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scnnel cests represent the largest part of the
of Defense’s budget, vith over half of the personnel
upport tather than coctat functicn: in fiscal year
;?azy cervices use a variety cf ranagement tools
3s manpower surveys, staffing quides,
dlq: ané staffing starndards inm éetara:nlng support
qalremerts. Findings/Ccnclusicns: 4ith the
1 of hir Force, the services have gade little
iu §evelop:wc and using ttese technigues. The Office of
ATY cf Dafense has not prcvided adequate leadership in
rent and use of staffing staundards shich would
siau=tv. This anmbiguity has led to vast differences
s ucproaches to staffirg standards and las
iffice'*s ability to evaluite persornel tudget
Lere nces exist within and asong the services ins
£fing standards and progranss
4q ent and uhainiag of personnel for standards developrent;
perscnn- covered by standards; and use c¢f standards in
determining staffing requirements. Unlike the cther services,
the pir Force has saved noney and gathared more aconrate ¥org
force figures by extensive use of standards for determining
staffing requirezents. Hork neasurecent is considered to be the
nost reliable hasis for staffing standards. Recomdendations:
The Secretary cf Defense should reguire greater use of staffing
standards by: establishing a conmprelensive prcgram that would
delincate tasic assurptions, definitions, and petnods:
establishing realistic goals for increased coverage by standards
and vonitoring progress; irnsuring kigh priority for proper
personnel assicument for standards developmenti directing the
use of civiliun rather than enlisted persounel unléss otherwise
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justified; and requiring personnel requests t¢ specify positions
supported by standards. The Conmitiee should-require the-0ffice--— - —
t0 periodically repcrt to Congress on the services® progress in
developing staffing =tandards, the extent to which personnel

budgets are based o- the standards, and the-0fficz's progress in

managing a staffing standards progran. (Author/HTH)




COMPTROLLEFR GENERAL ©F THE UMITED STATES
WASHINGTON. D C. 20M8 - - ... -

The lonorable Richard C. White

Chairman, Subcommittee on
Military Perscnnel

Committee on Armed Services

House of Representatives
Dear Mr. Chairman:

As reguested in your June 1, 1977, letter, we afe re-
porting our findings on the status of development-and use of
staffing standards based on work measurement in determining
and justifying suppo: ¢ personnel requirements in the Depart-
ment of Defense. We are providing our recommendations to
your Committee on page 36.

As your cffice requested, we did not obtain written com—
ments from the Pepartment. However, we discussed the matters
in this report with Depactment officials and considered their
views in its preparation.

This repert contains recommendetions to the Secretary
of Defense which are set forth on paae 35, As vou know,
section 236 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 137C
requires the nead of a Federa! :gency to submit -a written
statement on actions taken on ir recommendations to the
House Cormittee on Government operations and the Senate
Committee on Governmental Affairs not later :than 60 davs
after the date of the report and toc the Hou. and Senate
Committees on Appropriations with the agency's first reguest
for appropriations made more tnan 60 days after the date of
the report. We will be in touch with your office in the
near future to arrange for release of the report so that the
requirements of section 236 can be set in motion,

Sincerely yours,A

omptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S DEVELOPHENT AND USE OF MILITARY
REPORT TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE SERVICES' STAFFING STANDARDS:
MORE DIRECTION, EMPHASIS, AKD
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In view of rising ~ersonnel costs, it is
increasingly important that staffing of
the miiitary services be credible,; sup-
portaible, and visible a< the Secretary
and the Congress decide on the size and
ti éeiense establishnent
ion of the .
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;fgr Personnel costs represent the largest part
/ of the Department of Defense's budget, which
! in 1377 inclugded $57.2 billion for 2.09 mil-
lion active duty and 1.04 million civilian .
perscnnel--zbout 58 -ercent of the total.

Over half of the Department's personnel are
not used in a combat role hut in supporting
combat forces. About 1,67 million of its
personnei~-53,3 percent--were in support
functions in fiscal year 1977. (See p. 2.)

T —— T

This is why Departwment of Defense personnel
requirements must be determined on as cred-
ible and supportable a basis as practical
and wiy the Congress needs assurance that
personnel reguests are based on reliable
technigques that are useful in the budget

process.
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—~"The military services use a variety of
managemant tools and techniques such as
manpower surveys, staffing guides, criteria
manuals, and staffing standards in deter-

- mining sSuppuli personnel requiremenis.
Staffing standsrds based on work measure-
ment generally are considered *o he more
reliable than other methods.

’ With the exception of the Air Force, the serv-
ices have made littl: progress in developing
and using these techniques. GAD endorses the \Ezf - :

ca;sr{cézt sh@vﬁ b miﬁ g‘m FPCr=77<12 .

[ ]




il

TR

I

o,

-

concept of work measurement as a poten~
tial means for more accurate, reliable,
and useful staffing dstermination and
justifiable budget submissions, {Ssa—
ps—47Y In addition, it can be useful
in measuring the efficiency of the work ™

fovee, in preparing zero-based bu 1dgets, -
and in saving money. (See p. €.)

e

However, the Office of the ESscre :

Defensc has not provided adequate leadsr-

ship, g Lluance, or review of the military
- services! eeve‘o:ment and use of staffing

standarés. As a result, suppert personnel

reguests Zave not been based on stzffing

standards to the extent ?ractiéal.{:_

AN

More specifically, the Cffice Las not pro- =

vided gtiidance, definitions, or policy to ’

zliminat= ambiguity cf terms and methods . : .

and resu ting confusicn associated with the o

current rTocess i determining reguitements. T oo

This has led tc vacst differences in the serv-

ices' priorities, aprroaches, and progress

in develoving and using staffing standards. -

Further, the absence of Dilense-wide defini- :

tions and procedures limits the Office's

. 2bility to evaluate the validity of service ' -
personnel budget requests. (See p. 31.} - =

X

dekE e

Significant differences exist both within
and among the services in

sive poiicies and
ng a and applving

~-gevelopnent of comprehens
pfocodec= for deterninin
staffing standards; )

--direction, control, and nmonitoring- 6f stand-
ards programe;

--assignment and training of personnel fer
standards 6eve335ment*

--personnel covered by staffing staﬁéarés*
and .

=

--use of staffing standards in deteraini
and managing staffing requirements. {
9.) .
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he military services, ex-
ir Force, heave progressed
reloping and using staffing
ce ntrallzed direction and

GAD to cunc1"~e th ar *hese services do
not have eifective programs for assur-

ing that their components develop and
use staffing standa:ds 1in deternining
stafiing reguirements.

These services use less precise manpowver
surveys, while the Air Force has saved
money and gathered more accurate work

force figures by extensively using staff-
ing standards in determining ané managing
staffing requirements. Roughly 72 per-
cent of its command manpower author-
izatioas is covered by standards, and

it has reported 5894 million in savings
over 13 vears as a result of usiag
standards. The Bavy began a staffing
standards program in 1973, which accord-
ing to Navy cfficials wss approved in
1976, The Navy's progran has covered
about B percent of its shyre personnel
and should be an improve :nt over its
former manpower survey program.

HE

The Secretary of Defense should reguire
the services to use staffing standards

to a greater extent in determining staff-
ing reguirements. <The Secretary should
implement this recommendation by

-~establishing a comprshensive s:aféiag
standards program that would delineate
the basic assuvmptions, definitions,

-and methods to be used; -

--establishing realistic goals for -

cressed coveraae of functions and’ o
personnel by staffing standards and
periodically monitoring progress -in

achieving the goals.




--insuring that the services assign
high priority in providing the
proper number, quality, and train-
ing of personnel assigned to staff-
ing standards development;

H

AP Y

-~directing the services to use civil- -
2 ians in licu of enlisted personnel - ’ ’
3 for developing staffing standards,

uiiess a specific need for military -
parsonnel can be justified: and

~-reguiring that the services' jus- -
tification for support persocnnel re-~ -
quests spacify those positions sup-~ - -
ported by staffing standards, )

G G
"

RECOMMENDATICNS
TO THE COMBITLISE

To make sure that the services give
staffing standatds the proper emphasis,
the Committes should resguire the Office - R
of the Secretary of Defense to per-

iodically report to tihe Congress . ) .

-~the services'! progress in developing
support-personnel staffing standards,
the number of staffing requirenents
supported by the various worklcad -
measurement technigues (enginzered and ~
statistical standards, stafifing guides)

= and the extent to which personnel :

budgets are based on staffing standards

and

B Sy

i

--the Office's progress in properly
managiny a staffing standards pro-
gram, including guidance and stand- }
ardized procedures and definitions. - ) -

The current Defense Manpower Require- .
ments Report could convey this infor-
mation to the Congress.

. As requested by the Committee, GAO
did not obtain written comménts but
discussed the matters in this report
with Defense officials and considered
their views in its preparation.

I
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Concressional oversight cozmiitees have expre
continving interest in the use of staffing standards in the
Department of Defense {DDD} to provide them with more cred-
zbin personnzal reguirements. The Havy, in pacticular, was
directed to improve its system for work-forzce planning. The
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Hilitary Personnel, House Armed
Servieces Committee, has expressed particular interest in this
matter., ({Sse app. Iil.}

Qur prier reporits and the Defense Manoower Cs =ission Re-
port have recomsended that the Office of the Secreta ary of geé
fense {GSD) tzke = more active leadership role ia directl
and controlling t?e services' effcris to use wOrk =easu {€§§§t
2nd in specifving policy guidance o achieve commonality in
the methods used for getermining staffing requirements. DOD°s
policy is to use workload related standards whenever Izasible
in dezermining its staffing reguirements. We wanted to find
cut what progress has been made by each of the services in
this effort. -

ar 1977 budget includad §57.2 biilien
sonnel. Of these personnel, 2.09 mil-
4 giiiis:y and 1.04 million were civil-

lion were act1¥ du
ians. This cutlay accounts for zpproximately 58 percent of
DOp's total fiscal vear 1977 budget, Horeover, trends in
personnel levels indicate that screngths are decreasing while
costs are increasing. Increasing personnel costs zould 2~

e S leaE e

¢uce the nuzber of personnel that can be maintained or the
funds avazilzble for weapsns asd sguinsent and may dispro-
portionately influence decisions on the choice of natienal
strat egzes. In making these crucial decisions, the process
of determining personn=l reguiremsnts should be clearly unders
stood ané credible to decision makers: Therefore, i%t is es~
sential that COD use systemstic and réiianle nmeans to deter=
nine staffing reguirements and t0 allocate resources. Also
the Congress neesds assurance that the servicse's budget staff=
ing regquests are based on techniques which are reizaﬁie and
useful in the budget process. GAD belicves the concept of
work measurement offers the potential to meet these goals,

ke

*
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SCOPE OF REVIEW

Qur raview, in which the field work was completéd in
March 1977, was directed toward identifying the methods used
by the services for determining support personnel reguire-
ments. Specific emphasis was placed on the progress made by
the services in developing and using staffing standards baséd
on work measurement, It was not the intent of the review :to
analyze and determine the accuracy or validity of individual
staffing ctandards. Such informdtion can be found in our
other reports, such as the report on methods used by the army,
Nuvy, and Air Force to determine their below-depot level air=
craft maintenance personnel requirements. 1/ Our intent was
to evaluate the methods used by the services on a system: tic
basis,

We performed our work at “he Office of the Secretaty of
Defense ~ HManpower and Rese'v s fairs, the military sé:ziice - - -
headquarters, and at the tuiiv.ing commandss: -

~-U.8. Army Training and Doctrine Command, Fort Monroe,
Virginie:

=~Tactica) Air Command, Langley Air Force Base, - >
Hampt~n, vivsiwia;

--Marine Corps Logistics Support Base, Albany,
Georgia;

=--Navy Manpower and Material Analysis Center,
Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia; and

~-Commander~in-Chief, Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk,
Vizginia.

We examined pertinent DOD directives and service regula=

ticns and interviewed personnel regarding the methods used inafi:erAw,
determining support personnel regquirements. SR

1/"Determining Reguirements for Aircraft Mais
nel Could Be Imp:oved--?eacetlme and Wartim
May 20, 1977).

oA+ g e e e e v e P
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CHAPTER 2

STAF: ING STANDARDS-~A VALUABLE MANAGEMENT

TOOL FOR DETERMINING WORK~FORCE REQUIREMENTS

Staffing standards based on work measurement that in=
clude industrial engineering and statistical techniques are
a reliable, credible, and systematically developed manage-
ment tool available to decision makers for determining per-
sonnel requirements. This is particularly true f£or support
reguirements. A conceptual outline for an egffective staff-~
ing standards progrem is presente& in appendix I (5ee p. 37).
Although the services use a variecy of othér management too0ls
and techniques, such as manpower «urveys, staffing guides,
criteria manuals, etc., staffing scandards based on work
measurement are generally considered to be more reliable.
Several work-force planning officials in the military serv~
ices and 0SD shared this view. Their experiencé has shown .
that the conscientious application of well developed and
maintained staffing standards in the programing and alloca-
tion process usually results in personnel efficiencies.

Staffing standacds, in contrast to labor performance -
standards that generally tell a manager how long a job should
take, spscify the quantitative and qualitative personnel re-
guired to accomplish a given werkload. Such standacds are
classified as enginecered ot statistical; depending on how
they are developed and the degree of precision required. An
engineered standard is developed within prescribed levels of
accuracy and confidence using industrial éngineering tech-=
niques, such as timestudy, and work sampling. Highly repeti=
tive tacks are generally measured by these methods. Engi=
neered standards, however, are not always the most appro=
priate. The nature o{ the work, such as tasks that are diffi=-
cult to measure, way not lend itself to engineered techniques:
or be large enough to warrant the effort. 1In such cases, pLo=-.
perly developed staffing standards using historical data and
statistical 2stimates may be the most ¢ost éffective, althaugh
they are less precise, Tasks that are ‘ot highly repetitiveé ._
generally fall into this category. St:i ‘istical staff;ng stand=
ards are developed extensively from historical data using
correlation and regression technzques and involve less wotk,
sampling than enginecered standards.

Al

gl

Adequate stanc -rds coverage requires that management ex=
amine the various operations and establish standards where ] :
benefits outweigh the cost of developfent. Host staffing ' E
standards gene.ally fall somewhere betweéén engineered and - -2
statistical standards; that is, engineeréd or statistical T =

i |( 4‘ 4'.4. "

4
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standards are combined to provide the total work. measurement o
package. Unfortunately these terms ‘and ‘those descéribing tFé‘
techniques used in developing them are loosely used, ‘creating

considerable confusion of methods and types of standards bexng
E " addressed. (See pp. 17 and 32.)

"

STAFFING STARDARDS IN L
PRIVATE INDUSTRY - S - o T

Private companies generally prepare a forecast of sales RSN
for a future period and then estimate the work force needed L
to make the product or provide the service. The work-forcse Se- -
estimates are built on past performance indicators, such as S g
time standards, labor used per work unit, and ratios of in- e
direct or supporting activity personnel to direct and known ’
correlated efforts. e B}

il

1

i

ikl

In private industry the subject of staffing standafds
encompasses the range of services proviced by industrial en= =
gineering. These services include organization studiés, sales

il

I\’ T ;H”uw o
i

= forecasting, product design, plant selection, quality éontrél, - T
methods improvement, and engineered and statistical performance P
standards. The purpose of these services is to reduce costs - . o=
and razse profits. They are usually part of-a company's plan LT

to p ide the essentials for intelligent management 662151§ﬁ$a :,’fi<

A study by the United States Army Engineering Training . i
Agency concluded that all companies intecviewed with jiréct T 40
manufacturing employees used a formal work measurement sys- St T T e
tem for work-force planning. Mozeover, most of thé companies o ST
interviewed with normanufacturing direct employvees used a
formal work measurement system for work-force planning.

L

The majority of the companies studied were in the el
tronlcs, aircraft, and automotive industries, which havé
in common with the operations of military mainténancé supp_
and have similar needs for staffing standards., 1It.ig evi
that private industry plans its work force with work measi
ment to find out what the cost should be.

BENEFITS OF STAFFING STANDARDS

Progressive 'sets of staffing standards have been dévéls
oped for different levels of management and offer potential ~ - - :
benefits at each level of management., Staffing stanua:ds T T
developed at the work-center levél of an installation ré g -t - =
the identification and dcucumentation of the tasks and fur E -~ -
tions required to accompl;ch a Spécified mission. Once the T T
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approved tasks are identified, the minimum ' aff-hours re-
quired to accomplish these tasks at increme .al workload
volumes is derived through work-measurement :chniques.
Staffing eguations are developed to provide ' .2 capability
for determining staff-~hour requirements at different worke-
load volumes. Staffing standards are derived by converting
the staff-hours to personnel requirements, Such standards
can provide managers at the work-center level a nreans for
measuring the efficiency of their »nperations and for deter~
mining present and future personnel requirements.

Work-center stazffing standards can also be used to de-
velop higher level summary standards, known as program estima-
ting equations. Program estimating equations describe and
guantify the relationship between staffing Teguirenents and
relevant program variahles, such as number of squadrons,
flying hours, or inventory levels. Program estimating equa-
tions usually cover several work centers and, in some in-
stances, several funccions. The program estimating eguations
provide managers at installations and major command levels .a
means for determining and allocating personnel resocurces re-.
quired to accomplish a given mission. Through the progressive
aggregation of wotk-center staffing standards into highér level
standards and program estimating equatiofis, the headgquarters
level of management can attain a consistent, credible, and re-
liable basis for determining and allocating aggregate support
personnel requirements,

From a monetary viewpoint, personnel positions can be
saved or better used by applying staffing standards. The
personnel positions saved can be eliminated from total re-
guirements or reallocated to other functions or installations
having valid deferred requirements. As a result of its man=
agement engineering program over a period of 15 years, the
Air Porce has reported cumulative savings of $594 milliorn.

Staffing standards can also be useful in prepating zero-
based budgets. This capability is especially important in
view of the February 1977 Presidential directive requiring
executive departments and agencies to use zero-based budget=
ing for the fiscal year 1979 budget estimates.

PRIOR DOD USE OF STANDARDS

In 1950 the Bureau of the Budgét (now the Office of
Management and Budget) encouraged Federal agencies to use
work-measurement techniques by~ issuing Circulars A-1ll aud
A-44. «evised Circular A-11, for example, states that

i
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"% * * york measurement, unit costs, and
productivity indexes should be used to the
maximum extent practicable in justifying
stafflng tequirements for measureable work-
load."

POD has made prior efforts to increase productivity
through the use of standards. In 1965 DOD establishéd the °
Defense Intergrated Management Engineering System {DIMES)
which was the €irst coordinated DOD-wide effort to.use work
measurement in improving DOD's use of staff resources at in=

ustrial activities. In 1570 DINES was extended €o nonindus=
trial activities, and it became t4e principal work-measurément
system for all of DOD's activities. DIMES objectives were to
improve labor productivity by applying management engineering:
techniques and provide a common base of work-measufement and:
productivity data for use in developing budget estimates and
personnel requirements. Under DIMES, distinct levels of labocr
standards were to be used in measuring work. These levels wetres

ittt |l e Tt

S A sl

~-~-pDetailed: Detailed labor performance stand=
arcs specify the amount of time regquired to L
perform a specific task, usually at thé work- -7
center level, Staffing standards differ from
the labor performance standards in that thev .
specify the personnel reguired to accomplish -
a given workload. P

~=Intermediate: An intermediate standard is the
comblination of all detailed standartds for sev-
eral similar work centers, For example, an
intermediate standard developed for a jet én-
gine would be derived from detailed standards B 5
developed for the components of thé enjine, R - TE
suct as fuel control, rotcr blades, arl fuel DO
nozzles. T

--Summary: Summary standards are developed to : S
identify the staffing requirements for ac= I
complishing the mission. For éxample, the -
manager responsible for overhauling a flest e
of jet aircraft would use 2 summary standard )
developed from intermediate standards.

DIMES envisioned that activity managers.would beable to -~ = . --
use summary standards in devéloping thei? budget£: Diue t6. LT
greatly fluctuating workloads and dollar and gerscnnei -con= IR -

straints, however, the services have found this very dxfflcaiti ,1;;i“”:

~ £ == %
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Many earlier GAO reports 1/ document such problems with. produc~
tivity and personnel forecasts in DOD, - ‘Moreover, earlier GAO
reports 2/ have shown a decreasing emphasis on and determina-
tion of labor performance standards.

il

In August 15975 COD consolidated its work-measurement i
system with its other efforts to enhance neasurement and :
evaluate productivizy. This program emphasized the devel~ - -

A

= oprment of summary level standards from labor performance :
£ standards for use with other management data at instailation, E
= command, and Department Headgquarters in planning, controlling, E

and allocating personnel and fund resources.

RN

1/"Ravy Aircraft Overhaul Depots Could Be More Productive"
{L.CD-75-432, Dec. 23, 1975).

"Improving Depot Maintenance of Combat and Tactical Veh:cles
(LCD=-75-424, Sept. 3, 1975).

*pPersonnel Ceilings--A Barrier to Effective Manpower Manage- -
ment" (FPCD-76-88, June 2, .1977).

2/"Industrial Management Review of Puget Sound Naval Shipyard®
{B-118733, Aug. 5, 1973).

L i Y

e

"Improvements Needed in Defense's Efforts to Use Work
Measurement" {(LCD-76-401, Aug. 31, 1976).
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SERVICES' PERSCONXEL REQUIREHMENTS

SHOULD BE HORE CREDIBLE,

SUPPORTABLE, AND VISIBLE

The services have given vastly different emphasis to
the development and use of staffing standards in determining
support personnel requir<ments. Significant differences
exist concerning

——the priority and emphasis on management engineering
techniques;

~-the development of comprehensive policies and proce-
dures for developing and applying standards:

--direction, control, and monitoring of the standards
programs;

--assignment and training of porsonnel devoted to
standards development;

~--personnel covered by staffing standards; and

~-use of staffing standards in determining and managing
personnel reguirements.

In addition, we observed certain problems in some setvices
which raise guestions regarding the probability of their
obtaining an effective staffing standards program.

PRIQRITY AND EMPHA oN
MANAGEMENT ESGIHEE 5 TECHNIQUES

Of the services, the Air Force places the most impor-
tance on developing and using staffing standards based on
work measurement in determining and justifying staffing re-
guirements. As early as January 1959--6 vears before DOD
instituted DIMES--~the Air Force emphasized the development
of work-center staffing standards in its United States Jir
Force Manpower vValidation Program. Since 1959 the Air Force
has given increasingly greater management emphasis and pri-
ority to the program, later known as theé Aif Force- Manage-
ment Engineering Program. The program currently is an




integral and highly visible part of the Air Force's deter-
mination, management, and justification of personnel
reguirenents.

The Navy's emphzsis on management engincering tech-
nigues for detérm1n1nq shore staffind requirements is a rela-
tive¢y recent effort compared to the Air Force's. The Navy's
pzlot standards progranm for the shore establishment began
in 1973. According to a Navy official, it wzs not until
March 1976 that the program was approved as the Havy's
singlie effort replacing onsite manpover surveys for deter-
mining personnel requirements in shore activities, In
response to a congressional mandate to improve work-force
planning for the shore establishment, the Navy plans to
complete develcpment of shore staffing standards by June
1979. -

The Navy also has separate programs for documenting
the minimum qualitative and quantitative staffing reguire-
ments for ships and squadrons., In the past the ship and
sguadron programs have received more emphasis than the
shore program. This is evident from the earlier dates of
origin and greater coverage. For example, the ship and
squadron programs began in 1966 and 13969, respectively,
and currently have -high percentages of ships and sguadrons
covered. Only limited progress, however, has been achiéved
in the shore staffing standards program.

The Army's emphasis on the development and use of
staffing standards in determining regquirements appears to
have been primarily in response to DOD's productivity
program. In August 1976 the Army issued Army Regulation
5-4, requiring that summary standards be developed from
detailed labor performance standards for support of local
personnel reguirement determinations and eventual Sum-
marization to Armyv staffing guides, However, thé respon-
sibility for implementing and giving sufficient management
emphasis to the effort was left to the major commands with
little centralized monitoring and direction. Within the
one command we visited (Training and Doctrine Cormand), we
were told that staffing standards had been initially devel-=
oped and applied at only two 1nstal{at10ns. {See p. 22.)

The Marine Corps has not emphasized developing,
applying, or ,alng staffiag standarﬁs based on industrial
management engineering techniques in work-force planning.
According to a Headguarters official, the Marine Corps
has no present gaals nor specific policies on staffing
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standards coverage. Furthermore, past DIMES labor per-
formance standards, although highly emphasized, were not
well applied by jndustrial activities. Instead, the Marine
Corps publishes and distributes a personnel Requirement
Criteria Manual, a form of staffing guide for use by work-
force planners in determining staffing requirements for bass
operating support functions.

DEVELOPHENT OF COMPREHENSIVE
URES FOR DEVELOPING
HG STANDARDS

FOLICIES AND PROCED
ARD APPLYIKG STAFCI

The extent o which the services have developed po
and procedures for developing and applying staffing standards
appears to vary depending on the degree of management emphasis
exnhibited by the services. Hence the Air Force, with a high
degree of management emphasis, has issued detailed management
engineering policies and procedures for developing and ap-
plying staffing stangards, conducting management advisory
studies, and reporting the results. Although currently’
under cevision, Air Force Hanual 25-5 describes the general
policies related to the objectives, concept of operation,
and Headguarters Air Force and major command responsibilities
of the management engineering progras. -1t also delineates ~
in detail the standards development and maintenance proce-
dures £or engineered and statistical standarda.

According to a Navy official, the Navy has drawn heavily
upon the Air Force and issued similar policy and procedures
for developing staffing standards in the shore establishment.
The Army issued Army Regulation 5-4 in August 1976 requirin
the major commands to develop summary-level standards from
detailed labor performance standards. However, an Army of-
ficial said the Army has not issued specific guidance to
ihe major commands concarning the procedures to follew in
developing summary staffing standards from detailed labor
.performance standards. On the other hand, a Marine Corps
official said the Corps is still drafting its first policy
emphasizing the development of staffing standards from labor
performance standards.

MONITORING AND CONTROLLING
STANDARDS PROGRAMS

‘Generally, decentralized manadement of standards prograns
requires more monitoring and contfol than centrally directed-
efforts. Sufficient menitoring and control is essential for
an effective standards.program. The Army's .concept of stand-~
ards development is much more decentralized than the Air
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Force's or Havy's approaches. Hence, & greater degres of
monitoring and control would generally be reguired. We ob-
served little Headquarters monitoring and control over the
Army's decentralized standards program, however. This raises
doubts concerning the probability that the Army will imple-
ment a successfiul standards progran.

Air Force

The Air Force maintains a high degree of centralized
policy direction, control, and monitoring over its Manage-~
ment Enginesring Program. The Directorate of Manpowsr and
Organization, Headquarters Air Force, is pri=zarily reésponsible
for the program. As the focal peint for the progran's manage—
ment, the difectorate establishes its policy: The Air Force
Management Enginecering Agency implements management engineér-
ing policy established by Headquarters Air Force. The Di-
rector of Manpower and Organization, however, occufies a dual
position also as the commander of the agency. “ﬁe agency
directs and supervises standards development and the manage-
ment assistance efforts of its 11 functional ranagement
engineering teanms. It also provides centralized control and
common direction for the execution of the entiré program.

The agency provides the technical guidance necessary for
standards development throughout the Air Force, schedulés all
Air PForce study efforts, accomplishes the guality cdontrol of
program products, and is the approving authority for all
standards. In addition, the agency is responsible for develop-
ing all improvenments in study methodology, manageaént engineer-
ing computer support systems, and work—-force productivity and
use. The wajor command management engineering teams adminis-~
ter the program at the 1ocal base level under the direction

of their respective majecr command staffs. These teanms conduct
studies addressing functions peculiar to the respective majbi
commands or a base within & command and also provide imput in
support of Air Force studies conducted by the functional man-
agement engineering teams.

Prior to creating the agency in November 1975, thé
Management Engineering Program was directed, managed, moni-
tored, and controlled directly by Headgquarters Air Force.
The major commands were tespons;b e for opetating the pro~
gram within the command in accordance with Headguarters Air
Force gquidance. When the functional management engineéer-
ing team con<ept was adopted, however, the agency's fieed to
provide a central and consistent direction becaeme evident.

RN




In monitoring and controliing the Management Engineering
Preogran, the agency develops & guarterly report cempiled from
data supplied by the maior commands. The repo:t provides a
compretensive status repcrt of

--current and projected coverage by types of standar”'s

= =t g
£6r vach major conkand;

-~personnel authorized, assigned, and used by command;
and

-~standard studies approved and schedeled.

Another important feature of the Air Force's program is
the requirement to identify costs and benefits associated
with the program. The Air Force claims 5894 million in
savings resulting from its investment of 5157 million in the
management engineering prograsm from 1561 to 1976. Although we
recognize that the progran has probably resulted in signifi-
cant savings, the reported savings may bs overstated due to
the methods used in computing savings. When staffing stand-
ards are initially applied, reductions in the “number and )
rank or jzade of personnel in the corrent vear are recordéd.
as savings. In addition to recording savings for the cur-
rent yvear, however, the Air Force proiects savings resulting
from the initial standards application for future fiscal
years. Savings were projected for 3 subseguent fiscal
years before 1971 and for 2 subsequent fiscal years -after-
wvards. Alr Force officials said savings are projected to
future years to recognize the costs avoided over the useful
life of the standards.

Havy

The Navy's structure for standards development differs
from the ARir Force's command and functional management
engineering team concept. Two major activities—-the Navy
Manpower and Material Analysis Center, Atlantic, in Norfolk,
Virginia, and the Navy Manpower and Material Analysis Center, =
Pacific, in San Diego, California--are responsible for izm-
pilementing the Navy's three standards programs {ships,
squadrons, and shore}. The Chief of Naval Orerations pro-
vides the overall direction, guidance, and monitoring of _
the standards program. The centers, however, are responsible
for most of the guality-control aspects of the program. -
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The Army's approach for developing
is to éaVﬁiSﬂ such standards from iabor ngrfsﬁ;a‘ff‘eﬂ, d-
2rds undcr DODiz ?‘sﬂact;vzig Program. The.e ‘fszt is d3cen-
tralized with each major command being responsible for -
developing summary level standards *hzsuah its aethaas and
standards program. According £0 a Headquarters aimy éifzylai,
however, the Army had not estaé*zs%éﬁ rethods of review, _ -
“sﬁ;ta:iaﬂ, and control f£o identify the sxtent %o g%;c*
rmajor commandts have developed labor cerformance and 5
level standards. He adguarters arsy e:z;czais -ﬂ*a :
may require as much-as 2 te 3 vears
an inforzation system that would ﬁIG?lﬁe data 5;t§ Wi c%
to make such éﬁ;é:gi wztions. Fuerihersore, ﬁeasgua:t&:
has only one irdividuzl assifned to monitoring the S;ﬁ?ﬁafﬁa'
éeveiepﬁest;efts ts of the major commands. :

A g

Marine Corps

Within the Headgquarters
and evaluaticn of the Harine
exists., Foar exampie, 9a1¥ one
assigned to =5 ztﬁrl
for z:&ieﬂ_.:zﬁa & §a3312€a
ferent commands. Accordis iﬁ;a §§a§=¢aitezs a3
official, Headguarters does not knov the actual o
types of ggzgé Féi ;nve’ve& 15 the §:siac zvzt“
effort ner th
covered %g
Corps. This
problenss ip ins :1ﬁc taat tke fﬁggaﬁﬁs gave ?Iﬁﬁﬁi %2“
te the Gevelopment of sumzmary-level stafflsg standaids.

ASSIGHMERT ARD TRAINING
O PERSGHNEL )

The Air Force appars to give taaszéezabig mOTre f§§has;s
to the assignm=ent, training, and caréer advancezeént of “Et§ﬁr
nel associated vith staffing standards. aeveiasaent t? 1 any

no 3 53 32
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cther service. For exasple, th gﬁrsﬂa"°3 aseigaesd e

—az,zzs ge:sarne* 1/ assigned to thé Air ?aféé'

ment Engineesring " Progran at t
Gctobar 1976, ]

1/Includes ﬁé;Sﬁﬁ%ﬁi !é58§351§;§‘§§? perforaing. ainag
advisory studies and those éé?ﬁiﬁgi?g‘ina 3p§ig;§§
St&ﬂﬁ&téS—
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-~279 persennel assigned to standards development at
the two Navy Hanpower and ¥aterial iaai?é;: Lentsrs
- ’ﬁ Harch i?: iy aﬁ-ﬂ =

Both the Air Force imu
- requirements for personnes sypliop-
: ment progra=cs. The Ailr ’ : : ve more
: 1asis to the selection of ont : ; we -
. were told %332 Air Force iste & tical
H air Comzand are intesrvis by the = = ing
teams to detersine their suitability for ¢ e rior
to assignzent. Wwhereas, acesr ing %¢ & ] ;s =ili-
- tary pet ,35§§i are assigned E iz £ cgras
by the Burean of Naval Perso

In additon, the Air Force's Tactical Air Co=mand
reguires enlis personnel to be at least the gr
seryg £} _have a min £ ;] bligated
sery £ leting i § that
Nav 7, hang, g=d se
regul guires eniist e @ £i
grade £, Navy milit ’gé
standargs nt ar ot SXEEL
ary ! ion practics. éccstsixg :s a
cial, this pr has ieazﬁﬁ %aa;/;ezssnnei éé’,

LR

gras.

At the ti=e of our survey, a Navy official esti=ated
that =any enlisted personnel within the Hanpower Reguire—

ments Depart=ent at the Novy Hanpower and Haterial Analvsis
Center, ﬁ¥33§§;c, had at least 26 vears of tizme in service.

Azcording te him, 3§31 a;zz‘a:v gé:faanéz ieft che fencer
Lt during the 4-=onth period, June through Sestesber }§33i Cf
these 41, 3; retired {21 had besn in the command 18
. or less and 18 5ad been in the com=and 12 =onths or IESS}.

The remaining 10 return ea to normal sea fAuty..

A =ajor featurec of the air Force gtcg:aa sppeafs to be
its carzer field in management énwineesring, which proEstes
more extensive training and advancesent ﬁpga:tzﬁitiés for
its personwel. The Air Force is- the only service that -
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Percent of
command
Type of standard authorizations

Air Force engineered 9.4
Command engineered
Air Force statistical
Command statistical
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The Navy, on the other hand, in December 1976 had
developed staffing standards for six functions covering about
45,000 positions and representing about 8 percent of shore
: activity personnel positions. The Navy has progressed in
: developing standard manpower documents for ships and squad-

) rons, however. These are called ship and squadron manning
documents. In February 1977, about 71 parcent of the ship
classes were covered by standard ship manning documents,

and about 43 percent of the total ships were covered by
individual ship manning documents., Similarly, about 82 per-
cent of the Navy's aircraft squadrons, with the exception

of training squadrons, were covered by approved standacd
manpower documents, and another 15 percent by documents LA .
which were under development. Ship manning documents ate
genzrally referred to as a form of staffing standard.

The building blocks and methods used to develop them, how-
ever, differ from the work measurement techniques used to
develop stafting standards for shore activities, Use of
similar terms in describing the methods used can be mis~
leading, (See p. 32.)

LT R —

Azcording to Army officials, Headquarters does not
know the extent to which personnel are covered by staffing
standards. In September 1976 about 14 percent of the Army's
military personnel and about 43 percent of the civilian per=
sonnel were covered by staffing guides. See page 21 for an
explanation of staffing guides.

=-

A Marine Corps official told us that Headquarters does

= not know the number of base operating support personnel

- covered by various types of labor performance standards,
The Marine Corps has discontined collection of coverage
data under DIMES until Marine Corps guidance for DOD's
Productivity Enhancement, Measurement, and Evaluation Pro-
gram is developed and disseminated.

i
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Unlike the other sersices, the Air Force appears to
have matured in its standards development to the point of -
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primarily updating existing standards rather than develop-~
ing new standards and significantly increasing coverage by
standards, According to an October 1976 status report,
the Air Force projects an increase of only 4 percent in
coverage by standards over the existing cu.¢rage. Also,
the report indicated Air Force personnel spend cver twice
as much time updating existing standards as developing new
ones. In short, the Air PForce is approaching. the limit on
jobs that can be covered by staffing standards. The Navy,
in contrast, has achieved only limited progtess in devéloping
staffing standards foi the shore establishment but is cur-
rently planning to complete standards development by June
1979. The Army and Marine Corps appear to be primarily
emphasizing the use of manpower surveys and staffing guides
rather than staffing standards in determining their reguire-
ments,

USE OF STAFFING STANDARDS IN
DETERMINING AND MARAGIRG
PERSONNEL REQUIREHENTS

Air Force

The Air Force is the only service using staffing
standards extensively in determining and managing require-
ments. The Air Force's managerment of personnel requirements
has been acclaimed by the Congress 1/ as the best among the
services., 1t attributed this success to the extensive use
of management engineering techniques. 1In determining the
force levels of the Air Force, Headguarters used factors
and computer models that included staffing standards in
their development., 1In addition, staffing standards ate
used extensively by the major commands in allocating per-
sonnel among support functions and installations.

Determining force levels
of the air Force

In manpower planning and programing, the Air Force
attempts to determine force requirements initially in
aggregate, rather than specific terms and to identify
all activity {such as active aircraft wings) in terms of
changes to the existing 5~year force program. When there

1/U.5. Congress, House Committee on Armed Services, H.R.
94-967, Defense Appropriation Authorization Bill for FY
1977, 94th Cong, 24 sess., 1976.
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are no changes to the existing rforce program, Headquarters.
air Force uses existing program cata as a baseline for
determining staffing requirements, According to a Head~
guarters Air Force official, the existing force program
is based on engineered or statistical staffing standards
wherever they are used to determine staffing requirements,
When changes are required to the existing force program,
Headquarters uses broadly based program estimating tools
and computer models that take applicable engineered or
statistical standards into account in their development.
For example, the following factors and models are said

to be used:

--The Logistics Composite Model, which simulates the
interaction of the expected maintenance environment
with the reguired aircraft operations needed for
wartime scenarios, is the primary method for com-
puting maintenance personnel requirements for tacti-
cal aircraft. -

--Computer models developed by the Air Training
Command and based on current approved staffing
standards, are uled to estimate personnel reguire-
ments for recruit, specialized, and flight training.

--A computer model, develcoped by the Logistics Command,
is the primary means for determining staffing re-
quirements for depots as a result of flying hour/
aircraft inventory changes.

~-Percentages are applied to the personnel impact
directly related to a force structure change to
determine the corresponding change in base operating
support requirements. For example, if there is a
reduction in the number of unit equipment aircraft,
a percentage factor is applied to the personnel
directly associated with those aircraft to estimaté
the decrease in base operating support reguirements.

Force program force is derived, Headguarters
ates

After the Air
Air Force alleg end-strengths and staif-years to the

major commands and provides guidance for converting the
authorizations into specific qualitative and quantitative
authorizations for each unit in the command. Operating
within these end-strengths and Headgquarters guidancde, the
major commands then allocate the end-strengths to unhits
within the command.




Major command manpowetr
management

We were told that staffing standards are used exten-
sively by the major commands in allocating and managing
persopnel resources among different support functions and
units. When properly applied, based on projected workload
data, staffing standards provide the perscnnel requirements’
for support functions. This enables the commands to know
the deferred requirements by function, which is essential
for effectively managinag personnel resources within the
Headquarters imposed command end-strengths.

For those support functions for which staffing standards
are not available, the major commands use manpower guides to
determine staffing requirements. Manpower gquides, like staff-
ing standards, are also quantitative expressions of personnel
requirements, They are less structured than standards, how=
ever, and are based on s:aff estimates, manpowe&r survéys, and
contractor estimates rather than on work-measurement technigues.
Guides are preferred when functions or systems have a known'
short~term life or in situations in which the nature of the
work performed or the size and composition of the work center
make this approach more economical and effective.

BT T

T T

Navy

The Navy's weapons system approach has led it to
develop and use standard staffing requirements documents
for ships and squadrons in determining its program force
structure reguirements. However, because limited standards
coverage has been achieved for the shore zcstablishment,
historical data and estimates, rather than staffing stand=-
ards, have been used in developing the force levels for
shore activities. The development of staffing standards
is designed to reduce the dependence on less Prec1se esti=-
mates and data in determining shore staffing regquirements.
The program force requirements serve as the basis for the
Navy's budget.
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Eventually the Navy plans to incorporate staffing
standards intc its automated Navy Hanpower Planning System.
The Navy claims this capability will permzt it fo be more
responsive in asquSIng the manpower impacts of changes in
operational requirements.




Army

The Army determines its force structure reguirements
during an annual total-force structure analysis. The
analysis operates within the framework of the Army Planning,
Programming, and Budgeting System and culminates in the .
force structure presented to 0SD in the Army program objec=
tive memorandum. Headgquarters Army uses various computer
models in determining the support personnel regquirements.
These models are used to compute support nilitary and
civilian requirements necessary to perform a given workload
in specific functions. -

The Army uses two organizational types of units--table
of organization and equipment and table of distribuvtion and
allowances units. Generallv, table of organization and
equipment units are designed for mobile combat or combat
support roles, whereas table of distribution and allowances
units are found mostly in support and administrative areas.
Support personnel requirements of a table of organization
and eguipment unit are determined through application of a
standard-type approach called manpcower authorizacion cri- - :
teria. Essentially, the number of personnel required for - - CC
support activities (mess, maintenance, supply; is determined - - T e
by standard staffing criteria. fThese criteria are based on _
workload data, tests, and experience. They applv to non=
supervisory enlisted personnel working in a function having
a measurable workload in a simulated wartime environment,
Officer and other supervisory positions are added as stand-
ard position requirements based on span of control considera-
tions and other experience data.

The Army's Manpower Management Survey Program is the
primary means for determining personnel requirements for - :
table of distribution and allowances units. The survey R AT
program is decentralized among the major commands. Each L 3
major command is responsible for surveying its installa- LA
tions and units. Army regulations require that normally TLE
all activities will be surveyed every 2 to 4 vears. “

vy

The manpower surveys consist of an onsite determina= Ll
tion of personnel requirements bzsed on workload data : oo 3
submitted by the activity and use of staffing gquidés, ST B
wherever applicable. The staffing guides are based on a I
5-day, 40-hour week and usually provide vardsticks on thé -
number and kinds of personnel required to pecform specific
functions. Data obtained by manpower surveys are the pri=

mary sources for developing and updating staffing guides.




Staffing standards based on dindustrial engineering and
statistical techniques, however, are generally considered to
derive more accurate, supportable staffing requirements com-
pared to the staffing guides and manpower survey approach.
For example, the Deputy Chief of Staff for Resource Manage~
ment at the Training and Doctrine Command said neither his
office nor most of the Army has a proven methodolgy for
determining staff needs. The official endorses the use of
staffing standards based on proven statistical techniques
in determining and allocating personnel requirements,

|
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In dLQitiDn, the Comptreller for Ft. S5ill, Oklahoma
{vhere staffing standards are used extensively), said the
current Army system for distributing staff on an installa-
tion is outdated and inadequate. He believes that staffing
standards based on work measurement result in more precise
requirements than manpower surveys and staffing guides.

The Deputy Chief of Staff, Resource Management, Head-
quarters, United States Army Europe and Seventh Army, in
comments to recommendations on a recent Manpower Management
Survey Program Study (see p, 27) stated that the current
Army system for determining staffing requirements should
be eliminated due to its cost and inefi:ciencies. A new
system with centralized control at Department level and
decentralized execution in the field that constantly main~
tains updated engineered standards for staffing guides
should be developed. The study also identified support for
the use of staffing standards based on work measutrement
techniques by several other installation and major command-
ers.

The development and use of staffing standards in the
Army appears limited, however. Army officials told us that
staffing standards have been used only to a limited extent
in four commands--the Army Communications Command, Health
Services Command, Development and Readiness Ccmmand, and
Training and Doctrine Command. At the Training and Doctrine
Command, we were told that staffing standards had been ini-
tially developed and used at only two installations (Ft.
811l and Ft. KEnox), At Ft. Sill, staffing standards were
developed and applied for the combat developments direc-
torate and finance and accounting, print plant, and ad-
jutant general functions. The application of the staffing
standards identified personnel savings of 141 personnel in
the adjutart general function.
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Marine Corps

According to a Marine Corps official, onsite manpower
surveys rather than staffing standards are the primary means
for determining the personnel reguirements for nonfleet
Marine forces or nonconbat units, Such surveys are reguired
to be conducted at all major activities at least once every
3 years. ¥we were told that a headguarters survey tean, con- .
sisting of six or seven individuals, conducts the surveys
for noncombat units, and it normally takes from 3 to 4
weeks. In addition, a HMarine Corps official said the survey
teams use and update the Marine Corps Personnel Requirsments
Criteria HManual, which provides recommended staffing criteria
for base operating support functions. This stasrfing ctiteria
is similar to the staffing guidés used by the Army. . The pri-
mary purpose for the Harine Corps criteria manual is t6 assist
base-level functional managers in determining personnel re-~
quzrenents.

RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH NAVY'S
ACCELERATED SHORE STAEFELIHG
STANDARDS PROGRAH

In June 1976 the House and Senate Armed Services Commit—~
tees expressed considerable dissatisfaction with the Navy's
progress in understanding, defining, and explaining its
shore establishment personnel needs to the Congress. The
Conmittees then directed the Navy to complete its program
for improving shore work-force planning within 2 years. A&s
a result, the Navy has accelerated the completion date for
staffing standards development to June 1979. According -to
Navy officials, hovever, th1s accelerated effort -has inherent
risks. For example, the plan assumes that everyone will do
the job right the first time, which may not be the case con-
sidering the complexity of staffing standards development.
Horeover, it should be noted that the Air Force has been
developing staffing standards since 1959--a total of 18 vears
to achieve about 75-percent coverage. Also, the plan in-
cludes ccntzactxng with private firms for standards develop-
ment in four mission areas--facilities support, weapons,
electronics material support, and environmenial suppoit.
Lccording to Navy officials; the abzlz*y of the contractsts
to obtain properly trained personne} presents a risk.

With its years of standards experience, *be Air Porce
argues against contracting for standards development because
its industrial and management engineering capability not
only develops staffing -standards but also applies the stand-
ards at the vazious levels of organization. Also, thé Air




Force professes that the contracting a‘tetnative does not
offer the benefits of continued expertise provided by an in-
house, mixed work force of military and civilian management
enginee:s. Army officials generally concur.

LINITATIONS APPARENT IN RAVY'S
SHIP MANPOWER DOCUMENTS -
DEVELUPHRENT PROCEDURES

The ship manpower documents delineate combat and support
personnel requirements for various categories of ship readi-
ness conditions. The number of personnel reguired for each -
depends on required operational watch stations and support
workload necessary to sustain ship operations,

According to Navy officials, four basic types of support
workload exist on most shlps. These are -

--planned malntenance based on scheduleé equipment
operations;

-—corrective maintenance including restoration of dis-
abled systems equipment, or compcnents to an opera- -
tional condition;

i

——facilities maintenance including pressrvation of hull,
superstructure, and all eguipnent against corrosion
or deterioration and maintenance of cleanliness .
levels; and

--own-unit supoort including staff required to perform
administrative military, resupply, food service,
hygienic, and other service tasks.

Navy officials told us that the Navy determines total
support workload, distributes it first to fill the available
time for required operational positions, and uses the re-
maining workload to compute additional support positions re-
quired. The validity of the support workload, therefore,
is essential to determining the minimom number of positions
3tsigned to the ships. The Navy uses ratios and broad-based

takbles developed several years ago in determining major por-=
tions of support worklecad, rather than accumulating actual
maintznance workload data and using more precise work neastre- -
ment technigues to determine ship staffing requirements.
Navy officials told us they rely heavily on an approved data
bank of minirum required maintenance for each tvpe of equin-
ment and ship configuration in determining planned maintenance
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workload. Computation of such worklrad includes identifica-
ticn and maintenance of onboard equipment and systems and the
addition of certain nonproductive allowances commonly referred
to as "make-ready, put-away® time. We ware told that actual
planned maintenance workload data is neither accumulated nor
used.

According to Navy officials, corrective maintenance is
computed as a ratio of planned maintenance. The Navy
genarally uses an hourly ratio of 1:2 for corrective versus
planned maintenance for nonelectronic eguipment and a ratic
of 1:1 for such maintenance on electronic eguipment, fire
control, and data systems. This assumes that as planned
mzintenance increases, corrective maintenance increases at
the same rate. Presumably then, increasing preventive main-
tenance does not reduce corrective maintenance reguirements.
Conversely, if planned maintenance decreases toward zerd,
corrective maintenance also decreases to zero. We belisv
this logic is faulty. .

The ratios were derived from a study apparently ¢on-
ducted during the period 1968 through 1970. However, a
Headquarters Navy official responsible for ship manpower
documents said he was unable to locate a copy of the =tudy
and told us he was unaware of methoeds, data, or assatpiians
used in the study. In addition, the Navy official =old ug
he was unaware of any Navy plans to reassess the Tstios since
corrective maintenance represents only a small percentage '
(about 3 percent for three selected ships) of a ship's totis
workload. 1In November 1972 the Navy eliminated tae reguire-
ment that most ships document actual corrective maintenance,
thus preventing extensive use of work measurement to more
accurately assess the corrective maintenance workload.-

We were told that facilities maintenance and own-unit
support workloads normally represent from 23 to 35 percent
of- a ship's total workload delineated in the ship manpower
documents. To determine the facilities maintenance and
own-unit support workloads, the Navy refers to tables devel-
oped about 2-1/2 years ago (1974) showing respective work-
loads by ship class and division on the ship., A Havy offi-
cial told us that data used in developing these tables wss
about 6 vears old and that it should be uvpdated since the
Navy has changed its manner of performing own=unit support
functions aboard ships. As a result, the Navy has asked the
Navy Manpower and Material Analysis Center, Pacific, to
develop a work plan for validating the facilities mainte-
nance and own-unit support tables. O0ifisizls anticipate
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completion of the study within 1 year after approval of the
work plan.

A Navy official said current support officer reguire-
ments contained in the ship manpower documents merely
represent current authorizations with no relation to adtual
workload performed. The Navy plans to begin officer work-
load measurcment in October 1977, howsver, with the goal
of basing officer requirements on measured workload.

NAVY PROBLEMS IN CIVILIAN - =
WORR~FURCEZ rLANHILG, PRUGRAMIEG,
ARD BUDGETIN

In fiscal year 1976 the Navy employed about 302,000
civilians, the vast majority of whom were Support personnel.
The Havy, however, has not determined how many civilians
were reguired in support functions. A February 1977 Navy
management study identified significant problems ia the
Navy's ability to properly determine civilian staffing re-~
quirements and to identify the sffect of civilian reduc-
tions on reduced capatilities. The study staies tha
civilian requirements changes during the annual program:
objectives memorandum process are not clearly tied to over-
all programs and that the Navy currently has no effeciive
system for assessing the effect of civilian staffing on
proposed or accepted increases or decreases. Thé Navy study
stated that, as a result, OSD is unable to tie civilian per-
sonnel ceilings or changes toc major programs since the Navy
does not have the information. Conseguently, the Navy has
in past years arbitrarily made across-the-board percentage
cuts in ecivilian personnel ceilings without corresponding
workload reductions and without knowing the effects of
reductions in shore capabilities on the operational forces.

The Navy recognizes these problems and has established
a new civilian requirements organization at the headqudrters
level to develop a fully integrated military and civilian
planning and programing system using documented staffing
requlrements. The proposed civilian work-force planning
system is designed to satisfy the need for 3 wosrklcad-driven
civilian staffzng system and will use staffind standards to
justify changes in staffing requirements. Once operational,
the new system will enable the NHavy to

--derive civilian requirements based on staffing standards

at the local level;
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--lzng civilian requirements with changes to or mcdxf1—
cations of prograns and with operat tional capabilities
in order to program planncd regquirements and better
defend the resultant civilian personnel budget; and

--assess the impact of a budget cut on civilian staff
in terns of degraded operatxcnal ‘capability at the
activity level. . .

In summary, the new system should g:eatlv assist in
total-force planning of military and civiiian staffing re~-
guirements. Navy officials plan to have this fully inte-
grated system developed near the end of calendar year 1377
for use in developing the 1980 program objectives memorandum.

ARMY STUDY RECOGHIZES REED
FOR I"’ EéSEu &Q? OF
SUMMARY

A December 1976 report on a study of the Army's man~
power management survey program identified numerous prcblenms
with the existing manpower survey program. The study found
a need for increased usage of summary-level work performance
standards by survey teams., The study found:

~-Several ccmmands have active Standards development
programs, buc are not using such programs to supple-
rment the staffing survey program.

--Standards usually consist of detailed engineered
standards or statistical standards relating to a
specific work unit and are not representative of a
functional area. . .

--Functions are not defined nor standardized to facili-
tate the common type of 50&&32y-19?91 work-performance
standards. . L.

--No centralized collection of standards exists for
Army-wide use other than staffing guides.

--Standards development is neither -gconomical nor
feasible in some functional areas.

The report recommended that:

~-A coaprehensive Army-wide work-measurement s:cgraa
be developed and implemented. by Headguarters Army.




~-~Commands and mana Fézs at_all eveis exercise actxvé
interest and support in the g:es;a&; .

—=Survey teans make maxiguﬁ use of Japproved staﬁuazés -

in their recomméndatios Eé affing requirements

d
1 i
b, &
0

-~A standards data base be established at Headquarters
nzmv ara 2ll Army-wide sa§;6:¥-iev=3\aorkégérfs;saﬁzé
standards be a2pproved and =aintZined 2L the Head-
guarters Army level. -
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: A Marine Cecrps official said the ¥arine Corps appzca¢§
for developing staffing standarés will be to uevelsn then
from detailed labor performance Standards. Prior audits
and evaluations of Marine Corps labor gezfazgarce standards,

o however, have revealed. Z63§ ms that =ay render fats:e :
) prospects for development of relia §¥§és*affzug s aa&azés
- Goubtful in the Marine €¢£53.
Navy area sudit report of the M
Albany, Georgia, showed that

)
n

--per formange stan éa:ﬁs were developed without usi
available historical daza, time studies, c:'§r9=
standards; . .

--update methods were not documented; and -

~—~the level of standard guality was actuall ly lower than

feported.
Two years later in August 1975, a similar audit reéport at t
Same activity showed that -

--workload Gata from the DIMES program was no;:héiié_gﬁéé
by work-force planning officials in assessing staffing

needs,
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EORE-FORCE PLANNIXS

Many alternatives are available to OSD for its role in
the eteraiﬁatzaw of personnel reguirements. However, t§e
EOSt :sc*i‘a approa ch seems focusing on the ovgeésses
used by the es in develo; and Gocumenting ¢ 0
reguirement: high int The proper dev iésﬁ
=ent and us ng the services ccgié 3 o-
vide a hzg c né integrity to the Pro
cesses, I increased ¢ sﬁas $ on th2 need SSf
credible ¢ eguirezents rd erd=based budgeting,;
howsvear, provided strong leadership or sufficient
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DOD directives and instructions strongly é§f§!§zze in-
creased productivity an efi}czsr*y within DOD and regquire
that the services aégs measurable staffing standards &9
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DOD instructions and directives issued under the pr

tivity, enhancement, and evaluation program strongly ezphasize

;ncreasea gzééactz?zt" and eif;czency ;ﬁ the se:?;ces One éf

ds should &# develeped for use in aiaaazng, <ontroll
and allocaeting personnel positions. In aaéitzﬁﬁ, QSB g*
for preparation cf the services® progra= objecti
requires the services to adopt measurable staf;:ﬁg.sts§§aras
to cover as many positions as practical. Yet, O5D's Office
of Manpowef #nd pecerve Affairs 57 vesponsible for ge:scaaei
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guidance on the development, application, and use of staff;ng
" standards in justifying personnel requirements.

As a result, the services did not know what data to re-
port concerning coverage goals. This confusion, according to
an 08D official, led OSD to dolete the reporting reguirement
for the 1379 memorandums. An OSD official said that efforts
of Manpower and Reserve Affairs to develop comprehensive
policy ard quidance for the services on staffing standards
over the past 5 years has met with limited success. This was
primarily because officials felt that a policy requiring the
services to develop and use staffing standards could not be
reasonably enforced. Therefore, reporting instructions to
date have "no teeth." The official said that Manpower and
Reserve Affairs has no way of enforcing the services' non-
compliance with a comprehensive policy. We believe, however,
that such a policy could be developed and reasonably enforced
if sufficient priority and management emphasis were afforded
staffing standards.

For example, DOD Instruction 5010.34 emphasizes that pro~
ductivity trend data is becoming a more important element in
budgeting and work-force planning. The DOD components that
do not show productivity improvements or cannot support pro-
jections of productivity changes in their budgetary estimates
may find that both 08D and the Office of Management and Budget
will make alternative projections based on other factors.
Manpower and Reserve Affairs, through proper policy, guid-
ance, monitoring, and enforcemenc, could take a similar posi-
tion. ’

LIMITED MONITORING AND
EVALUATICN

Before 0SD can develop sufficient policy and guidance in
determining personnel requirements, it must have an under-
standing of the reliability and validity of the cutrent re-
quirements determination processes., However, there appears
to be little or no real monitoring and evaluation of the serv-
ices' efforts to determine personnel requirements based on
work measurement, OSD officials responsible for evaluating
services personnel proarams told us they are not completely
aware of the methodologies, assumptions, or validity of those
assumptions used by the services in determining personnel
requirements. Moreover, the officials told us that a -con-
tract study completed in October 1976 to identify the serv-
ices work-force planning processes was not sufficiently de-
tailed to properly evaluate the validity of the services!
personnel requirements.
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In November 1976 0SD contracted with a private firm to
conduct a further work-force management study designed to
provide a policy level assessment of the services' methods
for determining and changing staffing reguirements. Some
0SD ofticials, however, doubt the potential usefulness of
the study results because the contractor's personnel, ac-
cording to available documentation, have nc experience in
staffing standards development and need considerable guid-
ance.

In addition, a March 1976 08D report found problems with
the consistency, accuracy, and completeness of work-force
data developed and used within 0SD. The report attributed
the propnlems to the way in which data is processed and the
use of subjective work-force definitions %y OSD personnel.
Moreover, the services' use in the requirements determina-
tion processes of similiar terms that are not in fact inter-~
changeable could be misleading. For example, terms such as
staffing standards, performance standards, and staffing guides
are used to describe staffing criteria, but do not identify
similar wethodologies in each service. Further, similar work-
measurement terms are used during budget hearings and in
staffing requirements justification documents to describe
the techniques for developing these criteria.

This confusion results from the lack of DOD-wide policy,
gefinitions, and procedures for implementing and maintaining
staffing standards. 1In looking at DOD documents explaining
staffing requireaents, we noted that some services use terms
which convey that more precise techniques are generally used.
In our recent report on the use of work measurement in the
Department of Defense, 1/ we pointed out that confusion existed
among the services over which personnel were susceptible to
coverage by either engineered or statistical standards. Even
within a service, extraordinary differences existed in the
perception of work mrasurement, This was because 0SD did not
precisely define what was to be included under engineered or
statistical standards.

PREVIOUS REPORTS RECOMMEND
IMPROVEMENTS IN OSD'S EMPHASIS
ON WORK MEASUREMENT

Our prior reports and the Defense Manpower Commission Re=
port have recommended that OSD take a more active leadership

1/"Improvements Needed in Defense' Efforts to Use Work Measure-
ts" (LCD-76-401, Aug. 31, 1976). .

32

Ay




o Ky

A 2

e e b

T

l
I3

nWMMMWWMWWW

!

role in directing and controlling the services! efforts t~
use work measurement and in specifying policy guidance t.
achieve commonality in the metheds used four determining
staffing requirements, For example, in one of our reports 1/
we found DOD's current methods of implementation, monitor-
ing, and review were not adeguate to insure that the process
of work measurement and its associated outputs--standards--are
credible as a resource allocation tool. We found (1) no con~
tinuing analysis existed to determine the areas where work
measurement should be applied, (2) no credible reporting mecha-
nism existed to evaluate work-measurement progress or costs,
and (3) no means existed for determining whether 0SD is obtain-
ing the best return for resources committed to work measure-
ment. Similarly, in our report 2/ we found that neither OSD
nor the military services had cstablishad adeguate controls

or monitored progress sufficiently to insure effective imple-
mentation of work measurement.

In its April 1976 report, the Defense Manpower Commis-
sion concluded that OSD should also take a more active role
in the staffing requirements determination process,; specify-
ing policy quidance to achieve commonality in the methods
used by the services in determining requirements.

ik

1/"Improvements Necded in Defense's Efforts to Use Work ' :

Measurements®" (LCD~76-401, Aug. 31, 1974). E
2/"Major Cost Savings Can Be Achieved by Inareasing Pro- §
ductivity in Real Property Management™ (LCD-76-320, 2
Aug. 19, 1976). E
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CONCLUSTIONS ARD RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

In view of rising personnel costs and the increased com-
petition for funds within DOD, it is essential that personnel
requirements be determined on as credible and supportable
basis as practical. Also, the Congress needs greater assur-
ance that the personnel budgets received are based on sound
techniques that are reliable and useful in the budget process.
We believe that staffiug standards based on the concept of
work measurement offer the potential to meet these needs.
Staffing standards, compared to manpower Surveys, are a more
reliable means of determining support personnel reguirements
with greater precision and provide a means for datermining
future requirements. In addition, they cen be useful in
measuring work-force efficiencies and preparing zero-based
budgets, and their application can result in significant
dollar savings.
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wWe believe, however, that 05D's leadership, guidance,
and monitoring of the military services' developement and
use of staffing standards have not been adeguate to provide
the proper emphasis to insure that support personnel budgets
will be based on staffing standards to the maximum extent
practical. More scecifically, OS20 has not provided guidance,
definitions, or polisv te ¢liminiate ambiguity of manpower
terms, methodologies, and tesulvirg confusion associated with
current zejuirements deteiminat.on processes. The lack of
a strong C¥D leadership réle ir the Office of Manpower and
Reserve Affairs has led te siconificant differences in the
services® priovities, approach~., and progress in developing
and using staffing standards :u determine requirements.
Further, tue absence of LJUD-viue Cefinitions and procedures
limits 0Sp's ¢cpability to ¢valucte the validity of service
personnel budget requests.

Consequently, the military ctz:rvices, with the exception
of the Air Force, have made little progress in developing H
and using staffing standards in support personnel require-
ments determination. Decentralized direction and control
and lack of policy emphasis by Headgquarters Army and Marine
Corps lead us to conclude that these services do not have ef-
fective programs for assuring that their components develop
and use staffing standards in stafiing requirements deter-
mination. Instead, these services use less precise manpower
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surveys in determining and allocating support perszonnel re-
guirements. The Air Force, however, has reported that sig-
nificant dollar savings and more accurate work=force figures
result when staffing standards are used extensively in deter-
mining and managing staffing reguirements. Roughly, 72 per~
cent of its command manpower authorxzatianb are covered by
standarcs, and it has reported $894 million in cumulative
savings over a 15-year period as a result of standards ap-
plications. The Havy began a staffing standards program in
1673; according to Navy officials, it was approved in 1976.
It covers about 8 porcent of its shore personnel and should
be an improvement over its former manpower survey progranm.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

To provide more credible, supportable, and visible
staffing requirements, we recommend that the Secretary of
Defense reguire the services to use staffing standards to
a greater extent in determining requirements. The Sccre-
tary should implement this recommendation by

~-=-establishing a comprehensive DOD staffing
standards program that would delineate the
basic assumptions, definitions, and methods
to be used;

--establishing realistic goals for increased
coverage of functions and personnel by stafif-
ing standards and periodically monitoring prog-
ress in achieving the goals;

~-insuring that the services assign high
in provzdzng the proper number, quality,
training of personnel assigned to staffin
standards develepment;

priority
and
ng

--directing the services to use civilians in
lieu of enlisted personnel for developing
staffing standards, unless a specific nced
for military personnel can be justified;
and

--requiring that the services' justification for
support personnel requests specify those posi-
tions supported by staffing standards.
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RECOMMENDATION
TO_THE COMMITTEE B

To insure that the services give staffing standards the

proper emphasis in determining personnel requirements, the
Committee should require G5D to periodically report to the ;

Congress
~-the services' progress in developing support-
personnel staffing standards, the number of
staffing requirements supported by the var-
ious weork-load measurement technigues {en-
ginecered and statistical standards, staffing
guides) and the extent to which personnel
budgets are based on staffing standards and

& o

~~0SD's progress in properly managing a staff-
ing standards proaram, including guidance and
standardized procedures and definitions.
The current Defense Manpower Requirements Report could con-
vey this information to the Congress., - -
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APPERDIX I

APPENDIX 1

ATTRIBUTES OF 2N EFFECTIVE STAFFING STANDARDS

SYSTEM IN DETERMINING AHD JUSTIFYIH

PERSORNEL REQUIREMENTS

The development and implementation of an effective
staffing standards program .must be well defined and prop-
erly controlled. Factors that should be considered are

—~staffing standards develcpment,

~-worklcad determination,

--application of staffing standards,

--responsiveness capability,

-=-management and organizational structure, and

---tie-in with the budget process.

STAFFING STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT -

Staffing standards developed at the functional work-
center level should have the following minimum character=

istics.

--The scope of the function down to and
including the task level should be iden-
tified and defined.

=-Workload data should be identified and
defined.

~-Staff-hour data should be collected through
accepted industrial engineering work-
measurement techniques (timestudy,; work
sampling, analysis of past performance,
operational audit).

—The standards should specify the reguiced
skill levels {apprentice, journeyman) and
occupational specialties (sonar or elec~-
tronic technician). Standards should also
include all personnel associated with the
function studied (training, maintenance).
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APPENDIX 1 APPENDIX I

These woerk-center level standards should also be a2ggregated
into higher level summary standards to reflect reguired posi-
tions as a function of one or more programing factors (air-
craft, ships).

Procedures for developing both work-center and summary-
level standards sbnuld be explicit and applicable to all or-
ganizations developing standards. A formal procedure should
also exist for issuing the standards development procedures to
all organizations invoived. Such procedures should cover the
required gquality control of the data collection and computa-
tions used in developing standards and should define the vari-
ables to be concidered, such as length of work week, allow-
ances for fatigue and delay, training, etc. Documented ex-
plicit procedures for keeping stancards curtent should also
exist.

WORKLOAD DETERMINATION

The sources of workload data for applying staffing
standards should be clearly identified and defined. These
sources should be as consistent as possible throughout the
service. In addition, the methcdology for projecting future
workload should be clearly documented. Also, exblicit
documented procedures should exist for reviewing all work-~
load data for accuracy prior to applying standards.

APPLICATION OF STAFFING STANDARDS

Each service should be able to justify its support per-
sonnel requirements on the basis of applying staffing stand-~
ards to the maximum extent feasible. Inherent in this over~
all capability should be the ability to identify the fixed
and variable personnel reguirements as well 38 the interre-
laticnships among the variable personnel reguirements, For
example, force-structure changes affect not only operational,
but also support requirements. The capability should also
exist for identifying personnel requirements by occupational
specialties, skill levels, and types of hire (active officer
and enlisted, reserve, civilian, and contractor personnel).

RESPORSIVENESS CAPABILITY

For an effsctive staffing sta~.dards program, each serv-
ice should be able to respond qu.ckly to force-lavel changes
in determining personnel requirements based on staffing stand-
ards. Personnel reguirements based on such standards should
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be available and clearly defined Ior both aggregate and in-
dividual functional levels in the service,

MARAGEMENT AND CORGANIZATIONAL
TRUCTURD

Proper otrganizational placement of ihe staffing stand-
ards personael and good mznagement of a standards program is
essential te¢ insure c‘eélb1l’ty and consistency in policy,
procedures, and quality. The organizational siructure used
within each service to determine personnel reguirements
should be documented to reflact, 25 2 2i§-22?, the functions
perfor sed at each major organizaticnal lesvel to facilitate

comparisons among services, the personnel reqguirements for
each function within each maijor organizational level, and an
organizational diagram showing the levels of responsibility
for personnel requirements, Sufficient aumbers of qualified
personnel should be used to develop staffing standards and
determine reguirements. Proper management of a standards.
program &lso requires a plan for developing, reviewing, and
updating standards and progranming factors in each service.
The plan should reflect standards coverage by function, mile-
stones for improved coverage in applicable functions, and - .
milestones for reviewing and updating standards. The cost
effectiveness of the standards program should be identified.
This would include savings in approved positions resulting
from standards inyiemwntagzsﬁ and cost avoidances resulting .
from the existence of staffing standards.

TIE-IN TO BUDGET PROCES

Work-center staffing standards should be aggregated into
progressively higher level standards so that they can be used
to substantially support budgeted personnel :equ1'ements.
Annually each service prepares a prusssed program aesc:znzng
its total requirements in terms of resources (equipment and
personnel) for the 5-vear defense plan. These requirements
are submitted in the program objective memorandum to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and later submitted to the Secretary
of Defense for budget preparation. & direct t-aceable re-
lationship should exist between requirements reflected in
the services'! pregrams and budgets and those reguirements
derived through application for staffing standards to en-
able 0OSD and the Congress to better understand the basis

for requirements.
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APPENDIX 11X APPENDIX IIX

SUBCATEGORIES OF MISSION SUPPORT,

CENTRAL SUPPORT, AND AUXILIARY FORCES

DEFENSE PROGRAMING AND PLANNING CATEGORIES

MISSiO4 SUPPORT FORCES

Hission support forces provide direct support to the
conbat mission forces. MHissicon support forces are not part
of the basic battalions, squadrons, or ships to which they
provide support. They are groupesd at a higher organizational
level to provide better service at less cost, and they are
categorized separately because they are not identifijed with
specific operating units or groups of similar operating units.

The subcategories included are

~-reseryve conponents support,

~--base operating support,

~-~force support training, 1/and

--command. 1/

CENTRAL SUPPORT FORCES - R

The goods and services essential for the proper function-
ing of DOD are provided by a wide spectrum of activities
throughout the Defense establishment and the private sector.
Some of the goods and services are managed on a centralized
basis either DOD-wide or servicewide. This is the function
of the million people in central support forces. The subcate-

gories included are
--base operating support,
--medical support,

~-personnel support,

~-individual training,

1/Also subcateqories of central support forces. The differ-
ence is these are traceable to specific missions. -
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~-commnand,

--logistics, and

O [ L

--Federal agency support.

AUXILIARY FORCES

Auxiliary forces carry out major defense prograas under
centralized DOD control. The subcategories included are

~-intelligence,

-cigtrally managed communications,

--research and developrent,

--support to other nations, angd

--geophysical activities.

The chart on page 42 shows the number of active duty .
military and civilian personnel in mission support, central
4

support. and auxiliary forces, Defense planning and program-
ing categories.
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APPENDIX II . _ ... .. HBPPENPIX II _ . —
ACTIVE DUTY MILITARY AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL IN :
¥ISSION SUPPORT, CENTRAL SUPPORT, AND AUXILIARY FGRCES b
FISCAL YEAR 1977 ©OD BUDGET
Mission support Central support Auxiliary
forces forces forces
———m——m—swessas<{thousands) - e -
Army
Active military 45.2 123.2 - 24.3
Civilian 56,9 268.3 28:3
Total 141.1 331.6 53.2
Harine Corps . 7 )
Active nilitary 19.7 22.6 1.9
Civilian 10.6 9.5 = :
Total 30.3 7 32.1 . B -
Ravy B )
Active military 62.6 83.3 29.6 .
- Civilian 28.7 219.8 £3.2 -
Total 92.3 303.1 2.8 . - -
Air Forue = . -
Active military 151.8 94.5 - &5.0 -
Civilian 63.8 126.3 31.2 3
Total 215.6 220.8 96.2 .
bDefense agencies ) -
Civilian - = _67.4 _11.6 SR
Total 479.3 955.0 ° 735.7 )
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et MELVIN PRCE . Craizn

pivtagiaen P Juns 1, 1577

The Honorable Elmer B. Stast )
Co=ptroiler Gansral of the bai’;&i States
¥ashirgton, D. C. 20548

Dear ¥r. Stasts:

The Sghoommittes on Military Perscnnel of the

Committes on Aveed Services has had a3 continning
interest in the use of manpower =cafing standazds
in the Department of Defense., For several years. .
!:.ise Subcommittee Pas received testizony to the T~ =~ =
effcgt that increased use of staffiing standazss - :

?"‘(ii’i”i&% credible manpswer reguiresents. Further,
ve have beon informed that use of gtaffing standards
- ‘ééﬂt-ﬁze‘ considerzbie manpbwer and relatesd Soliar

vings. Yet, we also observe that sach scyvice ) .
appears to bs using different procedures to docuosent o

its reguirements.

The Svbcommaittes believes that a survey by your
office of the status of develop=ent and use of stamiards
among the services, especially foo support activities . -
would be very useiul when it considerr future Depart-
ment of Defense ranpower budget reguests, The survey .
should provide: {1} a description of types and levels -
of standards, their use in DOD, and expected benefits: -
{2} ze=¢ porspective on how these technigues arc_applied

in private industry: {3} the role of standards in B e g
developing manpower regquirements; and {4} the degree of - = =
policy g-ﬁxcaace and direction of the Office of the - . =
Secretaty of Dafense to the services in ﬂm;@ﬁﬁ ~ T s - =
m: etg#ign‘g -‘,;.‘3!{}5: .
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PPENDIX ITI

The Suboocmittes $%aff has hs=d 3
éiicﬂsg'ﬂ' on m=tier with *e‘::e:s £ your
Fedcral Fersonnel &ns t@;&“sa-““ 3*?;5 we

rlerstand thaz considerable work in this *eﬁ:-é
4:!;?.:‘.:.*‘* 5

> a::::zﬂ: 31;& :éeez?.:u
n the resulits oI t X

-a

Trank you for voor

Richerd C. ¥
Chairzan, M
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APPENDIX IV

"PRINCIPAL DOD OFFICIALS RESPONSIBLE FOR

APPENDIZX IV

ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED IN THIS REYORT

Tenure of office

rron

DEPARTHENT OF DEFENSE

SECRETARY OF DEFEHSE:

Harold Brown Jan,

Pponald H. Rumsfeld Nov.
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:

Charles W. Duncan, Jr. Jan.

William P. Clements Jan.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(MANPOWER, RESERVE AFFAIRS
AND LOGISTICS):
John White May

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
{HMANPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS):

Carl 4.

Clewlow (acting) Feb.

bavid P. Taylor : July

DEPARTNLNT OF THE ARMY

SECRETARY OF THE ARMY:
Clifford Alexander Jan.
HMartin R, Hoffman Aug,

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
(MANPOWER, RESERVE AFFAIRS AND
LOGISTICS):

Robert L, Nelson June

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
( HANPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS):
Donald G. Brotzman Aug.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY:
W, Graham Claytor, Jr. Feb.
J. William Middendorf II ApT.

1877
1977

1977
1973

1977

1977

1976

1977
1975

1977

1875

19717

1974-.

To

Present
Jan. 1977

Present
Jan. 1977

Present

May 1977
Feb., 1977

Present
Jan. 1977

Present

June 1977

Present -
Feb. 1977

I
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APPENDIX IV

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
(MANPOWER, RESERVE AFFAIRS AND

LOGISTICS)
Edwz.d Hidalgo

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

(MANPOWER AND RESERVEC AFFAIRS):

Joseph T. McCullen, Jr.

COMMANGANT OF 7HE MARINE CORPS:
Gen. Louis 4. Wilson

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

APPENDIX IV

Tenure of office

SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE:
Thomas C. Reed

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR
FORCE (MANPOWER, RESERVE
AFFAIRS AND LOGISTICS):

Ms. Antonia Handler Chayes

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR
PORCE (MANPOWER AND RESERVE
AFFALRS):

James P. Goode (acting)
Ms. Nita Ashcrasp

(961051)

P
Char W

From To
Apr. 1977 Present
Sept. 1973 Apr. 1977
July 1875 Present
Jan, 1976 Present
July 1877 ®Present -
Jan. 1977  July 1977
Aug. 1976 Jan. 1877
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