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FYDP Improvement Focus Area 2 – Information Sharing Across PPBS

I. Introduction 

The FYDP Improvement Project is an effort designed to recommend and implement constructive changes to the Planning, Programming and Budgeting (PPBS) process within the Department of the Navy (DoN).  A part of this overall effort includes a business process review of underlying PPBS processes.  The first phase of the business process review resulted in a detailed IDEF0 model of the existing PPBS process to be used as a referential context for analysis and recommendations.  Based on this model and input from subject matter experts, observations concerning potential performance improvement areas have been developed.  FYDP team leadership has narrowed the focus of the original observations areas down to seven issues that have become topics for more in-depth analysis, with the stated goal of developing and implementing performance improvement changes in these areas.  The seven focus areas are:

1. OSD/External PPBS Reporting

2. Information Sharing Across PPBS

3. Audit Trails Within PPBS

4. Data Comparison Across PPBS

5. Performance Measurement/Government Performance & Results Act (GPRA)

6. Manpower

7. Timing Disconnects Within PPBS

This purpose of this paper is to document and communicate the progression of analysis and recommendations in the Information Sharing Across PPBS focus area.  The initial version of this paper consists of four sections:

I. Introduction – A brief summary of the FYDP Improvement Project and a recount of the PPBS Business Process Review history

II. Observation(s) – The original issue statement based on process model analysis and subject matter expert input

III. Problem Description – A detailed description of the observation(s) cited in Section II including supporting background information that illustrates underlying problems
IV. Problem Statement – A concise statement summarizing the underlying problem to be addressed by performance improvement recommendations
Subsequent versions will include additional sections such as Root Cause Analysis and Performance Improvement Recommendations based on findings and results made throughout this phase of the business process review.  As stated earlier, one of the intended purposes of this paper is to act as means of communication among the FYDP Improvement Team.  As such, comments and guidance are welcome and encouraged.

II. Observations
The following observations were identified during the As-Is analysis phase of the business process review as areas for performance improvement.  They were validated by the FYDP Improvement Team and SES leadership as critical observation areas within PPBS that should be further examined for potential process improvements:

· The same information is tracked across different PPBS phases and in different systems but is not shared

· Claimants should be more involved in Programming, and Resources Sponsors should be more involved in Budgeting

III. Problem Description
The PPBS process is theoretically a very deliberative one, in which information from a variety of sources is carefully synthesized at each stage to ultimately produce a budget that enables the Navy to successfully fulfill its mission.  Indeed, each phase of the process is intended to generate information necessary for the optimal completion of the subsequent phase.  Planning links requirements to DoN strategic goals and programming guidance.  Programming develops schedules of funds to fulfill these requirements.  Budgeting converts these programs into line items for Congressional approval, and Execution expends the appropriated funds.  While the DoN PPBS process develops a POM and budget year after year, information sharing between PPBS phases and participants is not efficient.   

Three key areas influence the amount of information sharing that occurs across DoN PPBS: culture, processes, and information systems.

Culture refers to the unofficial attitudes, traditions, and assumptions that exist across the DoN PPBS environment.  It is not uncommon for organizations in one phase to consider the work of another phase as incomplete or inaccurate.  Conversely, these organizations are often reluctant to share their own information in a timely fashion, believing that the more they reveal, the more they open themselves and their programs to criticism and potential tampering.  The compartmentalized nature of the PPBS process has encouraged the development of individual organizations for each phase, which has lead each organization to view itself more as a distinct entity than as part of a larger team. 

From a process standpoint, PPBS is intended to be adversarial, but not at the expense of information sharing.  Fair and effective comparison of competing programs is at the heart of the process, and can only be achieved using the best information available from across the phases.  Incomplete or past-due (in effect, missing) information is potentially as harmful as incorrect data.  The CNO’s Program Assessment Memorandum (CPAM), for example, was recently not released in time to be effectively used by programmers.  Unfortunately, such occurrences are encouraged by the fact that OSD is most concerned with receiving a DoN budget on time, as opposed to whether or not each phase had the information it needed to make optimally informed decisions.  Internal PPBS milestones have proven not to be as rigid as those external to the process, resulting in a budget submission that may or may not have been developed using all of the information available across PPBS.

With regards to information systems, process improvements will not be fully effective if information systems are not also properly leveraged.  The main problem with DoN PPBS information systems is that most of them were developed in isolation to meet localized information needs.  This resulted in the development of many information systems, some of which contain overlapping data, most of which are difficult to integrate.  The relative isolation of organizations within the DoN PPBS process has also contributed to this.

III.1 Examples 
· The large amount of effort invested in the Planning phase is not effectively used by the Programming phase due to inefficient sharing of data between Planning and Programming.

· There is no overriding DoN corporate information system management approach to PPBS data.

· Execution data is not used by the Planning or Programming phases to help measure the predictive accuracy of their work.

· Resource sponsors are not very involved in budgeting, and claimants are not very involved in programming.

· Information sharing between Programming and Budgeting is complicated by the use of dissimilar data elements (i.e. WINPAT uses program elements and NBTS uses line items.).  

· The value of each phase’s outputs is not fully understood and therefore not fully leveraged by the other phases due to ineffective information sharing.
III.2 Stakeholders/participants
· N80

· N81

· FMB

· Claimants

· Resource Sponsors

III.3 Points of Contact/Information Resources 

· Mr. Mohler (N80)

· Mr. Masciarelli (USMC RP)

· Mr. Melcher (N81)

· Mr. McNair (N82)

· Liz Cantwell and Dave Burriss (FMB)

· Mr. Wallenhorst (USMC RF)

III.4 Information Systems 

As stated earlier, there are a large number of information systems spanning the DoN PPBS process.  Most of these systems have not been targeted for integration other than WINPAT and NBTS (via PBIS). Recommendation of specific systems for integration is beyond the scope of the initial version of this paper but will be addressed in subsequent versions.  

IV. Problem Statement 
Information sharing across the DoN PPBS process is inefficient due to underlying issues related to DoN culture, PPBS processes, and information systems.
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