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Manpower & Organization: The Big Picture

By Brig. Gen. W.P.  “Bear” Ard

Director, Manpower and Organization
It’s been about a year since we put out our first big picture perspective, so we wanted to give our terrific manpower and organization community an update on where we’ve been and where we’re going ….first and foremost, please have no doubt, 2003 was a very successful year for our community.  We made a myriad of contributions to the Air Force…contributions that affect us now and in the future! In 2003, for instance, we led the way for the Air Force to balance its manpower books for the first time in years.  This cascaded to other successes such as the manpower program in the fiscal 2005 Annual Program Objective Memorandum build.  This project is being touted by the Air Force corporate structure as a major success story and as the best manpower POM posture in at least 14 years.  As I’ve been proud to say over the last several months, the Air Force’s manpower community is seen as a definite “value added” in working some of the biggest issues the Air Force is struggling with right now.  The Office of the Secretary of Defense and the other services are watching us closely.  They see us as the leaders across the department in some of the toughest areas the Department of Defense faces.

As you should be abundantly aware by now, Air Force manpower has been diligently working a series of complex initiatives over the last couple years for our Air Force.  These initiatives include relief of career field stressors, redefining our manpower requirements determination process and further defining our core competencies.  These initiatives also include developing an overall Air Force wide Strategic Sourcing Campaign Plan, the establishment of performance-based organizations, and “kick starting” the Air Force Effects Management Program.  All of these initiatives will help deal with the “new steady state” environment and current dynamics.  We realize this is pretty heady stuff that may appear disparate to some.  In the following paragraphs, we’ll try to show how all these activities do indeed tie together.  Hopefully, we will also demonstrate that they all mutually and synergistically contribute to our overall manpower & organization and personnel long-range strategy, and that they are truly part of an overall “grand strategy.”

For those of us charged with protecting the United States, new national security realities have forced us to redefine our enemies, as well as our concepts of defense.  As we prepare to fight these new enemies, we recognize the campaigns of the future will involve all elements of our nation’s might—economic, diplomatic, informational, investigative, as well as the use of military power.  These future campaigns will require us to develop new concepts of operation, technologies and organizational constructs that will enable us to address these new challenges.  It is these new challenges, as well as historic opportunities to exploit revolutionary technology, that underscore the absolute necessity of transforming our military capabilities.

America’s armed forces must be re-balanced for future operations.  What we require is a capability mix consistent with pre-defined operational concepts and effects-driven methodology.  Future programs must be conceived with this mix in mind.  Systems or capabilities that do not consider the emerging joint character or the asymmetric nature of warfare will find themselves obsolete, irrelevant and candidates for elimination.

As a recap, let’s outline the scenario we, as a service, are still responding to.  First and foremost, our Cold War, in-garrison, fixed-base posture is now long gone.  We can no longer view our “business” or our Air Force role the way we did when I first came in more than 25 years ago, a dozen years ago, or even the way it was done before 9/11.  There have been decided changes since 1989, through the 1990s and certainly after 9/11.  But even before 9/11, our Air Force chief of staff declared that our number one focus is to truly become an expeditionary and deployment-based force.  But there’s also another very significant change going on.  The Air Force many of us grew up in focused largely on scenario- based threats and weapon-system centric postures.  We are committed to a capabilities-based posture and an effects and outcome-based approach when applying our power and capabilities.  While this may seem like a subtle change, it is a very significant evolution in how we organize, employ, sustain, support and posture our forces.

As we seek to respond to new emerging imperatives, we are obliged to address two key attributes impacting our great Air Force and our great people: first, we have a decided skills and force content problem emerging from the dynamics of the last dozen years; and second, we are moving to a different way to develop and sustain our people resources — our “force development” efforts.  While dealing with these two attributes head-on is intuitively the right thing to do, the simple fact that we’ve fought two wars in just over two years, in places around the world many of us had never heard of, creates a focused relevance and sense of urgency to what we do now.  Let’s apply this perspective a little closer to home ….  If our community does not adequately, proactively and expeditiously respond to the imperatives facing our Air Force on the people side, we will by default lose our relevance to our Air Force.  The Air Force will be forced to move on without us and simply pass us by.  We can’t let that happen because what we offer is too important and too vital to our Air Force and to our nation!

As we try to figure out how to deal with these challenges, we also need to recognize that we must continue to work within a series of constraints that impact our business.  As you well know, our military end strength is capped by law (and we’ve been repeatedly reminded that end strength growth is not a strategy for relief), and we are working to control our civilian labor costs.  The secretary of the Air Force, for good reason, will only allow civilian growth for “must pay” bills.  So, unlike past practices, we can’t simply “grow” to new or changing requirements.  We have to live within our allotted resources.  We also have to change the way we do business and the service we provide, as well as change what we do overall.  Second, while we had “stressed” Air Force Specialty Codes (people that we are overtasking because we do not have sufficient numbers of people in these skills — the classic “supply and demand” issue) prior to 9/11, the number and magnitude of stressed AFSCs have sharply accelerated since then.  So, we need to deal with an increasingly unbalanced and unequal workload across our force; we previously considered many of these areas “soft” in our warfighting and/or deployment business.  Third, we have a continued commitment from the current senior leadership to pursue strategic sourcing and privatization of large portions of the federal government, which includes our Air Force.  So, we need to continue to look for opportunities to turn functions over to the private sector, while maintaining our military deployment and warfighting readiness capabilities.  This effort is not a bad thing because it promises to free up the military to do what we really need our military to do (if done right and done smartly).  And, to top it all off, we’ve started into the latest base realignment & closure round, which promises more shake-ups in the future force structure.  I do need to emphasize that the BRAC process has already started.  While all these imperatives could be seen as a “no-win,” cut-drill situation, it really isn’t ….  Right now, we have an unprecedented chance to shape our future Air Force and to develop a better postured and more effective force.  We can truly leave a legacy for our successors that will better influence the future of our service and our nation for decades to come ….  That’s still pretty heady stuff and offers us the greatest opportunities, I think, for taking an active hand in shaping the force of the future!

We, as an Air Force, must still commit to making the tough, up-front decisions, so we do not deal in “after-the-fact” manpower accounting.  We exercise this discipline with our dollar management; we need to do the same with our manpower authorization management.  As many of you know, we recently went through the very painful “balance the books” drill to bring our manpower books back in line.  No one, repeat, no one, wants to go through that again.  But we can’t forget why we did it; we have to maintain the fidelity of the Future Years Defense Plan compared to Unit Authorization Files and to Unit Manpower Documents.  We can’t ever let these “free flow” again.  We’ve made great strides with the corporate structure in keeping programs, dollars and manpower connected and aligned.  We need that same commitment from your levels too, so we don’t develop bad habits again.  To help further institutionalize these actions, we developed with the deputy chief of staff, plans and programs, and the assistant secretary of the Air Force, financial management and comptroller, a “manpower tracker” similar to the “financial tracker” currently used in the Resource Allocation Programming Information Decision System.  We used the first-cut version of this tracker in working the fiscal 2005 Annual Program Objective Memorandum drill.  To our credit, manpower is now a near full-fledged partner in developing our Air Force program.  Also, the corporate structure has come a long way in recognizing its responsibility to keep manpower, dollars and programs connected.  We have narrowed the gap considerably and will continue to do so as we build the 2006 POM.  Additionally, senior leadership is now convinced that we must balance all resources as we build our program.  In order to succeed, we will continue to work with the panel structure to identify programmatic offsets for any new mission adds that don’t come with manpower and any senior leader taskings.  As a community, we have taken the Air Force “back to the future.”

As you know, it’s been well publicized that many of our Air Force and office of the secretary of defense senior leaders believe we have sufficient numbers of people to do our mission; we just don’t have them in the right skills or in the right places.  Although the Army was recently identified as needing another 30,000 soldiers for several years, we are not committed as a service to that same course.  Underpinning this approach is a firm belief that there are functions our uniformed members are performing that are not “core” to our business of being the world’s greatest Air Force.  This belief drives us to three considerations for those functions not in our “core” job jar: perform the work with civilians, push the work out to industry or simply stop doing the work.  The “Core Competency Review” went after these considerations last year to determine which functions, now being performed, are not “core capabilities” and can be removed from the military or federal civilian component.  I encourage you to keep what you have identified as core/non-core as current as possible.  As OSD works this issue, they are constantly asking questions about core/non-core work, and we rely upon you for an accurate depiction.  Once we make these kinds of determinations, we have to decide what to do with it.  Do we turn it over to civil service? Do we contract it out? Or, do we corporately decide it’s no longer affordable and stop doing it (for example, it doesn’t fare well in the proverbial “cost/benefit” analysis)? Now, let’s clarify a key point here.  The CCR we worked on, and we’re working now, is decidedly different than previous competitive sourcing efforts because we aren’t simply seeking to convert military members to civilians to perform the same functions.  We seek to have the non-core functions now being performed by service members migrated to a civilian workforce (civil service or contract), so military members can be realigned to core warfighting/stressed areas.  

Additionally, we seek to “incentivize” some of our processes.  We rewrote the fiscal 2005 Planning and Programming Instruction to readdress how we re-program initial A-76 manpower savings (25 percent) in this way.  One of the initiatives I’ll address in a paragraph or two is how we’re working to redefine our manpower requirements determinant process.  One of the key benefits of this new process, besides linking our manpower requirements to what is truly needed for our deployment and AEF commitments, is that it reveals by default what is really “noncore” — once we figure out what it takes to source our deployment/warfighting/core duties.  Hopefully, everyone is aware of last year’s “Human Capital Task Force” effort.  This effort was developed over a period of about five months and is now a secretary of the Air Force approved report.  We worked closely with the HCTF to implement the initial core competency recommendations, develop plans to eliminate our dependence on our mobilized Air Force Reserve forces, better balance our Air Force contribution to joint and defense agencies, and to help alleviate stressed career fields.  As you may know, the HCTF previously hosted a Red Team review of a series of initiatives/recommendations that have been developed as a result of their work.  The 16 initiatives help implement strategies to execute the CCR, while relieving some of our AFSC-specific stressors and eliminating some of our noncore work.  One of the avenues we capitalized on during our efforts to determine our “core” functions is the close analysis of those career fields in the Air Force which are “stressed.” As we well know, increased deployments are causing hardships for those who deploy and for those people who remain behind to accomplish the at-home mission.  Even before the war on terrorism, with our commitments in Southwest Asia, we were in effect trying to support 24.5 fighter-wing bases with 20 fighter-wing equivalent resources.  Those figures are now amplified.  Everyone is working hard — we know that.  

So, what we’re initially seeking to do is balance the level of “pain” among all our people.  We’ve been successful in working hard with Air Education and Training Command to realign accessions to technical training, where possible, and where the training capacity exists to help “plus up” the manning in the stressed career fields.  The Air Force Manpower Agency has just completed the first year of (data capture) initial surveys from the Air Force-wide Personnel Load survey to measure “overall workweek stress” on our force by AFSC.  Also, over a year ago, we worked with the Air Force Studies and Analyses Agency to develop a comprehensive formula to objectively measure the level of stress on every AFSC.  That formula, combined with the PERSLOAD data and the Estimated Expected Tour Length data from the AEF Center, has helped us target specific AFSCs to receive resources to help drive down the stress.  

It’s important we re-emphasize that if we’re seeking to increase authorizations in some select career fields to help alleviate stress, and if we’re “zero based,” then someone is going to have to lose resources.  The formula helps us work this piece, too.  The main point here is that we’ll now be able to work an objective assessment based on facts and data, and not rule by anecdote.  These measures will then help guide senior leadership decisions as to where to apply our resources to help alleviate the stressors and balance the workloads across the Air Force.  But we’re not done yet…  With a year’s worth of experience using the stress formula, we are now looking at the formula again to see if there are ways to improve it.

One of the big efforts we’re now working is an overhaul of our requirements determination process.  We realize this will be a big job, but it needs to be done because it directly links to the chief’s vision for our expeditionary nature.  And, as indicated earlier, this effort will give us another source of information as to what our core functions are.  Under current ways of doing business, we essentially “man” organizations based on in-garrison, peacetime requirements.  Then, we try to opportunely source what MO NEWS 11 we need for war.  In essence, we take fixed-base, Cold War-based operations and try to push forces at the aerospace expeditionary force.  However, we are changing that process.  We will develop manpower standards that will be consistent with the AEF and AEF Force Structure and Force Module concepts, hence the name, “Capabilities- Based Manpower Determinants.” This is a wide-reaching effort that will identify an acceptable level of risk between force capability and available military resources.  It also offers two other very important deliverables.  Right now, we can’t tell ahead of time when we stand to “break a base” due to deployments.  With this process, we’ll know.  Second, we’ll be able to measure how much Expeditionary Combat Support, as well as other capabilities, we have to offer in force presentation.

As we worked the 2005 POM, we received the Program Budget Decision 729 from OSD (replacing Management Initiative Decision 907), which outlines future OSD competitive sourcing study goals for A-76 candidates.  The overall OSD candidate quota is 226,000; senior leaders have planned to meet that goal by fiscal 2009.  The Air Force portion of the overall goal is about 53,000 candidates.  Because of our installations’ and commands’ great efforts, we have 29,000 candidates already planned over the Future Years Defense Plan.  In addition, we needed to use core competencies, HCTF initiatives, and CBMDs, among other initiatives, to identify and schedule the additional 24,000 candidates.  Of course, as we look to increase the number of A-76 candidates, we need to ensure we have the correct number and skills of military members available for deployment — our primary job.  Therefore, we must de-conflict the need to maximize personnel availability for UTC taskings with where it makes the most sense to outsource non-core competency functions.  Now, to tell you the truth, none of us have been comfortable with the way these “targets” have been handled in the past.  However, we are working to change this as well.  First, I’m convinced we need an overall, Air Force wide approach to A-76 goals, not arbitrary and capricious goals thrown to the commands to find a way to make them work.  Consequently, we’re taking on the development of a “Strategic Partnership Campaign Plan.” This initiative will develop a centralized Air Force game plan for outsourcing functions/activities across the Air Force (managed from the Headquarters U.S. Air Force level).  It will allow for outsourcing with a “strategic partner,” so that we outsource once and avoid revisiting it every five years.

Now, having said all that, we also launched on an aggressive project associated with the recent OSD issuance of PBD 712.  While this PBD’s narrative made specific mention of “military/civilian conversions,” it was in essence a mandate to replace military members with civilians, on a one-for-one basis, with an eye towards realigning those freed-up service members to stressed areas.  The intent was stated as being an avenue for “stress relief.” However, when we coupled the opportunities and intent presented in this PBD with language just issued in the National Defense Authorization Act concerning options for re-engineering PRIOR to A-76 actions, we felt we had a once in a lifetime chance to jump on several complementary initiatives.  We also had a chance to work several pressing Air Force issues that included stress relief, allowance to re-engineer prior to A-76, credit for achievement of A-76 goals under the NDAA and the movement to more of a performance- based construct.  I’m glad to say we were successful in getting OSD to agree with our approach.  This effort potentially avoided large scale A-76 goals and actions in the “out” years and allowed several organizations to re-engineer before they had to commit to an A-76 action.  I’d also like to add that the Air Force’s response to PBD 712 and stressors on our force is another indication that we have leadership that’s willing to “put their money where their mouth is” when working stress relief.  I’m proud to say that we have already programmed and moved more than 3,300 authorizations to stressed skills.  And if we’re able to pull off our plan associated with PBD 712, we could move upwards of 5,000 more authorizations to stress relief.  Lastly, while the Department of Defense has targeted 20,000 military members in this PBD to help reduce stress, we’ve been authoritatively told by the most senior OSD officials to count on another 10,000 in the 2006 POM.

Obviously, like the Air Force, we’re set on a very aggressive game plan.  But, as a practical matter, we have no other choice.  As we execute this game plan, it is imperative that we assess our progress and move toward the desired end state and future vision.  Accordingly, we’ve “kick started” the Air Force Effects Management Program to serve as the single Air Force-wide platform to provide the Air Force with a comprehensive, integrated performance management plan and process.  The key point here is to provide our leadership with another set of tools to help them in their decision- making processes.  It is also important to highlight positive stories, as well as areas that leadership can help us with (whether in resourcing, policy, leadership, etc.).  This program can be a very valuable and powerful tool.

Finally, I would like to say a word about the manpower & organization and personnel merger…  This has also proven to be a success story.  We’ve successfully integrated numerous personnelists into the manpower arena and have made converts out of them.  To complement these actions, we’ve also moved several career manpower and organization professionals into personnel jobs — there definitely has been favorable feedback here, too.  Moreover, as our service grapples with the type of issues described above, the synergy to be gained from combining the requirements/ spaces side of the “people” business with the employment/faces side of that business is virtually endless.  The benefits are already evident.  Furthermore, the merger plan itself continues to be refined; the PAD is being finalized now.  But make no mistake; the Air Force is committed to doing this one right -- for all the right reasons.  I hope I’ve given you a better appreciation of the challenges we face to help shape our future Air Force.  Our efforts over the next year will influence how our Air Force does business for many years to come.  More importantly, we have a lead role in helping to shape it for success in the future, and that role is well trusted and credible with our senior leadership.  Your efforts have been well noticed and greatly appreciated and are paying big dividends for our service and our nation.  I personally and professionally thank you for those efforts!  

The Manpower-Personnel Merger 

...What it Means to You

By Col. Sid Evans

Chief, Requirements and Utilization

Division, Headquarters U.S. Air Force
Our career field is on the verge of arguably the most profound change in its history...a merger with personnel, and the consolidation of the wing manpower office into the mission support squadron.  The merger is scheduled to occur July 1.  And, I know there is some uncertainty and anxiety within our community concerning this action.  I can assure you this merger has the full attention of senior Air Force leadership and, more importantly, AF/ DPM is actively involved with every aspect of the transformation.  At the Headquarters Air Force level, we are all onboard with the changes.  We are onboard because the merger makes good sense; we are building an organization that will provide commanders with a single-source advisor concerning manpower and personnel issues.  For too long, personnel and manpower actions have been developed and executed separately.  In the short time we have been organizationally merged at the HAF, manpower has received increased recognition from the personnel community as the critical building block for all human resource decisions.  The merger is also consistent with the Air Force chief of staff’s force development vision by focusing each element of the total force (officer, enlisted, civilian, active duty and Reserve) on the unique competencies each brings to the table.  For example, FD dictates that officers must be leaders, not “master technicians.” With the merger, you will see that we are making changes to develop broader officers, while the bulk of the technical skills will reside with our civilian and enlisted force.  I believe this change in emphasis has enormous implications for the manpower officer career field.

Implications for the organization 

It was initially planned for the mission support squadron to be re-designated as the “force management squadron.” However, concerns have been raised among senior leadership in the DP community that the “force management” name may not properly convey the full suite of capabilities the new organization will provide to commanders.  Lt. Gen.(Sel) Roger A.  Brady, special assistant to the chief of staff for Air Force Development, has requested we revisit the nomenclature to ensure we accurately capture the essence of the new blended organization.  Regardless of the squadron name, wing manpower offices will become “manpower and organization flights” within the new squadron on July 1.  The new flights will operate in parallel with civilian personnel and existing military, education and training, and family support flights. Other than the realignment from the wing staff to the squadron, we do not anticipate much change in the MO flight’s role.  Providing the best possible advice to commanders on the use of their human capital has always been the role of the MO — and will continue to be the role of the MO flight.  However, the personnel-related actions role of the new squadron from a transaction processor to manpower/personnel advisor (that is, individual vs. institutional support) will evolve significantly.  This transformation to a less transactional-based organization will increase the role and impact of the manpower team to the new combined organization.  As a result, manpower and organization functions will represent an ever-increasing portion of the squadron commander’s portfolio. The transformation of the squadron commander to a “key advisor” role will connote numerous benefits for the MO chief.

Implications for the manpower officer 

Concurrent with the reorganization, the manpower (38M) and personnel (36P) officer Air Force Specialty Codes will merge into a single AFSC, 37F. The normal starting point for a new 37F officer will probably be as a squadron section commander at the squadron level; current 38M duties will become a subset of the 37F officer’s career. We “old heads” (senior majors and above) won’t see much change in our careers, since the vast majority of us will continue to serve in “38M” leadership roles at major commands, joint organizations and at the Air Staff. On the other hand, our young 38M officers on balance will benefit from a broadened perspective (better understanding of the “nuts and bolts” of leadership and personnel management as CCQs). Our young officers will become leaders first, and they will benefit from a much broader array of experiences. As you’ve already seen, several 36Ps and 38Ms have cross flowed into the manpower and personnel functional areas, and they are doing extremely well. These opportunities will continue. Since most new lieutenants will probably start out as CCQs, I recommend lieutenants and junior captains work now with their MO flight chiefs to pursue local CCQ opportunities. This leadership experience will aid you immeasurably in your Air Force career.

Implications for MO’s enlisted members 

As mentioned earlier, our enlisted and civilian personnel will form the bedrock of manpower’s technical skills. As a result, aside from the re-designation of AFSC 3U0 to 3S3 (to incorporate it into a single career family) and the merger of the manpower, personnel, education and training, and military equal opportunity chief enlisted manager codes into CEM 3S000 two years from now, don’t expect many changes for our enlisted corps.  We will continue to emphasize the development of our enlisted members’ technical skills and rely on them for the continued success of the enterprise.  Future 3S3s will continue to be a cross flow (lateral) career field because it benefits the manpower domain when people bring in expertise from other areas.  However, because we are not a direct duty AFSC, a 16-year manpower master sergeant will normally have far fewer than 16 years of manpower experience.  So, it’s important for our NCOs to develop their professional skill bases as manpower managers.  To the maximum extent possible, we will provide opportunities for top three NCOs, especially chiefs, to cross flow into key leadership positions in the other “3S” disciplines.  But in the near term, most manpower CEM positions will continue to be filled by manpower chiefs.  We also ask you to intensify your recruiting and selection efforts in the senior airman and staff sergeant grades, so our inventory of enlisted personnel remains in line with our force-shaping objectives.
Implications for manpower civilians 

Our manpower civilians will continue to provide technical expertise, organizational continuity and leadership.  However, to build a civilian leadership cadre for the future, we will provide career broadening and advancement opportunities throughout the manpower and personnel communities for civilians who are willing to be mobile and improve themselves through academic and professional military education.  These broadening opportunities will also include tours in personnel jobs at the installation, major command and Air Staff levels.  Because manpower and personnel civilians are classified by an Office of Personnel Management job series, they will retain their separate identities as 343/ 896s, 301s and 201s; details for cross-flowing civilians are still being worked out. Suffice it to say that leadership recognizes that an effective personnel manager must understand the importance of the manpower discipline, especially how requirements are determined, and vice versa.  We will maximize our opportunities to do this the “smart” way.

Bottom line 

Manpower will continue to play a huge role in the management of human capital for Air Force leadership.  Our initial steps to cross flow our sharpest individuals between the manpower and personnel disciplines have all worked well and will set the tone for a successful merger.  As is true with any change, there’s often uncertainty and “growing pains” as we transition to new ways of doing business.  We “old 38Ms” vividly recall the transition from being detachments of MAJCOM Management Engineering Teams to members of wing commanders’ staffs.  There was considerable anxiety then too, but the past dozen years have been marked with numerous local success stories.  Rest assured, however, DPM and DP senior leadership is actively engaged in managing this transition to minimize turmoil while maximizing career opportunities for manpower and personnel people.  
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