Process Improvement Issue Paper – Timing Disconnects Within PPBS


FYDP Improvement Focus Area 7 – Timing Disconnects Within 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. Data 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

The purpose of this paper is to document and communicate the progression of analysis and recommendations in the Timing Disconnects Within 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) 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 a means of communication among the FYDP Improvement Team.  As such, comments and guidance are welcome and encouraged.

II. Observation
The following observation was identified during the As-Is analysis phase of the business process review as an area for performance improvement.  It was validated by the FYDP Improvement Team and SES leadership as a critical observation area within PPBS that should be further examined for potential process improvements:

· There are timing disconnects across the PPBS Process.  For example Planning information is not provided in time to be useful for the Programming phase.
III. Problem Description

The PPBS process is generally sequential in its design.  Outputs from one phase serve as inputs to the next.  For example, the Planning phase’s CNO Program Assessment Memorandum (CPAM) serves as guidance to the Programming phase, and the Programming phase’s POM acts as the initial Budget baseline.  There are also multiple intermediate milestones and outputs linked to one another within each phase of PPBS.  Timing therefore, plays a critical role.  Delays in one phase adversely affect the subsequent phase.  In addition, there are thousands of participants at all levels whose combined actions span longer than 15 months from initial planning through Budget delivery to Congress (see timeline below).  Congress takes an additional eight months to authorize and appropriate budgeted funds.  The large number of process participants coupled with the complexity and volume of program and budget issues poses challenges to information sharing and data collection throughout PPBS.  The length of the process leads to additional issues.  Initial budget submissions are developed so far in advance of execution (nearly one and half years) that there are often times significant changes between what is budgeted and what is actually expended.  Another complicating factor is that the PPBS process is often executed differently from year to year due to changes in administration and senior leadership, new process initiatives and emergent requirements.  The end result is a process environment in which there are many opportunities for timing disconnects to occur between and within phases.  These disconnects ultimately result in an inefficient use of information, sub-optimized decision making, and redundant work. 
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III.1 Examples
· Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) is not consistently released to the DON for Planning purposes early enough to be used effectively.  Specifically, DPG was released in the April timeframe for the POM02 and PR03 cycles when DON Planning began six months earlier each cycle.

· Planning information in the form of the CNO’s Program Assessment Memorandum (CPAM) is not officially provided to Programmers in time to be effectively used for POM development.  The PR03 CPAM was not briefed to the CNO until April.  POM development began 3-6 months earlier.
· Programmers use the Budget Estimate Submission, submitted to OSD in September, for POM development.  The President’s Budget, submitted in February, is a more accurate baseline from which POM development should be based, however it is completed too late for Programmers to effectively use.  Changes between the BES and Presidents Budget must then be reworked into the POM.
· The DON POM is typically completed in the May/June timeframe.  This leaves very little time (2-4 weeks) for the Budget Submitting Offices throughout the DON to coordinate and develop budget estimates for submission to FMB. 

· Insufficient time to develop budget submissions results in organizations being forced to later defend budget positions that were developed with less than a full accounting of all pertinent issues.

· The PPBS process takes over 15 months from Planning through Presidents Budget submission to Congress, however there are multiple instances in which decisions are forced to be made in very short periods of time.  An example includes the summer budget reviews (FMB & OSD) in which responses to budget marks are drafted in reclamas with only a few hours notice.

III.2 Stakeholders/participants
· FMB 

· N81

· N80

· OSD PA&E

· OSD Comptroller

· Resource Sponsors

· Budget Submitting Offices

III.3 Points of Contact/Information Resources

· Mr. Wes McNair (FMB)

· Mr. Melcher (N81)

· Mr. Masciarelli (USMC P&R)

· Mr. Mohler (N80)

· OSD PA&E POC

· OSD Comptroller POC

· N801 POC

· Resource Sponsors

· Budget Submitting Offices

III.4 Information Systems
· NBTS 

· WINPAT 

· PBIS 

IV. Problem Statement
There are timing disconnects in the PPBS process between and within phases that lead to inefficiencies in the use of information, sub-optimized decision making capability and redundant work.
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