQDA should be
applied to the near-term force structure on a routine basis. DA-initiated
high priority actions which would be implemented in the near term should
be staffed with ODCSPER prior to decision in order to ensure that re-
quired manpower assets can be made available by the effective date.
Specifically, HQDA should not make routine (not high priority for combat
readiness) force structure changes effective prior to the second program
year unless they are directed from a higher level (DOD).

(4) Impact. Stabilizing the force structure through the first
program year would reduce turbulence in manpower management and plan-
ning. It would allow the MACOM to submit authorizdtion documents into
TAADS with effective dates at least 2 years in the future and with a de-
creased likelihood that these documents would have to be changed later.
The net effect of all these benefits will be more effective manpower re-
cruiting, training and distribution plans with decreased workloads
throughout the system. The major cost would be the linitation that this
requirement would place on HQDA, the MACOM, and field commanders to in-
fluence routinely their organization and force structure in the near
term.

c. Problem: The Analysis Required at MACOM Delays Submission of
TAADS Documentation of Changes. Each change in organization which the
MACOM is directed to implement requires analysis to determine how each
change, and frequently multiple changes, is to be applied to the units
in that MACOM. Since there are many changes to be applied (frequently
50,000 or more semiannually) and since MACOM frequently have several
different MTOE for the same type units, the time required to analyze TOE
changes often results in failure to document these changes in time for
the next TAADS update cycle. This creates a delj if 6 months until the
next TAADS update cycle.

(1) Cause. The large number of TOE changes which must be imple-
mented, together with other directed organizational changes (authorized
level of organization, for example), require lengthy analysis to deter-
mine how those changes affect units within that MACOM. Since like units
are not generally standardized in accordance with the TOE, each MTOE
must be analyzed individually to determine how the change will be
applied.

3-4
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(2) Effect. The number of manhours spent in analyzing changes and
how they are to be applied is extensive. The result is a heavy expense
in manhours or either delay in document submission or the occurrence of
errors in implementation. Changes received by the MACOM in May might
not be analyzed and documented in MTOE by the close of the TAADS update
cycle in September and thus must wait for the next TAADS update cycle
which closes the following March. This results in a degradation of data
being used in PERSACS which could be easily prevented.

(3) Prescription. Increased automation of TAADS update procedures
is made feasible by the recently approved program to standardize MTOE
units worldwide. Army units (with few exceptions) will be reorganized
and MTOE submitted so that units will conform to that level of the TOE
which is appropriate to their authorized level of organization (ALO).
As this occurs, analysis to determine how changes in TOE must be applied
to various MTOE becomes unnecessary for standardized units. In fact,
submission of changes by MACOM for those units becomes unnecessary.
Since all TOE changes are to be uniformly applied (some units will be
excepted based on special requirements), these changes should be auto-
matically apolied to the TAADS at a central point. Based on ALO, each
MTOE can be modified directly and automatically in TAADS by extracting
data from the appropriate level of the TOE change. These changes can be
applied automatically to TAADS at HQDA and distributed to MACOM, thus
resulting in the savings in time, workload, and accuracy that come from
update of all standardized MTOE at a single point in the system.

(4) Impact. This prescription would have the dual benefits of re-
ducing analysis workload at the MACOM and enhancing the currency and ac-
curacy of TAADS data for use in PERSACS and manpower management. The
cost would be computer programing to develop a system for tpdating TAADS
at a central point and the continuing necessity to run that program
semiannually. No additional workload would be placed on the DA Staff.

d. Problem: The Time Required to Analyze PERSACS Data Delays
ODCSPER Response to Changes in Manpower Requirements. Each PERSACS out-
put, at least four per year, must be analyzed using a combination of
manual and automated procedures to determine the changes to manpower re-
quirements that have occurred since the previous PERSACS computation.
The time required to perform this analysis prevents ODCSPER from per-
forming a rapid supportability determination of the altered manpower
program reflected in the PERSACS.

3-5
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(1) Cause. The PERSACS computation is run several times through-
out the year. Each computation results in a completely new set of data
which contains new grade and MOS projections over time even though much
of the force structure has not changed since the previous PERSACS. Each
time the PERSACS is produced, analysts at ODCSPER, MILPERCEN, and SSC
are -'-esented with a completely new data base from which changes to
grade, MOS, and SSI requirements must be determined.

(2) Effect. The number of manhours required in analyzing PERSACS
data to determine the grade and MOS impact delays the ability of man-
power managers to respond to force structure changes. Regarding sup-
portability analysis, the time required to determine the changes in
grade and MOS requirements in the October PERSACS would prevent ODCSPER
from making a supportability analysis of the program force in sufficient
time to influence POM decisions.

(3) Prescription. The time required to identify the changes in
manpower requirements from the previous PERSACS by manual analysis is
one segment of that time delay which could be eliminated. Increased au-
tomation of the PERSACS process could be used to reduce analysis time by
automating the identification of changes from the previous PERSACS.
This would have a favorable impact on the time needed to respond to
questions regarding the supportability of program changes. The PERSACS
process should be modified to include an additional output which would
reflect and highlight only the changes in grade, MOS, and SSI require-
ments since the previous PERSACS. This change-only output could be com-
puted either by itself or in addition to the standard PERSACS output de-
pending on the purpose of a given PERSACS computation.

(4) Impact. Production of a change-only PERSACS output would
highlight key information for manpower managers and would be particu-
larly beneficial in allowing more rapid response to questions regarding
supportability. The use of data depicting changes from existing grade
and MOS projections would facilitate rapid identification of the effect
on training loads and other factors determining the suportability of the
program force. Manhours required for analysis of the PERSACS product
would be reduced with an attendant decrease in the time required to re-
spond to changes in grade and MOS requirements. Again, the principal
cost would be the one-time requirement to develop and program this cap-
ability. Data base maintenance time would not be impacted seriously.

e. Problem: Excessive Factoring in PERSACS Producee an Unacceptable
Level of Distortion in Grade and MOS Projections During ihe Program Ye-
ars. Comparison of PERSACS results with intended grade _'nd MOS require-
ments changes has indicated that computational routines dithin PERSACS
have distorted those projections to a degree unacceptable to ODCSPER.
This prevents the use of grade and MOS data derived directly from the
approved program force as the basis for supportability determinations.

3-6
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(1) Cause. For many years, the MTOE documents submitted by MACOM
have reflect-e-a growing and significant deviation from the model organ-
ization reflected in the TOE. Because of this deviation, computational
routines in PERSACS were created to allow the projection of grade and
MOS requirements based on the detailed information in the most recent
TAADS document whenever that document was felt to be a more accurate
base for projection than the applicable TOE. Deviation of MTOE from TOE
rapidly became so significant that use of the MTOE for projections has
become predominant in PERSACS.

(2) Effect. This process, known as factoring and discussed in
paragraph TW5iitilizes a mathematical computation of manpower require-
ments based on the ratio of MOS and grade requirements to the total
change in unit strength and is thus an approximation which f-equently
distorts the projection from what is actually intended. These projec-
tions are felt by ODCSPER to be inaccurate to a degree where they are
not acceptable for use in supportability analyses. This necessitates
the use of data sources which have not been subjected to the POM dec 4

sion process.

(3) Prescription. The program to standardize MTOE on a worldwide
basis will result in conformance of MTOE to the appropriate level of the
TOE. Since planned changes to MTOE units will be in accordance with the
appropriate level of the TOE, the reasons for mathematical estimation of
detailed grade and MOS requirements will be avoided. Therefore, factor-
ing should be eliminated in PERSACS for all standardized units. Details
for projections during the program years which are not yet documented in
TAADS should be extracted from the TOE file at the appropriate level.
MOS and grade projections would thus be a summation of data extracted
from the TOE rather than a mathematical estimation from the MTOE. This
change in procedures need not wait until the unit is actually reorgan-
ized to be standard with the TOE. It should be accomplished as soon as
the reorganization of the unit can be programed to occur in the master
force in the FAS.

(4) Impact. This prescription would eliminate estimation of grade
and MOS changes for all but those few MTOE which cannot be standardized.
It would greatly enhance the accuracy of the PERSACS data (especially in
conjunction with the application of BOIP to PERSACS). There would be
little or no cost to implement this prescription, since the capability
to select TOE or MTOE as a basis for projection already exists in
PERSACS.

f. Problem: The Data Base Used by the Soldier Support Center Does
Not Reflect All Manpower Tradeoffs Developed in TAA and Approved in the
POM. Since PERSACS output based on the program force is not the basis
for supportability analyses during all of the program years, these anal-
yses do not reflect all of the force structure decisions made in the

3-7
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process of developing and approving program changes. As a result, sup-
portability determinations are based on data which do not reflect the
exact program which has been approved during POM development.

(1) Cause. PERSACS data are not used because of inaccuracies in
projections for the program years. The two primary causes of the inac-
curacies are lack of equipment modernization (BOIP) in PERSACS and the
distortion caused by factoring.

(2) Effect. Supportability analyses do not reflect all of the ap-
proved manpower tradeoffs established during TAA/POM development. Fur-
ther, since ODCSPER and SSC must obtain data on program changes from al-
ternative sources, additional and unnecessary workload is generated.
The best alternative source of data regarding program changes is the
proponent of that change, usually TRADOC. The data obtained is normally
at the parent unit level of detail. Thus the added workload consists of
data search, subsequent translation of data from, the parent unit level
to the grade and MOS level, and the entry of that information into the
data base for approximately 7,200 units.

(3) Prescription. As the management prescriptions discussed in
paragraphs 3-2a and 3-2e are implemented, ODCSPER and SSC should base
all supportability analyses on a data base derived from PERSACS output
for all years through the last program year. The current procedures for
maintaining a data base should be replaced completely by the use of PERSACS
data and that data should be updated with new PERSACS output at least
four times per year.

(4) Impact. This change in the source of data for the program years
in the SSC data base would result in basing supportability determina-
tions on the same force structure which is determined affordable in TAA
and the POM. It would also enhance the synchronization between manpower
and logistics planning, since this recommended force structure is the
same one used for the LOGSACS computation which serves as the basis for
development of the Total Army Equipment Distribution Program (TAEDP).
Finally, the workload required to maintain a data base for supportabil-
ity analyses would be greatly reduced since PERSACS data is already at
the level of detail required. There would no longer be a requirement
for data search, translation of the data into the needed level of de-
tail, and manual entry of that data into the data base.

g. Problem: Manpower Trade-off Information for New Materiel Systems
is Often Generated Too Late to Provide Adequate Lead Time for Manpower
Planning. The manpower planning documents for new materieI systems dis-
cussed in the previous chapter are frequently late and do not contain
the needed information at the early milestones of the LCSMM.

3-8
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(1) Cause. Manpower planning requirements for new materiel sys-
tems have not surfaced in sufficient detail to be addressed as issues
early in the materiel development process. As a result, there has been
a tendency to deemphasize manpower considerations during the early
stages of systems development.

(2) Effect. Late submissions and understated requirements for
manpower during the early developmental process result in inaccurate or
inadequate information on which to base manpower planning and decisions.
This, in turn, may result in late determinations of affordability and
supportability or the development of the wrong conclusion in those
areas. Fielding of new systems may be delayed until adequate, trained
manpower is available. Finally, decreased readiness ratings nay result
from lack of sufficient, trained personnel to man and support new
systems.

(3) Prescription. The manpower information submissions required
at each stage of the LCSMM must be complete, on time, and present the
best estimates of manpower requirements available. HQDA should emphas-
ize the necessity for and importance of early manpower estimation. The
documents describing these report-ng requirements, particularly DA Pam-
phlet 11-25, should be rewritten and brought up to date. These require-
ments should then be enforced strictly by HQDA prior to a decision to
proceed to subsequent materiel development milestones.

(4) Impact. These actions would enhance the early determination
of manpower affordability and supportability of new systems. They would
enhance the ability of the Army to determine at an earlier stage of de-
velopment whether efforts should continue on a new system, thus poten-
tially saving developmental costs on systems that cannot be supported.
They would also provide for the earlier planning of manpower recruiting,
training, and distribution needs in support of new systems. Since these
manpower information requirements must be developed prior to the IOC
date, the workload needed to develop them need only be shifted to ear-
lier stages in order to improve the manpower planning aspects of systems
development.

h. The management prescriptions described in the preceding material
are summarized in Tables 3-1 through 3-7 at the end of this chapter.

3-3. ALTERNATIVE INFORMATION FLOWS. The preceding prescriptions repre-
sent a series of management actions which, if implemented, would enhance
the availability, accuracy, and timeliness of management information re-
garding new manpower requirements and associated tradeoffs. Implementa-
tion of these prescriptions would allow the modification of the current
flow of manpower information to ODCSPER (described in Chapter 2) for use
in supportability analyses. Alternatives to current sources of data
used in supportability analyses should make use of the enhanced quality
of PERSACS data to improve the timeliness and accuracy of the data base
used for supportability determinations.

3-9
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a. Alternative 1. The flow of information depicted in Figure 3-1
requires no systems or procedural changes from the current system other
than those described in management prescriptions regarding the applica-
tion of BOIP to PERSACS, reduction of factoring in PERSACS, and the use
of PERSACS data as the basis for supportability analysis.

(1) Description. The major changes from current procedures, dis-
cussed in the previous chapter, lie in the way current processes are
linked together and the flow of information through the system. Modifi-
cations to TOE (organizational changes) will be entering the system when
the recoimendations of the IC Study, are implemented. Under the proce-
dures developed in the IC Study Report and recommended to the study
sponsor (ODCSOPS) by the IC Study Advisory Group, recommended changes to
TOE will be prioritized along with other program changes, and a determi-
nation of those which should be resourced in the POM will be made. Only
those changes which will be resourced can be implemented by MACOM. As
shown in Figure 3-1, all force structure, organizational, and materiel
systems changes will enter the TAA-POM development process with the ex-
ception of those materiel systems to be integrated into existing TOE.
The TAA and POM development processes will occur as described in Chapter
2. Once an approved force structure has resulted from POM development,
a PERSACS computation will be accomplished. Starting in 1981, however,
the manpower requirements reflected in BOIP, together with any necessary
tradeoffs, can be applied to the PERSACS. In this way manpower for ma-
teriel systems to be integrated into existing TOE can be applied to the
data, thus including all of the types of changes necessary to perform
supportability analysis. Under this alternative, then, no major inputs
to the SSC data base other than the PERSACS are necessary to enable the
conduct of supportability analyses in support of the ASARC/DSARC decisi-
onmaking processes.

(2) Impact. Modifying information flow as shown in Figure 3-1
would:

(a) Ensure that supportability analyses are based on all ap-
proved manpower tradeoffs developed in the TAA process by using PERSACS
data computed directly from the program force.

(b) Include all of the types of changes listed in Chapter 2,
thus ensuring that no programed realignments of manpower are onitted
from the analysis.

3-10
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(c) Allow for the update of supportability analyses each time
PERSACS is computed. If the necessity arises, a special PERSACS can be
computed as the basis for a supportability analysis of a program change
riot included in the previous PERSACS. Application of BOIP/QQPRI infor-
mation to previously computed PERSACS data can be accomplished quickly
to provide information for supportability questions which might arise as
a result of ASARC/DSARC requirements. This will allow supportability
determinations for new materiel systems which were not included during
the previous POM development cycle.

(d) Reduce SSC workload by elimination of data search, the need
to translate data into the grade and MOS level of detail, and the need
to enter data into the data base by terminal input (PERSACS tape in
machine readable format). The PERSACS output can be used to replace the
contents of the existing data base without further processing.

b. Alternative 2. The alternative shown in Figure 3-2 goes one step
further. The information flow depicted in Figure 3-1 would probably re-
quire that analysis time for PERSACS outputs (as discussed in paragraph
3-2d) be shortened through the development of a change-only PERSACS pro-
duct (as shown in Table 3-4). Given the capability to perform "what if"
analysis on an interactive computer termina' as will be provided with
BOIP in PERSACS, and the rapid identificatiL, )f changes at the grade
and MOS level in a change-only PERSACS output, the impact of these
changes on previous supportability analyses could be determined rapidly.
This would allow supportability questions to be answered on the manpower
tradeoffs contained in the program (base) force structure developed in
TAA as shown in Figure 3-2. The question of supportability of program
changes or new programs contained in the program force could then be ad-
dressed during POM development. The supportability analysis data base
could then be updated upon completion of POM development and the provi-
sion of another PERSACS based on the approved force. All other elements
of this alternative information flow are the same as for Alternative 1.

(2) Impact. In addition to the advantages listed for Alternative
1, this alternative would allow supportability considerations to be in-
cluded in the decisionmaking process of POM development by providing for
a rapid analysis of the program force structure developed during the
TAA.

c. Other Alternatives. The ability to use PERSACS data in conduct-
ing supportability analyses, together with the capabilities of the BOIP
in the PERSACS process, will allow great flexibility in the flow of in-
formation and the uses of that information. The two information flows
depicted above represent the basic linkages between the processes in-
volved. Variations of that basic pattern can be made as the need arises
to accommodate special informational requirements for manpower managers.
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3-4. SUMMARY. The previous discussion points out seven prescriptions
for management changes which could be accomplished at relatively low
cost and reap significant benefits in terms of increased timeliness, ac-
curacy, and completeness of manpower trade-off information. Three of
these prescriptions (application of BOIP to PERSACS, reduction of fac-
toring in PERSACS and use of PERSACS as the data base for supportability
analyses) are essential to overcoming the problems stated in the MTM
tudy directive. When the capability to apply BOIP to PERSACS is imple-

mented, when factoring is significantly reduced, and when the SSC uses
the PERSACS product as its data for the program years, the informational
needs of the manpower managers regarding supportability issues will be
met. Alternative information flows can then be applied to ensure that
the flexibility of these developments can be applied to providing timely
responses to questions regarding the manpower supportability of new pro-
graias.
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CHAPTER 4

SUMMARY AND OBSERVATIONS

4-1. INTRODUCTION. The Mlii Study analyzed the development and flow of
manpower management information needed to assess the supportability of
new or revised Army programs. The essential elements of analysis (EEA)
provided in the study directive focused the study on the requirement for
data, together with its availability and flow through Army management
processes to ODCSPER and SSC analysts as the end user of that data. The
degree of synchronization between manpower management activities, espe-
cially with regard to the development and transmission of information,
thus became a key issue for investigation during the study. These in-
vestigations and analyses developed several observations which state or
connote deficiencies in the current process of developing and transmit-
ting manpower trade-off information. Management prescriptions to cor-
rect the more serious of these deficiencies were presented in Chapter 3.
This chapter summarizes the investigative efforts of the MTh Study by
specifically addressing the EEA required by the study directive and
concludes by presenting the major observations of the study.

4-2. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF ANALYSIS. The LEA which were required and
which guided the conduct of the study are stated and discussed below.

a. What are the various types of changes which drive manpower real-
location? What are their sources and when do they occur? This study
identified three major types of change which might result in increased
or redistributed manpower from existing programs. These are: force
structure changes in which units are activated, inactivated, or reorgan-
ized in the programed force structure; organizational changes in whiich
the internal composition of units is altered; and the development of new
materiel systems. For the purpose of tracking information flow, it was
necessary to subdivide the third category into two separate elements:
those new materiel systems which generate new type organizations and
thus require the development of new TOE, and those new materiel systems
which are integrated into existing TOE and thus generate changes to
current TOE documents.

(1) There are many posisible originators of force structure
changes. The vast preponderance of these changes, however, originate
either from HQDA ODCSOPS, or from TRADOC. TRADOC develops recommended
force structure changes which can originate and be forwarded to HQDA at
any time during the year. HQDA ODCSOPS develops force structure changes
based on changing guidance, objectives, and constraints. The majority
of these changes are developed during the Total Army Analysis (TAA)
which occurs annually and produces a program force structure for input
to POM development each September. TRADOC recommended force structure
changes must be integrated into the TAA process to be approved during

4-1
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the resource allocation process. The POM development process is com-
pleted with its publication in May. Thus, the key points in time for
analyzing force structure changes occur in every September and May.

(2) Organizational and new materiel system changes, while they can
be initiated elsewhere, usually issue from TRADOC, the Army's combat de-
veloper. Organizational and materiel system changes can originate and
be approved at any time during the year.

b. When and where are manpower authorization tradeoffs identified
for each of the various types of changes? Manpower trade-offs are iden-
tified for each of the three major types of changes as follows:

(1) Manpower tradeoffs for organizational (TOE) changes are not
currently being identified anywhere in the system until after those
changes have been approved and disseminated to the MACOM for approval.
This is a major problem since these changes, when aggregated on a semi-
annual basis in the CCT, can have a significant impact on the MACOM.
This problem was addressed by the Implementation of Change Study, and
pending implementation of that study's results will cause those changes
to be considered along with other resource demanding changes prior to
approval of the organizational change. In the revised system, only
those changes for which manpower tradeoffs can be programed will be
authorized in MTOE.

(2) The Manpower Analysis Paper which presents TRADOC recommenda-
tions for manpower requirements and the associated tradeoffs for new ma-
teriel systems must be submitted to HQDA 60 days prior to each major
milestone of the Life Cycle System Manaqement Model.

(3) Development of force structure tradeoffs, which, in turn, de-
termine the manpower tradeoffs, is an integral part of the Total Army
Analysis process. For those force structure studies being accomplished
within TRADOC, recommended tradeoffs must be submitted as part of those
studies. These recommendations are considered during the TAA process
and integrated into the program force as appropriate. Tradeoffs are
finalized implicitly once a year during the POM development process.

c. What are the procedures for providing manpower tradeoff data to
ODCSPER for affordability assessments? Manpower trade-off data are de-
veloped as a result of the force structuring process which occurs during
the TAA-POM development cycle. The program force contains unit level
reorganizations which are translated into manpower tradeoffs at the
grade, MOS, and SSI level by the PERSACS. The PERSACS is the vehicle by
which these data are provided to ODCSPER. Since there are, however, in-
accuracies in the PERSACS process which limit its usefulness, ODCSPER
and SSC must gather data from the best alternative source. This proce-
dure is not adequate, since there is no guarantee that the data gathered
are fully consistent with the changes in the program force.

4-2
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d. What data are required by ODCSPER to perform required affordabil-
Ay assessments? The Soldier Support Center performs the required as-
sessments of manpower supportability for ODCSPER. ODCSPER and SSC re-
quire data representing the tradeoffs contained in the programed force
structure. The specific data required are all changes, both new man-
power requirements and associated tradeoffs, at the grade, MOS, and SSI
level of detail from the current year through the final program year.
Since the SSC analyzes only the manpower implications of changes to TOE
units, they need only receive data on military manpower changes. To
fulfill its requirements fully, however, ODCSPER also needs information
specifying the impact of new or revised programs on civilian manpower.

e. What synchronization is required between the processes for gener-
ating and approving changes and the processes for managing manpower?
Does it exist? The answer to this question must be limited to the area
of concern of this study, i.e., manpower changes which must be programed
for organizational, force structure, and materiel system changes. It is
essential that manpower planning be accomplished utilizing data whkich
represent the best information regarding the changes programed to occur
in the force structure as a result of each of these three categories of
change. The programed force structure is altered throughout the year as
a result of the annual TAA-POM development, program approval cycle.
Synchronization of manpower planning is also required with the materiel
system change process specified by the Life Cycle System Management Model
to insure that manpower questions are adequately addressed dt each mi-
lestone. This synchronization, however, is lacking for several reasons.
First, manpower planning and a determination of supportability do not
occur for the totality of organizational (TOE) changes approved during a
given year. TOE changes are approved on an individual basis and promul-
gated for implementation without an analysis of their total manpower im-
pact. Second, synchronization between supportability analysis and the
programed force structure is lacking, since the manpower data computed
by the PERSACS do not accurately represent the programed changes at the
unit level. Finally, there is a lack of synchronization between those
changes programed for the force structure and those for materiel systems
since ASARC/DSARC scheduling is not linked to the POM development sched-
ule. Chapter 3 discusses corrective actions for improvement of the syn-
chronization between the change approval and manpower management
processes.

4-3



CAA-SR-81-9

4-3. OBSERVATIONS. The major observations of this study are presented
in the following material:

a. Manpower tradeoffs are necessitated by and developed within the
force structure program as a result of organizational, force structure,
and materiel system changes which either increase the requirement for
manpower or alter the distribution of manpower among various skills.
These changes emanate, for the most part, from either TRADOC or ODCSOPS,
dQDA. The manpower tradeoffs which result are finalized within the TAA-
POM development process at HQDA. This process for integrating change
into the Army program results in tradeoffs being programed at the parent
unit level in the master force. These unit level changes are translated
into manpower tradeoffs at the grade, MOS, and SSI level of detail by
the PERSACS which is provided to ODCSPER.

b. The major omission from the trade-off development process is that
organizational, or TOE, changes are not analyzed for manpower impact nor
are tradeoffs developed for them. This problem should be overcome when
the recommendations of the Implementation of Change Study are imple-
mented along with the unit standardization program.

c. The PERSACS is the appropriate vehicle for the provision of man-
power requirements and associated tradeoffs to ODCSPER and the SSC. Use
of PERSACS data for supportability analysis would link this analysis di-
rectly to the best source of manpower change information--the program
force structure developed in the TAA-POM process. Use of these data
would ensure that there is no duplication of spaces traded off for a new
program and would provide an audit trail of force structuring actions in
the POM. Further, the PERSACS provides these data at the level of de-
tail needed. The PERSACS must, however, be improved before it can be
used for this purpose. The needed improvements are either under devel-
opment now or would be relatively simple and inexpensive to accomplish.
The two principal improvements needed are the inclusion of manpower re-
quirements for new equipment and the reduction of factoring distortions.
Once these improvements are made, the SSC should adopt the PERSACS as
the primary source of data for supportability analyses.

4-4
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APPENDIX A

STUDY CONTRIBUTORS

1. STUDY TEAM

a. Study Director

LTC Leroy A. Babbitt, Requirements Directorate

b. Other Contributors

LTC Javan M. DeLoach

Mr. John A. Merna

c. Support Personnel

SP5 Rowen G. AmBery, Graphic Arts Branch
Ms Carrie Allen, Word Processing Center
SSG Terry Barton, Graphic Arts Branch
Mr. Stanford W. Dennis, Graphic Arts Branch
Mr. Raymond Finkleman, Word Processing Center
Ms Joyce W. Garris, Word Processing Center
SP6 William Harti, Graphic Arts Branch
Ms Rosaline A. Hill, Word Processing Center
Mrs. Thelma L. Laufer, Methodology and Computer Support

Directorate
Ms Nancy M. Lawrence, Word Processing Center
SSG Richard I. Loller, Graphic Arts Branch
Ms Judy L. Rosenthal, Graphic Arts Branch
SFC Moeolo Taamai, Graphic Arts Branch
Ms Florence Williams, Word Processing Center

2. PRODUCT REVIEW BOARD

Dr. Ageel A. Khan, Chairman, Systems Force Mix Directorate

CPT August C. Manguso, Methodology and Computer Support Directorate

Mr. Ronald J. lekel, Requirements Directorate
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APPENDIX B

STUDY DIRECTIVE

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR PERSONNEL

IL~I WASHINGTON D.C. 20310

RfEM.V TO
ATTRWOI OP

DA! U-MBC 0 JnM J'H

SUBJECT: Study Directive, Manpower Tradeotf Methodology (MTM)

Commander
US Army Concepts Analysis Agency
812') Woodmont Avenue
Bethesda, MD 20014

I• PURPOSE. This directive establishes a study to identif!
systems and procedures that will provide manpower/personnel
managers with information needed for determining the impact and
supportability of proposed manpower tradeoff actions required to
accomnodate force structure and materiel system changes.

2. STUDY TITLE. Hanpower Tradeoff Methodology (MTM) (Category

: Manpower and Personnel).

3. BACKGROUND.

a. During the current period of rapid force modernization,
Army manpower managers are planning for the introduction of many
new materiel systems and new organizational structures. With
some exceptions, the new materiel systems and organizations
planned for introduction will result in increased numbers ot per-
sonnel needed to operate and support the equipment or an increase
in skill levels. Constraints on the Army's end strength authori-
zations require that manpower needed to support the introduction
of new materiel orgauizational concepts be provided by programing
concomitant manpower reductions elsewhere in the force structure
and/or retraining available personnel in new skills. Retrain-
ability of available personnel into higher skill levels is an
additional factor which must be considered when planning for
manpower reallocations to accommodate new systems.

b. While force structure managers (an ODCSOPS function)
maintain end strength levels constant by balancing authorizations
at a highly aggregated level of detail, manpower and personnel
managers (an ODCSPER function) must plan personnel reallocations
at the grade, branch, military occupational specialty (MOS) and
Speciality Skill Identifier (SSI) levels of detail. This plan-
ning must be accomplished sufficieutly early in the materiel
development process to allow manpower affordability determina-
tions to affect acquisition and design decisions. The manpower
-nanager must be able to input quantitative forecasts of the

B-I
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DAPE-MBC 3 0 JAN 9 |

SUBJECI: Study Directive, Manpower Tradeoff Methodology (MTM)

impacts of proposed manpower reallocations to the decisionmaking
process. Current procedures do not provide tradeoff information
t3 manpower/personnel/training managers which is adequate to
forecast the resource implications of the introduction of new
materiel systems or changes to organizations. In addition, it
does not document an audit trail to insure that manpower/person-
nel tradeoffs are not duplicated. The proposed system must
address and, if possible, solve these shortcomings.

4. STUDY SPONSOR. Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel (DCSPER).

5. STUDY AGENCY. US Army Concepts Analysis Agency (CAA).

6. TERMS OF REFERENCE.

a. Problem. Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Person-
nel (ODCSPER) has not been able to identify manpower/personnel
spaces which have been traded off in the force structure to ac-
commodate the introduction of new materiel or changes in organi-
zations independent of new materiel systems. Manpower, personnel
and training managers need this information for determining
resource impacts and supportability of these proposed tradeoff
actions. Affordability analyses cannot be made without the
tradeoff information identifying manpower and personnel implica-
tions.

b. Objective.

(I) Nominate appropriate systems and procedures to insure
that ODCSPER is provided with information that identifies the
manpower/personnel space tradeoffs which will allow determination
of the manpower affordability of proposed materiel and force
structure changes.

(2) Identify data that will allow manpower and personnel
managers in ODCSOPS and ODCSPER to:

(a) Determine the reasonableness (accuracy) of the new
requirements by grade and MOS/SSI (for military spaces - total
Army).

(b) Identify and quantify the changes both in terms of total
spaces (military and civilian) and the MOS/SSI and grade level of
detail for military spaces only.

B-2
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DAPE-MBC b 0 JAN 1981
SUBJECT: Study Objective, Manpower Tradeoff Methodology (MTM)

(c) Assess the training, grade structure and other manpower/

personnel management impacts resulting from the tradeoff actions.

(3) Define a mechanism to provide an audit trail of manpower

traded off to insure the spaces given up are traded off only

once.

c. Scope. The study will examine:

(1) The procedures and supporting information systems now

used by force structure and manpower managers in determining,
recording and communicating manpower space tradeoffs to accommo-

date new manpower requirements.

(2) The procedures and supporting information systems now

used for assessing the affordability of new manpower require-
ments.

(3) The manner in which manpower tradeoff data impact on the

decisionmaking process for both materiel acquisition and force

structuring.

d. Limitations. The study:

(1) Will focus on the HQDA processes for determining and

evaluating reallocations of manpower, military and civilian both
in bulk numbers and at the MOS/SSI and grade level of detail, in

TOE and TDA units both within and outside of the theater of

operations.

(2) Will not examine the processes used in determining per-
sonnel requirements for new systems.

(3) Will not evaluate the combat effectiveness of alterna-

tive force structures.

(4) Will focus on manpower management (spaces) and will not
examine personnel management (faces).

e. Timeframe. FY 1981.

f. Assumptions.

(I) The manpower needed to operate and support new materiel

systems as stated in appropriate requirements documents are
valid.

B-3
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DAPE-MBC S 0 iAN 198'
SUBJECT: Study Objective, Manpower Tradeoff Methodology (MTM)

(2) The number and composition of unit requirements stated

in approved force structures are valid.

g. Essential Elements of Analysis (EEA).

(1) What are the various types of changes which drive man-
power reallocations? What are their sources and when do they
occur?

(2) When and where are manpower authorization tradeoffs
identified for each of the various types of changes?

(3) What are the procedures for providing manpower tradeoff
data to ODCSPER for affordability assessments?

(4) What data are required by ODCSPER to perform required
affordability assessments?

(5) What synchronization is required between the processes
for generating and approving changes and the processes for manag-
ing manpower? Does it exist?

7. SUPPORT AND RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS.

a. ODCSPER will appoint a study coordinator.

b. ODCSPER will provide information on the processes which

occur from receipt of new manpower requirements through manpower
tradeoff decisions.

c. ODCSOPS and other HQDA staff agencies will provide in-
formation as required and requested by ODCSPER or CAA.

d. CAA will designate a study director and establish a full
time study group.

e. CAA will provide any required programing and ADP support
for the conduct of the study.

f. CAA is authorized direct communication with Army staff
agencies and major commands.

8. LITERATURE SEAtCH.

a. All POC identified by HQDA, MILPERCEN, and the Soldiers
Support Center (National Capital Area) will be contacted for

Bi -4
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SUBJECT: Study Objective, Manpower Tradeoff Methodology (MTM)

background information. Interviews will be scheduled with

representatives of organizations associated with force develop-
ment and manpower management processes.

b. The following studies should be examined during the

research effort.

(1) Study Report CkA-SR-79-6, Management Analysis of Key

Resource Operations (MAYqO), March 1979.

(2) Study Report CAA-SR-80-5, Implementation of Change (IC),

June 1980.

(3) Study ReporL, ;.!-eral Research Corporation Report
1161-01-80-CR, Identifi,:arion of Manpower Requirements for New
Systems a ,d Incorpordtio, of the Requirements into the Personnel
Structure and Composition System (PERSACS).

(4) Soldier Support Center (NCR) - Functional Review.

9. REFERENCES.

a. AR 1-1, 25 May 1976, Planning, Programing and Budgeting
within the Department of the Army.

b. AR 70-1, 1 May 1975, Army Research, Development and
Acquisition.

c. AR 71-2, 19 April 1976, Basis of Issue Plane.

d. AR 470-4, November 1975, Manpower Management.

e. AR 611-1, 27 April 1976, Military Occupational

Classification Structure Development and Implementation.

f. CSR 11-1, 25 Nov 1975, the Planning, Programing and

Budgeting System.

g. CSR 11-13, 21 February 1978, Army Five Year Defense

Program.

h. CSR 11-9, 26 April 1976, Policy for Resource Support of

DA Directed Program Changes.

i. AR 71-11, 15 Apr 1980, Force Development Total Army
Analysis (TAA).
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SUBJECT: Study Objective, Manpower Tradeoff Methodology (MTM)

J. The Army Force Programer's Handbook, 22 April 1977.

10. ADMINISTRATION.

a. Support.

(1) Funding for TDY associated with the study effort will be

the responsibility of the participating organization.

(2) ADP support will be accomplished using CAA computer
resources.

b. Milestones. See Inclosure.

c. Control Procedures. ODCSPER will coordinate with
ODCSOPS, the Soldiers Support Center (National Capital Area) and

other agencies as appropriate to develop points of contact for

this study.

d. Action Documents. CAA will prepare a final report.

e. Coordination. This tasking document has been coordinated
with CAA IAW AR 10-38.

FOR THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR PERSONNEL:

H. S. LO4, JR.

Major General, GS
Director of Manpower,
Programs and Budget

B-6
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STUDY SCHEDULE

1. Research current system and collect data 20 Feb 81

2 . Develop descriptive model of process 13 Mar 81

3. Analyze current procedures and formulate

alternatives 17 Apr 81

4. Publish study repor: 15 May 81
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APPENDIX C
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of Defense Publications

DODD 5000.1, Major System Acquisitions, 19 Mar 80

DODI 5000.2, Major Systems Acquisition Procdures, 19 Mar 80

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Department of the Army Publications

AR 1-1, Planning, Programing and Budgeting within the Department of
the Army, 25 May 76

AR 15-14, Army Systems Acquisition Review Council, 1 Apr 78

AR 15-29, Research, Development, and Acquisition Committee, 10 Aug 77

AR 70-1, Army Research, Development, and Acquisition, 1 May 75

AR 70-61, Type Classification of Army Materiel, 1 Aug 80

AR 71-1, Army Combat Developments, 16 Sep 68

AR 71-2, Basis of Issue Plan, 19 Apr 76

AR 71-11, Total Army Analysis, 15 Apr 80

AR 310-31, Management System for Tables of Organization and Equipment

(The TOE System), 2 Sep 74

AR 310-49, The Army Authorization Documents System (TAADS), 10 Jun 75

AR 310-49-1, The Army Authorization Documents System (TAADS) Documen-
tation Procedures and Processing, 15 Dec 78

AR 570-2, Organization and Equipment Authorization Tables - Person-
nel, 15 Sep 78, with Change 10 dated 15 Sep 78

AR 570-4, Manpower Management, Nov 75

AR 611-1, Military Occupational Classification Structure Development
and Implementation, 27 Apr 76
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AR 1000-1, Basic Policies for System Acquisition, 1 Apr 78

DA Pamphlet 11-25, Life Cycle System Management Model for Army Sys-
tems, May 75

Cnief of Staff Regulations

CSR 5-5, Army Affordability Analysis and Review System, 9 May 80

CSR 11-1, Policy for Resource Support of DA-Directed Program Changes,
26 Apr 76

CSR 11-13, Army Five Year Defense Program, 21 Feb 78

CSR 11-24, Force Structure Procedures, 1 Oct 75

CSR 18-11, Force Development Management nformation System, 18 Feb 76

Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans

Force Accounting Systems Users Guide, Mar 76

Letter, subject: Organizational Standardization of MTOE Units, 13
Feb 81

Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, Development, and Acquisition

Procurement Planning and Policy Guidance, 1 Dec 75

Program Analysis and Evaluation Directorate

Planning, Programing, and Budgeting System (PPBS) Handbook, 1979,
with Appendices A, B, and C, Jan 79

US Army Training and Doctrine Command

TRADOC Reg 11-1, Manpower Analysis and Force Structuring in the Com-
bat Development Process, 31 Oct 78

US Army Concepts Analysis Agency

Implementation of Change (IC) Study,. R-80-5, Jun 80

Management of Change (MOC) Study A-SR- -7, Jun 77

Management Analysis of Key Resource Operations (MAKRO), Vols I and
II, CAA-SR-79-6, Mar 79
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MISCELLANEOUS

Army Force Structure Development, Memorandum of Understanding, HQDA/
TRADOC, 19 Dec 79

Analysis to Determine Functional and Systems Requirements for an On-
Line Structure and Composition System (SACS) Report of Task B Systems
and Procedures Documentation, General Research Corporation Study, 15 Jan
79

Identification of Manpower Requirements for New Systems and Incorpo-
ration of the Requirements into the Personnel Structure and Composition
System (PERSACS), General Research Corporation, Sep 80
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

AFPDA Army Force Planning Data and Assumptions

ALO Authorized Level of Organization

APDM Amended Program Decision Memorandum

ASARC Army Systems Acquisition Review Council

AURS Automated Unit Reference Sheet

AUTS automated update transaction system

BOIP Basis of Issue Plan

CAA US Army Concepts Analysis Agency

CACDA Combined Arms Combat Developments Agency

CBT combat

CCT Consolidated Change Table

CEM Concepts Evaluation Model

CFP Concept Formulation Package

COEA Cost and Operational Effectiveness Analysis

COMPLIP Computation of Manpower Programs Using Linear
Programing

CS combat support

CSR Chief of Staff Regulation

CSS combat service support

DCP Decision Coordinating Paper

DEP delayed entry program

DOD Department of Defense

DSARC Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council

EDATE effective date

Gi ossary-1



CAA-SR-81-9

EEA essential element(s) of analysis

ELIM Enlisted Loss Inventory Model

FAS Force Accounting System

FASTALS Force Analysis Simulation of Theater Administrative
and Logistics Support (Model)

FBOIP Final Basis of Issue Plan

FISO Force Integration Staff Officer

FORSCOM US Army Forces Command

FQQPRI Final Qualitative and Quantitative Personnel
Requirements Information

FSA Force Structure Allowance

IC Implementation of Change

IOC Initial Operating Capability

IPR In-Process Review

LCSMM Life Cycle System Management Model

LIN line item number

LOA Letter of Agreement

LOGSACS Logistic Structure and Composition System

MAA mission area analysis

MACOM Major Army Command

MAKRO Management Analysis of Key Resource Operations

MAP Manpower Analysis Paper

MENS Mission Element Need Statement

M-force master force

MILPERCEN US Army Military Personnel Center

MOC Management of Change
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MOS Military Occupational Specialty

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

MRIS Modernization Resource Information Submission

MTM Manpower Trade-off Methodology

MTOE Modification Table of Organization and Equipment

ODCSLOG/ Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
DCSLOG Logistics

ODCSPER/ Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
DCSPER Personnel

ODCSOPS/ Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
DCSOPS Operations and Plans

OSD Office of the Secretary of Defense

PARR Program Analysis and Resource Review

PDIP Program Development Increment Package

PDM Program Decision Memorandum

PEM Phased Equipment Modernization

PERSACS Personnel Structure and Composition System

POM Program Objective Memorandum

PPBS Planning, Programing, and Budgeting System

QQPRI Quantitative and Qualitative Personnel Requirements
Information

SACS Structure and Composition System (see LOGSACS,
PERSACS)

SSC Soldier Support Center

SSI specialty skill indicator

TAA Total Army Analysis

TAADS The Army Authorization Document System
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TAEDP Total Army Equipment Distribution System

TBOIP Tentative Basis of Issue Plan

TDA Table of Distribution and Allowances

TOE Table of Organization and Equipment

TQQPRI Tentative Qualitative and Quantitative Personnel
Requirements Information

TRADOC US Army Training and Doctrine Command

TRANSMO Transportation Model

UDS Unit Data System

UIC Unit Identification Code

USAMSSA US Army Management Systems Support Agency
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