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Background

“Looking ahead, the Department must further intensify the 
transformation of its support structure and management practices.  
We must continue to upgrade performance and accountability, 
streamline and strengthen management, and ensure that every 
defense dollar is expended as wisely as possible.”

– Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense
DoD Performance and Accountability Report
Working Draft 11-26-03
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Background
Guidance

We have moved from a 
"threat-based" to a 
"capabilities- based" 
approach to defense 
planning…

One thing we have 
learned in the global 
war on terror is that, in 
the 21st century, what 
is critical to success in 
military conflict is not 
necessarily mass as 
much as it is capability.
… overmatching the 
enemy with superior 
speed, power, precision 
and agility.

SecDef Testimony to Senate Armed Services Committee, 3 Feb 04

… focusing not only on 
who might threaten us, 
or where, or when –
but more on how we 
might be threatened, 
and what portfolio of 
capabilities we will 
need to deter and 
defend against those 
new threats.
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Background

GPRA of 1993 requires federal agencies to provide annual 
performance plans

To cover program activities set in budgets, starting FY99
To reflect how well an agency is progressing toward achieving 
its goals
Includes metrics on performance

SecDef initiated Capability-Based planning concept in 2002
Need robust set of metrics to measure capabilities
AF capabilities-based analytic methodology examines 
proficiency, sufficiency & severity using capability metrics
Identifies AF capability shortfalls, gaps and potential tradespace 

Purpose of brief is to explore potential linkage(s) between 
performance metrics and capability metrics

Could identify common taxonomy between defined set of metrics
Provides an approach to monitor health of capabilities & comply 
with GPRA
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Analysis Needs

Effects driven management measures how well we are doing 
with the assets we have

Effects driven capability-based operations measures how well 
our capabilities are balanced to a broad spectrum of threats

WHICH DEFINED SET OF METRICS COMES FIRST??

Statement of capability is first required, then a report card on
how well we are doing

Need to ask first “how much capability do I need”
Then ask “how well are we doing with the capabilities we have”

Combining these relationships will define how the “end-to-end” 
analysis is shaped and shed light on where capability 
investment decisions should be made
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Effects Driven Capabilities Goal

Define desired effects to support NSS, NDS, NMS, JOpsC, 
JOCs, JFCs, and JICs

Should overlay Capabilities-Based Planning, Programming, 
Budgeting & Execution (PPBE) Process
Yields prioritized joint capability shortfalls, gaps and tradespace

Should measure proficiency, sufficiency, and severity (impact)
Influences requirements, programming, S&T, acquisition decisions
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GPRA Goal

“The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 seeks 
to shift the focus of government decision making and 
accountability away from a preoccupation with the activities 
that are undertaken - such as grants dispensed or inspections 
made - to a focus on the results of those activities, such as 
real gains in employability, safety, responsiveness, or 
program quality. Under the Act, agencies are to develop 
multiyear strategic plans, annual performance plans, and 
annual performance reports.” 
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GPRA

Required performance plans must:
1. Establish performance goals to define levels of 

performance to be achieved
2. Express those goals in an objective, quantifiable, and 

measurable form
3. Briefly describe the operational processes, skills and 

technology, and the human, capital, information, or other 
resources required to meet the goals

4. Establish performance measures for assessing the 
progress toward or achievement of the goals

5. Provide a basis for providing actual program results with 
the established goals

6. Describe the means to be used to verify and validate 
measured values
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Example Metrics Linkages
MID 901/910/913 Performance Measure Development 

Combines Secretary’s Annual Defense Report (ADR) with GPRA 
required performance plan
MID 901 - Assigns performance metrics to Component level
MID 910 – Provides instructions to Components to reflect 
performance metrics with President’s Management Agenda (PMA)
MID 913 - Implementation of PPBE

Drawback – they do not address capabilitiesDrawback – they do not address capabilities
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Example Metrics Linkages

GPRA 
Ties strategies and performance to budget
Establishes critical performance measures to determine if effects 
achieved

Drawback – does not address capabilitiesDrawback – does not address capabilities
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Example Metrics Linkages

AF Performance Measures Reporting System (AFPMRS)
Approved (SecAF/CSAF) system for data input and measures reporting
Single, integrated effects-based performance management program
Drawback – effects based management, not effects based ops

Drawback – does not address capabilitiesDrawback – does not address capabilities
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Example Metrics
(& Inconsistencies)

Master Capability Library (MCL)
Sub-capability – “Generate the Mission”

Sub-capability – “Prepare and Generate the Mission 
Element”

Measure – “Bomber (or other aircraft type) Mission 
Capability (MC) Rate” with no specific definition of 
MC rate

AFPMRS
AF Goal – “Define AF Requirements for AEF”

Task – “Execute Force Module”
Measure – “Aircraft Mission Capable Rate” defined 
as the percentage of possessed aircraft that are 
capable of performing at least one of their assigned 
peacetime or wartime missions
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Conclusions

Capability-based metrics and GPRA required metrics should 
be inexorably linked to provide a clear picture of capability 
and performance across DoD

For analysis to be repeatable, defensible, traceable, and 
transparent there should be a common taxonomy to the 
metrics
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Back Up



I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c eUNCLASSIFIED

UNCLASSIFIED

Involving Air Force Metrics
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DoD Framework 
(Performance/Capabilities based POM/Budget)

Management Initiative 
Decision (MID) 901
Establishing Performance 
Outcomes and Tracking 
Performance Results for the 
Department of Defense

December 20, 2002

Management Initiative 
Decision (MID) 901
Establishing Performance 
Outcomes and Tracking 
Performance Results for the 
Department of Defense

December 20, 2002

Management Initiative 
Decision (MID) 910
Budget and Performance 
Integration Initiative

December 24, 2002

Management Initiative 
Decision (MID) 910
Budget and Performance 
Integration Initiative

December 24, 2002

Management Initiative 
Decision (MID) 913
Implementation of 2-year 
Planning, Programming, 
Budgeting & Execution 
process

May 22, 2003

Management Initiative 
Decision (MID) 913
Implementation of 2-year 
Planning, Programming, 
Budgeting & Execution 
process

May 22, 2003

• Aligns the DoD’s 
performance management 
activities with the PMA and 
DoD Risk Management 
Framework

• Requires, for the FY05 
President’s Budget, that DoD 
Components associate 60% 
of the resources requested 
with performance metrics

• States that performance 
metrics (existing or TBD) will 
be the analytical underpinning 
to determine whether an 
appropriate allocation of 
resources exists in current 
budgets

BMMP (Business Management Modernization Program)
• Transform & modernize business 
process across the DoD/AF

• Standardize & integrate processes  
enabled by technology & systems

• Capitalize on DoD/AF strengths and 
infuse best practices into operations

UNCLASSIFIED UNCLASSIFIED
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Provides means to 
create Rules Package 

in ABIDES for 
Capability Support 

Indicators

9 MCL Top-level 
Capabilities aligned to 
the 7 Capabilities in 

the DoD P/B 
Framework

Congress

MID 901
BSC

Capabilities MID 910
PBB

External
Reporting
Databases

Program/Budget
Framework  
(MID 913)

Inst Future
Chalg

OpnalForce
Mgmt

Satisfies MID 913
Panel’s Portfolios 

Aligned 
To MCL & 

CRRAs

Capabilities 
Focused & MCL/ 
CRRA alignment

Engine
Room

MAJCOM’s 
Portfolios Aligned 

to 
MCL, RATs & CRRAs

Philosophy                         
(TOA Alignment to Capabilities)
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Performance Budget or 
“Appropriate Allocation”

A performance budget and incidentally the definition of 
“appropriate allocation” consists of a performance-oriented 
framework, in which strategic goals are paired with related long-
term performance goals

PERFORMANCE
BUDGET

AF STRATEGIC  PLAN

MID 910 & 913

POMGOALS
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Capabilities Support 
Performance Measures

AF/XPPE is developing Capability Support Performance Measures 
Tied to a series of programs
Show percent of Blue TOA that supports the goals for each 
capability in the Master Capability Library

Blue TOA capability indicator will be available through ABIDES 
with a rules package
Goals established through the Integration CRRA process

Will build a Rules Package in ABIDES to guarantee consistent, 
accurate reports of Blue TOA allocated to capabilities in the Master 
Capabilities Library

Requires Panels, and PEMs to fill out data call
Provides AFCS Senior Leadership the opportunity to see the effect 
their decisions have on Capability Support Performance Measures

Allows risk determination and compliance with Joint requirements
prior to POM submission
Satisfies MID 913’s requirement to prove “appropriate allocation of 
resources exists in current budgets”



Notional Process to Achieve Capability Support Measures

C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8

TOA
Blue

Capability 
Support  
(Maritime 

Surveillance)

$ Allocated 
Compared 
to Target

MID 913 
Measure

Maritime 
Surveillance

Predictive 
Battlespace Aware

C2 (Pos/Nav/Time)

Survive & Operate

Transport Info

Rapid Global 
Delivery

$     Capabilities

8.9

Amount allocated 
compared to target 

(Response converted to    
1-10 scale)

4-star CRRA 
provides initial 

target 
(watermelon 

charts)

C1 C9

Maritime 
Surveillance

Predictive 
Battlespace Aware

C2 (Pos/Nav/Time)

Survive & Operate

Transport Info

Rapid Global 
Delivery

SECAF Targets

INDICATOR MEASURETARGET

#, time or %     
Capability  

Needed



“Appropriate 
Allocation”

8.9

C1
Maritime Surveillance

Air & Space Surveillance

Environmental & 
Information Surveillance

Maritime Reconnaissance

Air/Space Reconnaissance

Enviro/Information 
Reconnaissance

9.5

Capability Support Measures

MID 913 
Measure

Response converted to    
1-10 scale

9.3

8.0

10.0

9.0

9.2

91% 85%91% 95% 96% 99% 95%

Measures success toward target 
and can be rolled up to a 
composite measure for each Top-
level Capability

Repeat for each Top-level Capability

• 1 to 9 Measures for AFPMRS II

• Capabilities roll-up to an over-all 
support measure

93.1%

Potential Roll-up Measures 
AFPMRS II (1 to 9)

Notional Process to Achieve Capability Support Measures

Capability 
Support  
(Maritime 

Surveillance)

C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8

TOA
Blue

C1 C9

92%
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