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MEMORANDUM FOR PRINCIPAL DEPUTIES OF HEADQUARTERS,

      DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

SUBJECT:  HQDA Resource Support Group (RSG) Meeting Minutes

1.  The HQDA Operating Agency 22 (OA22) RSG meeting convened on 12 November 1998.  The RSG was co-chaired by Ms. Sandy Riley, Deputy Administrative Assistant to the Secretary of the Army and COL Jones, Director of Management.  Attendance list is enclosed. 

2.   Ms Riley introduced COL Jones who encouraged everyone to ask questions in order to better understand the funding strategies being presented.  This will help the RSG representatives prepare their agency principals for the upcoming Resource Board (RB) meeting.  COL Jones also stressed that this year is not business-as-usual.  Following the introductions, Mr. Robert Jaworski, Director, Resource Services - Washington, conducted the RSG briefing.  He briefly explained the family concept and the importance of internal family communication and coordination with OA22.  Slide 5 shows the relationship between the RSG and the RB.  The Agenda  included:

A.  Changes in the Process:


1.  FY98 Funding letter strategy (Slide 6): In FY99 the strategy used by the Army leadership during the funding letter process changed.  Slide 6 shows some of the guiding principles of the FY98 process.  The most important point was the up front funding for the Army wide programs, and the fact that OA22 was considered as something other than a 'normal' Army MACOM. 


2.  FY99 Revised ABO Funding letter strategy (Slide 7): This slide points out that the senior leadership strategy was to minimize financial turbulence to the field.  OA22 was treated as the HQDA MACOM during the FY99 funding letter process.

3.  FY99 Impacts to HQDA MACOM (Slide 8): The impact of OA22 being treated as the HQDA MACOM is that the funding for Army wide programs is expected  come out of the OA22 bottom line.  In addition, during previous Army POM and budget decisions, some programs were assumed "at risk."  Now that the execution year has arrived, these risks must be dealt with and funded at appropriate levels.  Despite the desire to reduce taxes to the MACOMs, the OA22 tax burden remained virtually unchanged from last year.  Details of the reductions are at annex 1.


B.  Compare last year with this year:

1.  FY98 Execution Profile (OMA) (Slide 9): This slide introduces the nature of the OA22 budget.  FY98 actual execution is provided by category, and includes all funded UFRs and other adjustments that occurred during FY98.  From year to year the percentages in each category fluctuate only slightly.  The starburst points out that OA22 received over 50 percent of the requested UFRs in FY98.  FY98 UFRs funded during the funding letter process are in annex 2.  Most importantly, all critical UFRs were funded by year end with close cooperation between ABO and OA22. 

2.  OA22 FY99 Funding Profile (OMA) (Slide 10): The purpose of this slide is to compare FY98 with FY99 and introduce discussion of the MACOM operations wedge of the pie chart.  Comparing bottom line numbers from year to year does not capture the essential facts.  As an example, the funded UFRs were comparable to the total funded last year (see starburst).  However, due to the large increase in UFRs submitted and the fact that MACOM operations received no UFR funding this year, OA22 received funding for only 25% of FY99 UFRs submitted.  OA22 UFRs funded are in annex 3.  


C.  Problems and decisions:

1.  The MACOM operational problem (Slide 11): The data on this slide represents a realistic comparison of FY98 to FY99 for the MACOM operations wedge of the pie chart.  OA22 is about $58 million dollars below last years level.  This problem is addressed in the strawman adjustments.  If 100% of authorizations are funded, an additional $33 million would be required, resulting in an additional tax to non-exempt programs.  ASA (M&RA) pointed out that according to Army Resource Board decisions civilian pay was fully funded to authorizations.  The explanation for why they are not 100% funded is that undistributed adjustments from annex 1 applied to all non-exempt programs including civilian pay, resulting in a 4.31% tax. ASA (IL&E) pointed out that a previous commitment to fund personnel above authorizations was not being honored.  The RSG members were reminded by the co-chair that this year is not business-as-usual, and that Families with on-board strength above authorizations are required to make internal adjustments.

2.  Decisions the senior RB must make--MACOM Operations (Slide 12): The underlined options on this slide are reflected in the Family funding audit trails provided to each family.  The strawman adjustments result in a total tax of 9.73% to non-exempt programs to accomplish these objectives.  The additional 5.42% tax above the 4.31% in annex 1, generates the funds required to bring all families to the  CIVPAY level indicated and 88% of FY98 travel and other GENOPS.  This method of leveling the MACOM operational wedge of the pie impacts the other wedges of the pie.

3.  OA22 FY99 Funding Profile (OMA) (Slide 13): The introduction to the High Vis/Army focus and the Open and Centrally Managed(CMA) wedges of the pie chart  included highlighting the large increase in the UFRs submitted in FY99.


4.  High Vis/Army focus Open and CMA (Slide 14): A comparison of funding between FY98 and FY99 was provided on this slide.  RSG members were reminded that comparisons year to year do not capture the essential facts due to mission changes from year to year.  The validation process in ODCSOPS was abbreviated due to the change in the funding letter strategy.  The validated amount does not mean that only $69 million of $208 million High Vis/Army Focus were validated by ODCSOPS.  It means that the process stopped before the entire $208 million were considered.  The same method applies to Open and CMAs.  HQDA families funded in OA22 have no ability to fund the UFRs in the Open and CMA accounts, and may only have limited ability to deal with the High Vis/Army focus category.


5.  Decisions the senior RB must make--High Vis/Army Focus (Slide 15):  The options on this slide represent ways to deal with the High Vis/Army Focus programs. Applying additional taxes to the MACOM operations wedge to pay UFRs in the High Vis/Army focus wedge would create more UFRs in the MACOM operations wedge.  An accounting of funds that were transferred from High Vis/Army Focus programs during the end of FY98 to pay UFRs in other areas was requested by ASA (M&RA) RSG member.  It was pointed out that while some accounts had excess funding in FY98, those same accounts have large UFR amounts in FY99.  As a result the same strategies used last year do not apply this year.  The ASA (M&RA) member then asked for identification of programs that should be left at risk in FY99.  Mr. Jaworski pointed out that the RB would need to decide what programs to assume risk in, or which to eliminate.

D.  Recommendations and Summary:


1. Recommendation (Slide 16): A senior level Resource Board meeting is scheduled for 11 December at 0900 in room 2E687A.  We must recognize that there has been a change in philosophy for day to day operations within HQDA.  The RSG members were encouraged to ask the Program and Budget Division for any information that will help them prepare their family principal.  

2.  Summary (Slide 17):  Questions were fielded as follows:  The Office of the Chief of Public Affairs RSG representative asked for a clarification of the ABO funding letter strategy, and a clarification of how the reduction percentage was computed.  A review of annex 1 provided this clarification. The Small and Disadvantaged Business  Utilization office (SADBU) RSG representative asked how the SADBU Historically Black Colleges and Universities/Mentorship program UFR, not considered by the ODCSOPS, would be considered for funding.  The explanation was that during the Resource Board meeting on 11 December Families would have the opportunity to highlight their critical resource issues.

<original signed>

ROBERT L. JAWORSKI

Director

Resource Services-Washington
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