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If possible, this set of terms should be selected so that the terms individually and as a group will remain UNCLASSIFIED
without losing meaning. However, priority must be given to specifying proper subject terms rather than making the set of terms
appear “UNCLASSIFIED”. Each term on classified reports must be immediately followed by its security classification, enclosed
in parentheses.

For reference on standard terminology the “DTIC Retrieval and Indexing Terminology’’ DRIT-1979, AD-A068 500, and
the DoD ‘Thesaurus of Engineering and Scientific Terms (TEST) 1968, AD-672 000, may be useful.

Block 19. Abstract: The abstract should be a pithy, brief (preferably not to exceed 300 words) factual summary of the
most significant information contained in the report. However, since the abstract may be machine-gearched, all specific and mean-
ingful words and phrases which express the subject content of the report should be included, even if the word limit is exceeded.
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If ible the abstract of a classified report should be unclassified and consist of publicly releasable information (Unlimited);
but in no instance should the report content description be sacrificed for the security classification.

NOTE: AN UNCLASSIFIED ABSTRACT DESCRIBING A CLASSIFIED DOCUMENT MAY APPEAR SEPARATELY FROM THE
DOCUMENT IN AN UNCLASSIFIED CONTEXT, E.G., IN DTIC ANNOUNCEMENT OR BIBLIOGRAPHIC PRODUCTS OR BY

ACCESS IN AN UNCLASSIFIED MODE TO THE DEFENSE RDT&E ON-LINE SYSTEM. THIS MUST BE CONSIDERED IN .
THE PREPARATION AND MARKING OF UNCLASSIFIED ABSTRACTS. N

For further information on preparing abstracts, employing scientific symbols, verbalizing, etc., see paragraph 2.1(n) and
2.3(b) in MIL-STD-847B.

Block 20. Distribution/Availability of Abstract: This block must be completed for all reports. Check the applicable state-
ment either “unclassified/unlimited’” or ‘‘same as report,” or if the report is available to DTIC registered users ‘* Abstract available
to DTIC users.”

Block 21. Abstract Security Classification: To ensure proper safeguarding of information, this block must be completed
for all reports to designate the classification level of the entire abstract. For CLASSIFIED abstracts, each paragraph must be
preceded by its security classification code in parentheses,

Blocks 22.a.b.c. Give name, telephone number and office symbol respectively of DoD person responsible for the accuracy
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Block 7.b. Enter the address of the monitoring organization. Include city, state and ZIP code.

Block 8.a. Funding (Sponsoring) Organization — Name: Enter the full official name of the organization under whose
e immediate funding the document was generated, whether the work was one in-house or by contract. If the Monitoring Organization
is the same as the Funding Organization, leave Block 8.a. blank.

-:. Block 8.b. Enter the office symbol of the Funding (Sponsoring) Organization.
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o Block 8.c. Enter the address of the Funding (Sponsoring) Organization. Include city, state and ZIP code.

AR Block 9. Procurement Instrument Identification Number (Contract, Grant, or other Funding Instrument): For a contractor

K- or grantee report, enter the complete contract or grant number(s) under which the work was accomplished. Leave this block blank
for in-house reports.

Block 10. Source of Funding (Program Element, Project, Task Area, and Work Unit Number(s)): These four data elements
- relate to the DoD budget structure and provide program and/or administrative identification of the source of support for the work
- being carried on. Enter the program element, project, task area, work unit number, or their equivalents that identify the principal
- source of funding for the work required. These codes may be obtained from the applicable DoD forms such as the DD Form 1498
(Research and Technology Work Unit Summary) or from the fund citation of the funding instrument. If this information is not
available to the authoring activity, these blocks should be filled in by the responsible DoD Official designated in Block 22. If the

report is funded from multiple sources, identify only the Program Element and the Project, Task Area and Work Unit Numbers of
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- Block 11. Title and Its Security Classification: Enter the title in Block 11 in initial capital letters exactly as it appears on

: the report. Titles on all classified reports, whether classified or unclassified, must be immediately followed by the security classifi-
cation of the title enclosed in parentheses. A report with a classified title should be provided with an unclassified version if it is
" - possible to do so without changing the meaning or obscuring the contents of the report. Use specific, meaningful words that describe
Y the content of the report so that when the title is machine-indexed, the words will contribute useful retrieval terms.
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If the report is in a foreign language and the title is given in both English and a foreign language, list the foreign language
title first, followed by the English title enclosed in parentheses. If part of the text is in English, list the English title first followed
by the foreign language title enclosed in parentheses. If the title is given in more than one foreign language, use a title that reflects
the language of the text. If both the text and titles are in a foreign language, the title should be translated, if possible, unless the
title is also the name of a foreign periodical. Transliterations of often used foreign alphabets (see Appendix A of MIL-STD-847B)
are available from DTIC in document AD-A080 800.
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name. In addition, list the affiliation of the authors if it differs from that of the performing organization.
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§4 List all authors. If the document is a compilation of papers, it may be more useful to list the authors with the titles of

8 : their papers as a contents note in the abstract in Block 19. If appropriate, the names of editors and compilers may be entered in
».‘ﬁ this block.
'5 Block 13.a. Type of Report: Indicate whether the report is summary, final, annual, progress, interim, etc.

) Block 13.b. Period of Time Covered: Enter the inclusive dates (year, month, day) of the period covered, such as the life
O of a contract in a final contractor report.
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Block 15. Page Count: Enter the total number of pages in the report that contain information, inciuding cover, preface,
table of contents, distribution lists, partial pages, etc. A chart in the body of the report is counted even if it is unnumbered.

"

Block 16. Supplementary Notation: Enter useful information about the report in hand, such as: “Prepared in cooperation
- with . . .”" “Transiation at (or by) . . ."" “Symposium . . .”" If there are report numbers for the report which are not noted elsewhere
- on the form (such as internal series numbers or participating organization report numbers) enter in this block.

Block 17. COSATI Codes: This block provides the subject coverage of the report for announcement and distribution pur-
poses. The categories are to be taken from the ‘“‘COSATI Subject Category List’’ (DoD Modified), Oct 65, AD-624 000. A copy
is available on request to any organization generating reports for the DoD. At least one entry is required as follows:

Field — to indicate subject coverage of report.

Group — to indicate greater subject specificity of information in the report.

Sub-Group — if specificity greater than that shown by Group is required, use further designation as the numbers
after the period (.) in the Group breakdown. Use oniy the designation provided by AD-624 000.

Example: The subject ‘‘Solid Rocket Motors'' is Field 21, Group 08, Subgroup 2 page 32, AD-624 000).

Block 18. Subject Terms: These may be descriptors, keywords, posting terms, identifiers, open-ended terms, subject head-
ings, acronyms, code words, or any words or phrases that identify the principal subjects covered in the report, that conform to stan-
dard terminology and exact enough to be used as subject index entries. Certain acronyms or ‘*buzz words'’ may be used if they
are recognized by specialists in the field and have a potential for becoming accepted terms. ‘‘Laser’’ and ‘‘Reverse Osmosis’’ were
once such terms.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARATION OF REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE

GENERAL INFORMATION

The accuracy and completeness of all information provided in the DD Form 1473, especially classification and distribution
limitation markings, are the responsibility of the authoring or monitoring DoD activity.

Because the data input on this form will be what others will retrieve from DTIC’s bibliographic data base or may determine
how the document can be accessed by future users, care should be taken to have the form completed by knowledgeable personnel,
For better communication and to facilitate more complete and accurate input from the origination of the form to those processing
the data, space has been provided for the name, telephone number and office symbol of the DoD person responsible for the input
cited on the form. These are to be noted in Block 22.

All information on the DD Form 1473 should be typed.

Only information appearing on or in the report, or applying specifically to the report in hand should be reported. If there
is any doubt, the block should be left blank.

Some of the information on the forms (e.g., title, abstract) will be machine-indexed. The terminology used should describe
th content of the report or identify it as precisely as possible for future identification and retrieval. 4

SPECIAL NOTE: UNCLASSIFIED ABSTRACTS AND TITLES DESCRIBING CLASSIFIED DOCUMENTS MAY APPEAR
SEPARATELY FROM THE DOCUMENTS IN AN UNCLASSIFIED CONTEXT, E.G., IN DTIC ANNOUNCEMENT BULLETINS
AND BIBLIOGRAPHIES OR OR BY ACCESS IN AN UNCLASSIFIED MODE TO THE RDT/E ON-LINE SYSTEM. THIS MUST
BE CONSIDERED IN THE PREPARATION AND MARKING OF UNCLASSIFIED ABSTRACTS AND TITLES.
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The Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC) is ready to offer assistance to anyone who needs and requests it. Call
Data Base Input Division (AUTOVON) 284-7044; Com 202-274-7044.

SPECIFIC BLOCKS

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THE FORM:

In accordance with DoD 5200.1-R, Information Security Program Regulation, Chapter V1 Section 2, paragraph 4-200,
classification markings are to be stamped, printed, or written at the tops and bottom of the form in capital letters that are larger
than those used in the text of the document. See also DoD 5220.22-M, Industrial Security Manual for Safeguarding Classified Infor-
mation, Section I, paragraph 11a(2). This form should be nonclassified, if possible.

Block 1.a. Report Security Classification: Designate the highest security classification of the report. (See DoD 5200.00.1-R,
Chapters, I, IV, VII, XI, Appendix A).

Block 1.b. Enter the restricted marking or warning notice of the report (e.g., CNWDI, RD, NATO).

Block 2.a. Security Classification Authority: Enter the commonly used markings in accordance with DoD 5200.1-R, Chapter
IV, Section 4, paragraph 4-400 and 4-402. Indicate classification authority.

Block 2.b. Declassification/Downgrading Schedule: Indicate specific date or event for declassification or the notation
“Originating Agency Determination Required” or “OADR.” Also insert (when applicable) downgradeto: . on
— ., feg, "Downgrade to Confidential on 6 July 1983). (See also DoD 5220.22-M, Industrial Security Manual for Safe-
guarding Classified Information, Appendix II).

NOTE: Entry must be made in Blocks 2.a. and 2.b. except when the original report is unclassified and has never been upgraded.

Block 3. Distribution/Availability Statement of Report: Insert the statement as it appears on the report. If a limited dis-
tribution statement is used, the reason must be one of those given by DoD Directive 5200.20, Distribution Statements on Technical
Documents. The Distribution Statement should provide for the broadest distribution possible within limits of security and control-
ling office limitations.

Block 4. Performing Organization Report Number(s): Enter the unique alphanumeric report number(s) assigned by the
organization originating or generating the report from its research and whose name appears in Block 6. These numbers should be
in accordance with ANSI STD 239.23-74 “‘American National Standard Technical Report Number.” If the Performing Organization
is also the Monitoring Agency, enter the report number in Block 4.

Block 5. Monitoring Organization Report Number(s): Enter the unique alphanumeric report number(s) assigned by the
Monitoring Agency. This should be a number assigned by a Department of Defense or other government agency and should be
in accordance with ANSI STD 239.23-74 “American National Standard Technical Report Number.” If the Monitoring Agency is
the same as the Performing Organization enter the report number in Block 4 and leave Block 5 blank.

Block 6.a. Performing Organization: For in-house reports, enter the name of the performing activity. For reports prepared
under contract or grant, enter the contractor or the grantee who generated the report and identify the appropriate corporate division,
school, laboratory, etc., of the author.

Block 6.b. Enter the office symbol of the performing organization.

Block 6.c. Enter the address of the performing organization, list city, state and ZIP code.

Block 7.a. Monitoring Organization — Name: This is the agency responsible for administering or monitoring a project,
contract, or grant. If the monitor is also the performing organization, leave Block 7.a. blank. In the case of joint sponsorship, the
monitoring organization is determined by advanced agreement. It can be either an office, a group, or a committee representing more
than one activity, service or agency. i
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TITLE: An Alternative to the One Year O0&M Budget and Appropriation

AUTHOR: E.C. Smith, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF
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l Provides some background information on what items are included
: in the Operations and Maintenance Appropriation. A description of the
current procedures for budgeting and appropriating the funds for O&M
l within the Air Force follows, which also identifies problems with the
current procedures for this 12 month appropriation.

As an alternative, a two year budget and appropriation is
t described followed by a discussion of the potential advantages and

disadvantages. Program stability is seen as the major advantage while

. the perceived loss of control by Congress is viewed as the major
. disadvantage.

A two year test of the alternative is proposed.
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! BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

I Lieutenant Colonel E. C. "Butch" Smith (BA, Texas A&M

'University, MS Troy State University) has been assigned to the

i Comptroller career field since 1970. He served as budget officer for
HQ USAF Recruiting Service, HQ 7th Air Force in Vietnam, and Keesler

Technical Training Center. Later he was the base comptroller at

I )

' Peterson Air Force Base and Chief of Comptroller Plans at HQ Strategic

Air Command. Most recently he served as the Executive Officer to the

Deputy Chief of Staff Comptroller at HQ Strategic Air Command. He is a
graduate of the Professional Military Comptroller School, Air Command

and Staff and the Air War College, class of 1985.
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CHAPTER T
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this research paper is to articulate an

alternative to the current annual Operations and Maintenance (0&M)
budget and appropriation. I will do this by first providing some
background information, then outlining the present procedures and the
requirements of annual budgets and appropriations for O&. I will also
present some viewpoints which indicate some problems with the current
procedures. Next, I will present the alternative and discuss my views
on how it would work. Following that 1 will provide some possible
advantages to the alternative system and, to insure that both sides are
presented, I will then address some possible disadvantages. Finally, I

will conclude with some thoughts for consideration.
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CHAPTER VI
DISADVANTAGES OF THE ALTERNATIVE

The potential disadvantages of this alternative include a
possible perceived loss of control by Congress. It is only natural to
assume that extending the appropriation, which will probably result in
doubling (or at least significantly increasing) the amount of funds
authorized and appropriated will result in either a real or perceived
loss of power or influence by the body that controls the appropriation.
Specifically, the House and Senate Appropriations, Authorization, and
Budget Committees might think that such an alternative is aimed at
usurping their power or authority. Individual Congressmen and Senators
could be at a disadvantage in that their specific terms of office might
not coincide with the appropriation cycle. Conceivably they could
"inherit" an appropriation with which they have to "live" for two
years. However, according to Mr. Jacques S. Gansler over 95 percent of
the members of Congress who run for office again are re-elected,
resulting in a Congress with far greater stability than its members are
willing to acknowledge. (5:68) Naturally, even with the one year O&M
appropriation, there exists some of these problems; however, not to the
degree that a two year appropriation would present.

One other potential concern with this alternative is the fact
that budgeting and/or predicting requirements for more than a one year

period might be more difficult than is the current case. At least
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Engineering function would alsoc benefit from such an alternative.
Currently, this organization is restricted with regard to time
available to prepare, design, and complete projects either by contract
or in house. They often tend to bunch up towards the end of the fiscal
year creating additional workload not only for the engineers, but also
for contracting and budget. Under the alternative proposed, this "time
crunch" would, at tne very least, be extended to every two years, and,
hopefully, due to the longer planning and execution periods, be further
reduced.

Finally, there would be some decreased reporting requirements.
The degree of this decrease is difficult to predict, regardless, there
should, in fact, be a decrease. 1t could come about as a result of
reporting requirements from installation to MAJCOM, MAJCOM to HQ USAF,
or HQ USAF to DoD or Congress. At the very least, the formal end of
fiscal year reports would be stretched to cover the increased period of
the appropriation. This would also result in decreased workload, both
with regard to time and effort and paper, computer time, etc, at all

levels.
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Another definite advantage would be decreased paperwork and
workload at all levels, installation, MAJCOM, HQ USAF, DoD, and, most
importantly, Congress. At the congressional level, the alternative
should result in allowing the on-time passage of the appropriations
act. 1In addition, it should allow time for better congressional
understanding of the O&M requirements. Probably one of the most severe E
problems associated with the ability of Congress to perform their
annual fiscal responsibilities 1s that of time constraint. The

implementation of two year budgets and appropriations will alleviate

this problem. The result should be beneficial, not only to Congress
but also to the services. At installation, MAJCOM, and HQ USAF levels
the workload should be almost cut in half. This is true not only of
the actual effort and manpower used during the annual budget
submissions, but also of the amount of paperwork, printing, postage,
etc. required for the preparation of the documents.

With a two year O&M appropriation the current year-end spending
problems would also be cut or possibly eliminated. With a known two
year program commanders at all levels would better be able to identify
a priority of spending needs and thus, avoid last minute panics (often
brought about by late passage of appropriations). This would also
result in positive impacts in other functional areas where year-end
spending and close out activities are concerned. For example, the
contracting agencies would have twice as long to spread out their

contracts for renogotiation and renewals. Hopefully, this would result

in better contracts and prices for the Air Force. The base level Civil
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industry--where the annual production rate for many items 1is well
under 100 units——-the cancellation of only a few units can have
drastic impact. The uncertainty is cornounded as the numbers are
jerked up and down as the process winds to a conclusion--usually at
the last possible moment. Industry--and ultimately the
taxpayer—--pays a high price for the instability that is part and

' parcel of the one-year budget cycle. (6:2)

P

o
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In addition, under the recent Continuing Resolution Authorities
(CRAs) new programs or new starts are not allowed. Thus, although the
' new program may have the "blessing" of Congress, its implementation is
- often delayed until the actual appropriations act is passed. Not only
is this detrimental to the particular program, but frequently the time
delays cost additional funds. Under a two year appropriation the CRA
should disappear along with the negative impact it has on new programs.

A good example of two year O&M stability would be the ability
I to plan, develop, and execute a two year flying hour program. Under
such a situation, proficiency, training, and operational flying hours

would be more accurately forecast., The added stability should have a

' direct and favorable impact on the flying mission,
Another advantage cited in the Heritage Foundation report was
in the area of strategy:

The lack of program stability generated by a one-year

- budget cycle prevents the military from doing effective long-range
: strategic planning in much the same way it prevents proper planning

in industry. The lack of stability forces both to focus on the
. short range . . . . The "outyears" of the five-year plans—-the
years beyond the first fiscal year of the budget--grow increasingly
fictitious as they are further removed from the single year under
budget consideration . . . A two-year cycle would ease timing
problems, spread the work load, and permit policy deliberation and
the integration of more fully articulated strategies. One extra
year more than doubles the period for effective planning. Real
. plans cannot be completed until the budget process is
. complete~-until appropriations are provided. (6:5)
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L

ADVANTAGES TO THE ALTERNATIVE
There are numerous possible advantages to this alternative
system of budgeting and appropriating for O0&M. The most important one

would be that this system would provide an enormous amount of stability

SRR S RE - AR

for the missions that the O&M appropriation supports. Longer planning

periods with known fiscal limits would obviously prove both more

-~ effective and efficient. Currently, with the programs and missions
supported by the O&M appropriation, it is very difficult to develop,
Ez implement, and execute plans of more than one year's duration with any
degree of confidence or reliability. Recently The Heritage Foundation
issued a report entitled "The Advantages of Two-Year Budgeting For The
. Pentagon". The single most acknowledged benefit mentioned in the

| report was that of stability:

) The current process leaves little time for defense

' contractors to plan, let alone execute, a contract. They can

A seldom reap the benefits that could accrue from economic production

. rates, stable employment levels, planned subcontract procurement,

N and more carefully thought out capital investments. Jacques S.

b Gansler (defense analyst and former Deputy Assistant Secretary of

. Defense) has estimated that the lack of multiyear funding and

L resultant budget and labor instability cost the nation at least 6
percent of production expenditures—-—-several billion dollars

: annually. The economies of scale, the efficiency of multiyear

v contract planning, the savings associated with keeping trained and

competent manpower, and the advantages of informed, minimum risk

investment generally are sacrificed in a system of one-year

procurements « « » « This process, business soon learns, requires

hedging. Managers are inclined to focus on short-term sure profit.

They are less willing to invest in plant and production equipment

that could mean substantial, long-term savings when they must plan

with assurance only one year at a time . . . .In the defense
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i‘ same manner as is now the case with the obvious exception being the w4
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e data would be for more than a 12 month period. The remainder of the r
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ccngressional review process would be much the same as now except that
they would appropriate for more than a one year period. Once initiated

there would possibly be a requirement for some type of congressional

N
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review of the appropriations's execution status during the next fiscal

year's normal budget cycle.

Execution of a two year O&M appropriation would/should receive
a significant amount of emphasis. Mr. Puritano recognizes execution as

a problem of the current system:

r T
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Neglect of execution was also evident. The emphasis and
rewards were focused on the front-end justification of programs and
. the obtaining of appropriations. 1In addition, most of the time of
f{ managers at all levels of DoD was spent on shepherding their
- programs through the various PPBS cycles. Program execution
. functions were generally neglected. (8:6)

5 .
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Under this alternative there would probably be a need for a
revision to the two year budget submission. This requirement would

most likely be brought about as a result of program changes, major

changes in inflation or pay rates, and other unplanned contingencies.

1,7’
.
4 1

s

As a result of these types of changes in requirements, I foresee a
possible need to continue the current procedure of the Air Force
preparing and submitting supplemental appropriations requests to
Congress, probably during the period just following the Congressional

review of the appropriation status (midway through the life of the 0&M

AT NS N

appropriation).
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CHAPTER IV L
AN ALTERNATIVE .

An alternative to the above situation would be to budget and
appropriate for the O&M account on a two year basis. Mr. Puritano !;
makes the following recommendation: :E

rv
i

«

A third option would be for the Congress to seriously think
about a biennial budget for defense. This could improve DoD's
ability to manage and plan as well as better realize economies of
stability. While the two-year process would require some careful
and detailed development in order co preclude unintended problems
and side effects, I believe that when done intelligently it could
result in benefits for both DoD and for the Congress. For
instance, Congress could concentrate in the first year of the
process on overall DoD strategy, defense policy, goals and
objectives, and major programs and weapons systems. In the second
year, Congress could conduct more specific oversight reviews on
programs and project details. (8:9)
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Mr. Puritano goes on to recommend that the Congress consider s
biennial budgeting, possibly through a pilot program in an area where Si
there is agreement between the executive and legislative branches. I .
believe that the O&M appropriation within the Air Force is such a
candidate. -

For example, the FY 87/88 0&M budget and appropriation could be

prepared by starting with the same time frame as is currently utilized.

o

In the month of October 1985, MAJCOMS would request a two year O&M

Ay e T B ]

budget from the subordinate units. During the December until March

period, the MAJCOM would work to consolidate their submissions to Air

-
.
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Force. At HQ USAF the MAJCOM information would be used in much the
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As a matter of fact, a defense appropriations act has been
passed by the beginning of the fiscal year it is supposed to govern in
only 3 of the past 32 years. (5:71)

Thus a considerable amount of time and effort is put into
developing a financial plan which covers a 12 month period and,
recently, the amount of time to execute the program, once known, is
often much less. This is supported by the following quote from, then,
Office of the Secretary of Defense (0SD) Comptroller, the Honorable
Vincent Puritano:

The major problem that the Defense Department continues to
have with Congress, however, is the year—-long Congressional budget
review process that concentrates more on programmatic and budgetary
detail than on policy level, strategic or mission oriented,
goal~-related analysis and review. Confusing and contradictory
decisions are made and conflicting signals are sent as the defense
budget request moves through the Budget, Armed Services, and
Appropriations committees and subcommittees. The appropriations
act is then usually late, and DoD spends weeks trying to put the
fiscal pieces together, both to carry out the final Congressional
decisions and to plan the following year's budget request, (8:10)

Even the Grace Commission was able to identify problems with
the current system:

Meaningful budgeting, planning, and evaluation are
generally lacking at both the agency and central Government levels.
Specifically, the budget is not fully used as a management tool.
Budget preparation is stressed instead of budget execution and
control ., . . . Further, time constraints on the annual budget and
appropriations process focuses concern on only the subsequent
fiscal year . + . « Potential means of strengthening include . . .
adopting a biennial budget approach to add time for consideration
of long-term management needs. (7:54-55)
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May 15 Committees report bills and resolutions
authorizing new budget authority

May 15 Congress completes action on first
concurrent resolution on the budget

September Congress completes action on bills and
resolutions providing new budget authority

Labor Day) and new spending authority

September 15 Congress completes action on second

concurrent resolution on the budget
September 25 Congress completes action on reconciliation
bill or resolution, or both, implementing
second concurrent resolution
October 1 Fiscal year begins (1:A-1)

Thus, the reader can gain an appreciation of the time and
effort required to prepare an annual O&M budget within the Air Force
and how that blends in with the overall Congressional budget cycle.
Once the appropriation is approved and the necessary authority and
funding are delegated to the users, then the execution phase begins.

Effective with FY 77 Congress changed the fiscal year from
1 July - 30 June to 1 October - 30 September. One of the reasons for
the change was to allow more time for passage of the annual
appropriations act. However, this is still an unresolved problem. 1In
recent times the 12 months allocated for execution has been reduced by
the continued late passage of the appropriations act:

FY 78 was enacted on 21 September 1977
FY 79 was enacted on 13 October 1978
FY 80 was enacted on 21 December 1979
FY 81 was enacted on 15 December 1980
FY 82 was enacted on 29 December 1981
FY 83 was enacted on 21 December 1982

FY 84 was enacted on 8 December 1983
FY 85 was enacted on 12 October 1984 (1:4-2)
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unit input and staff interaction, the FY 87 OB was prepared repricing

the approved program established in the prior year POM and Budget

T M e W LW g W g N AN

Estimate Submission cycle for anticipated FY 87 execution. The OB does

not address command initiatives being proposed for the FY 87-91 POM
review. The second 0&M budget submission (FP) addresses proposed
execution for the next fiscal year. This normally begins during the
month of January when the MAJCOMs issue a "call" to subordinate
activities., In many cases, this "call" is issued before formal
guldance is received from HQ USAF, in order to provide the units more
time to prepare a quality input. After receipt of the field level
input and review by the MAJCOM staff, a coordinated financial plan is
submitted to HQ USAF in the May time frame. The input is used to
refine the anticipated program execution, provide additional

information for application of Congressional reductions, and identify

unfunded requirements. The FY 86 FP, for example, will be reviewed by

the Air Staff in June, 1985. (2)
The entire Congressional Budget Timetable follows:

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET PROCESS

ON OR BEFORE ACTION TO BE COMPLETED
February 1 President submits his Budget
March 15 Committees and joint committees submit reports

to budget committees.

April 1 Congressional Budget Office submits report
to budget committees

April 15 Budget Committees report first concurrent
budget resolution to Congress
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CHAPTER III

CURRENT PROCEDURES

Under the current Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System
(PPBS), each wing, intermediate headquarters, and Major Air Command
(MAJCOM) Headquarters within the Air Force is required to prepare an
annual O&M budget. The specific requirements may differ within each
MAJCOM, but generally, they are the same. AFM 172-1, Volume IT,
Chapter 6 establishes the basic instructions for preparing and
submitting the operating budget (OB) and financial plan (FP):

The evolution of the planning, programming, and budgeting
process for O&M requirements has resulted in the current procedures
"of separate submissions for the program year (operating budget) and
the budget year (financial plan). The OB is submitted early each
fiscal year and is used to make MAJCOM inputs to the program
objective memorandum (POM). The basic purpose of the OB is to
ensure that the baseline for O&M is valid and properly priced as a
point of departure for program changes that occur during the POM
development process. The basic purpose of the FP submission is to
ensure an equitable apportionment of the President's Budget for the
next fiscal year (budget year) that is consistent with the
accomplishment of the Air Force program objective. The FP is
submitted after the President's Budget has been submitted to
Congress and concerns the figcal year that begins on the following
October 1. The use of separate submissions for the program year
and budget year has improved the ability of the Air Force to
properly price the 0&M baseline and to insure that
additions/deletions to O&M during the POM process are programmatic
to the maximum extent possible. Further, submitting the FP
approximately 4 months before a fiscal year begins enables MAJCOMs
to use more current information in determining their O&M plan.
(10:52)

As an OB example, for the FY 87-91 POM cycle, each command
initiated action during the October/November 84 time frame to identify

program changes that would impact O&M funding. Through subordinate




ending 30 September. Under the law new orders or obligations cannot be
placed against the current fiscal year appropriation after 30
September. By comparison, there are other appropriations which are
available for obligations in excess of a one fiscal year period. For
example, the Military Construction Appropriation is open for
obligations for five years or as long as required to complete the
particular construction project (whichever is less). The obvious
rationale being that it is not always possible to complete a
construction project in a 12 month period. (It should be noted that
Congress approves the Military Construction Appropriation by line item,
i.e. by each specific project). Similarly, the procurement
appropriations such as aircraft and missiles and related spares are
open for obligations for a three year period and the Research,
Development, Training and Evaluation Appropriation is open for three
years. When initially approved by Congress these appropriations were
designed to coincide with the time frames required to properly serve
their purposes. Whether or not the 12 month period properly serves the

purpose for O&M 1is questionable.
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‘iz For Fiscal Year 1985 the initial active Air Force budget
f. request for O&M by commodity was:
:3 Purchased services~——--~—--=vceuu-- 29%

;; Civilian pay-—--—-- 18%

DPEM - 17%

52 Supplies & equipment 12%
:- AV POL . 11%

Travel & transportation-———-—————-— 6%

lf: Other & communications 47

f% Utilities and rents 3%

i; TOTAL $20.2 Billion
izz The breakout by Major Force Program (MFP) for FY 85 was:
\ FY 85 0&M (Dollars in Billions)
. Strategic Forces $3.223
;Ei General Purpose Forces 4,138
T

:;ﬁ Intelligence & Communications : 2,225
- Airlife 1.309
g;i Central Supply & Maintenance 6.701
?;; Training, Medical & Other 2.064
ok

:; Administration 0.566
;E; Support of Other Nations 0.008
TOTAL $20.235
",' : (1:¢~-25)

$§ Currently this appropriation is for a one year period and,

iﬁ naturally, coincides with the fiscal year beginning 1 October and
f& 3
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D CHAPTER II

EE BACKGROUND

:E One of the many responsibilities levied upon Congress by the

. Constitution under Article I, Section 8 is "to raise and support

E armies, but no appropriation of money to that use shall be for a longer
%? term than two years." Over the years this two year restriction has

, been given a limited interpretation. (9:11) Regardless, current law
E requires the United States Air Force and other services and federal

;3 agencles to provide an annual budget identifying their operating

F (open~the-door) requirements for the upcoming fiscal year. Within the

Air Force a significant portion of these requirements fall into a
category entitled Operations and Maintenance (0&M). Included in this

- category are many of the basic, day-to-day requirements of running the
;E United States Air Force. For example, pay for civilian employees,

i} purchased services, supplies and equipment, aviation petroleum, oils,

9 and lubricants (POL), travel and transportation, utilities and rents,
? depot purchased equipment maintenance (DPEM), communications, and other
]

: miscellaneous items. In other words, this category of funding includes
B! almost everything except military pay, retiremeunt pay, investment

:E equipment purchases, aircraft purchases, missile purchases, major

E: construction projects, stock fund requirements, family housing, and

3, research and development funding.
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initially, there might be a tendency to be overly conservative and .
"hold back" a "pot" for contingencies. This, in theory, could result
in more rather than less year—end spending problems. This situation
would require considerably more emphasis being placed on execution.
Although this may or may not be a disadvantage, it certainly is a
departure from today's emphasis on Planning, Programming, and

Budgeting. One MAJCOM comptroller calls it the missing "E" in PPBS.

B A S

(4) ;
A final disadvantage would exist merely because we are

departing from the norm. Change from "the way we have always done it"

L EERT. C. . . .

is resisted. The conversion to a new system would require a

considerable amount of study, planning, and problem solving prior to

implementation. An Air Force wide education program would have to also

be developed to insure that all of the key players and planners become
knowledgeable. Programs would have to be developed and written which
allow for conversion from the current system without any loss of
computer data, since it is anticipated that during a test period dual
records would have to be maintained. This extra workload, both with

regard to manpower and computers, would also be a potential

E 2 Rl e g

disadvantage.
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CHAPTER VII
CONSTIDERATIONS

In view of the above, 1 believe that a test of a two year O&M
budget and appropriation is justified. In my opinion the advantages
outweigh the disadvantages and there seems to be a consensus that the
current system needs to be modified. This consensus is based on
numerous articles by Congressmen, a former DoD Comptroller, and even
the private sector. (Rep Quayle, Sen Armstrong, Mr. Puritano, and the
Grace Commission). As a matter of fact, recently a panel of military
experts recommended some major changes in the Pentagon's budgeting
system. One such change 18 a proposal for a two year budget cycle.
(3:1,3,4)

I believe most of the potential disadvantages could be overcome
by proper planning and implementation. For example, the alternative
could be 1mp1ementéd at the beginning of a new Congress and eliminate
the problem of not coinciding with terms of office (at least
initially). Although listed as a potential disadvantage, the shifting
of emphasis from Planning, Programming, and Budgeting to execution is
not all bade I do not recommend having Congress use execution reports
as measures of effectiveness or even having MAJCOM commanders doing the
same with their comptrollers or commanders; however, I do believe that
looking at execution and comparing it to budget forecasts and program
status could result in major improvements in both the planning and

budgeting functions.
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In conclusion, I recommend favorable consideration be given to
testing a two year budget and appropriation cycle for the Air Force
Operations and Maintenance Appropriation. During the test necessary
workload, efficliency, and effectiveness records should be maintained to
document test measurements. However, it is probably impossible to
measure all of the benefits/consequences of such a test and, therefore,
the intangibles must also be carefully considered. The Air Force test
should be accomplished at several different bases, with fairly constant
missions with regard to O&M. Prior to implementing such a test HQ USAF
might develop a questionaire to be sent to all MAJCOMS, intermediate
headquarters, and wings asking for their thoughts and opinions on a two
year O&M appropriation. After this information is gathered and
appropriately utilized, the test should be implemented. Its duration
should be for two years and designed in such a manner that Congress is
kept informed of the progress in a timely manner., Once the test
results have been studied I predict that they will validate converting
the O&M appropriation to at least a two year cycle. In addition, other
one year appropriations might then become candidates for extension as

well. The benefits may well be enormous.
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