5 Dec 2001

NAVAIR Notes
Our trip to Patuxent River Air Station was composed of three one-hour meetings with various BSO personnel.  Each meeting began with a project overview presented by Steve Schwab, followed by observations and recommendations provided by the NAVAIR representatives in attendance.  The trip concluded with a summarizing out-brief to the Financial Management Board.

Meeting #1

Observations:

· PBIS still not operational after two years.  As a result, some users have lost their classified access to WINPAT.

· Status of PBIS is not being communicated.

· People are having difficulty doing their job (can’t provide RAD runs, etc.)

· Guidance is not clearly defining the cycle nor providing a clear statement of the deadlines for the PPBS process.

· Problems areas 2, 3, and 4 are the most pressing.

· NAVAIR is not on the distribution list for status updates on the PE Restructuring effort.

· Resource Sponsors (RSs) often haven’t even looked at the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG).  So NAVAIR personnel have to look at it instead.

· Comptroller offices are not communicating with RSs, and vice-versa.

· Short-fuse deadlines make it hard to produce quality work.  This reduces morale, and in some cases has prevented people from taking vacations planned months in advance.

· In one case, NAVAIR had 48 hours to reply to 158 questions.

· In another case, NAVAIR had to respond to over 700 questions during a summer review.

· The OSD review is more important than the DON review, because OSD is more apt to protect readiness than FMB.  FMB only worries about the dollars.  These are conflicting priorities that need to be resolved.

· The process has worked best when FMB is involved in the POM review.  This way, FMB gets its questions out on the table early.

· The Working Capital Fund (WCF) is not adjusted in line with changes to the budget.  Thus, the two are usually out-of-sync.

· Rates often appear to be “too high,” but they are not, since they were funded at that rate originally.  The fund is set up to mimic private industry, but the Navy isn’t able to react like a private industry.

· It was easier to get WINPAT accounts when the process was run by Navy employees (vice contractors).  Increasingly, it appears the DON doesn’t really know what’s going on with the systems we use.

Recommendations:

· Get rid of the DON-level review.  The other departments don’t have this, so why should the DON?

Meeting #2

Observations:

· Again, the status of PBIS in unclear.

· Four of the problem areas seem to be covered by ERP: audit trail, data comparison, performance measures, manpower.

· Many RSs keep close-hold on information until the last minute, and then allow only 48 hours to respond.

· Justification of POM adjustments is often lacking.

· There is a lot of re-work for same year-to-year workload.

· One-shot contingency budgets greatly increase timing disconnects.  It is difficult to work with a budget that began development two years ago.

· The budget structure is not set up to accommodate increases in OPTEMPO.

· Budget analysts should spend more time looking at out-years to provide a better estimate of the out-years, but due to time constraints in the process the budget analysts can only focus on the budget year.

· Tough budget decisions should be made early in the process, as opposed to last minute.

· There are huge disconnects between SYSCOM and HQ budgets.  For example, within the OMN appropriation, an extra week must be spent to distribute funds to lower-level organizations (Project Unit Level).  Why not budget to this level in the first place?

Recommendations:

· A concurrent POM/Budget process will help resolve inadequate POM justifications.

· BSOs need to be allowed to budget within grades (manpower).

· Reduce the number of appropriations to provide more flexibility to the BSOs.

· Have the Programmers and Budget Analysts work closely together in order to assign more accurate pricing.

Meeting #3

Observations:

· Problem areas #2 and #6 are the most common.

· Usually there is good communication between analysts and ROs, but in some years, analysts summarize net adjustments, thereby hiding detail.  It is difficult to work with summarized data.

· There are no established processes for responding to POM requests.

· With regards to WCF, there are many inconsistent data sources, and FMB makes many erroneous assumptions.  

· Pricing models are not readable

· Information systems cannot reply to complex information queries 

· Long time frame gives overseers too much time to interfere.

· Lack of a fiscal decision-maker.  BSO analysts end up doing a little bit of everything.

· Management of offices behind PPBS is in chaos.  It’s not the PPBS process itself that is chaotic.  This is a symptom of bureaucracy.


· PPBS culture is “overly adversarial.”

· There is no fleet involvement in the process.

· The impacts to changes made at the line item level are not understood fully.  By making a change to one appropriation on a program it could adversely effect the other appropriations for that program and these kinds of relationships are not fully understood when making budgeting decisions.

Recommendations:

· A separate POM for the WCF should be considered that is focused more on the current year and not on the out-years.

· Program Managers should just be given a pot of money, to increase flexibility.

Out-Briefing

Feedback from Financial Review Board:

· The mark-budget cycle would be much easier if a target was provided.  For example, “we need x dollars to fund project y.  Tell us where we can pull x dollars.”

· Zero-based budget reviews greatly reduce the number of questions asked.

Greg:

· Logjams in the cycle result because everything must go through a single POC in FMB that handles 90% of the SYSCOMs.

· Quality of Life for the warfighter is often sacrificed for the sake of the dollar.  This philosophy needs correction.

· Formatting issues are not worth the last-minute heartburn they generate.

· We receive a significant lack of information on the logic of budget decisions.  HQ doesn’t appreciate the ramifications of their decisions.  The way FMB applies undistributed marks is broken.  They hurt things without realizing it.

· Automatic data pulls can replace a lot of repetitive actions.

· Get FMB to budget by products.  Admittedly a quantum leap, but it would solve a lot of problems.

