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Performance Improvement Issue Paper – Audit Trails Within PPBS


FYDP Improvement Focus Area 3 – Audit Trails 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 model of the existing PPBS process to be used as a referential context for analysis and recommendations.  Based on this model and input from numerous subject matter experts (more than 100 individuals from OPNAV, SECNAV and Claimants), 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 Audit Trails Within PPBS focus area.  This paper consists of the following six sections and includes initial performance improvement recommendations. Additional recommendations will be included in subsequent revisions.

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

V. Root Cause Analysis – A description that identifies the source of the underlying problems within Audit Trails Within PPBS focus area.

VI. Performance Improvement Recommendations – An identification of potential performance improvement solutions based on As-Is process analysis, best practice research and subject matter expert input.

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:

· Lack of clear “audit trail” of changes throughout Planning, Programming and Budgeting.  

III. Problem Description 

The DON PPBS audit trail exists in many configurations, is supported by different information systems, and is not fully integrated.  The Planning, Programming and Budgeting phases each maintain their own unique approach to tracking changes made throughout the course of their respective phases. Accordingly, stand-alone information systems have evolved to support each phase’s approach. Execution is a widespread and diverse process, composed of different audit trails that are also not fully integrated with the rest of the PPBS process.
A specific factor that complicates the audit trail is the use of different data elements to articulate decision-making throughout the PPBS process.  This makes it difficult to follow the impact of a decision from one phase to another.  The most obvious example of this is the use of (PEs) in Programming and not in Budgeting.  Budgeting changes made in the LI structure are not always translated into the PE structure familiar to programmers.  The inconsistent use of PEs makes it difficult  to track the changes and adjustments made to programs during the normal Budget to FYDP progression.  Similarly, different data elements are often used by the information systems of different organizations and in different PPBS processes to perform similar or identical functions.  Satisfactory audit tracking across processes and organizations also requires that standardized data structures be adopted

The use of the same issue numbers for different issues from one process to another (e.g. from POM development to Budget formulation)  and sometimes even within a process (e.g. within POM development) presents a pair of similar problems:  (a) the reuse of the same issue number for decisions that are fundamentally distinct creates confusion; and, (b) the same decisions frequently persist or re-emerge across processes.  The current usage of issue numbers usually assigns a different number to the later incarnation of the decision, making it difficult to track data changes related to the issue across processes.” 

Another factor complicating audit tracking is that different PPBS processes naturally work at different levels of data detail.  Examples of this are (a) Programming uses PEs and Budgeting mostly does not; (b) resource sponsors use ‘user defined fields’ to group resources to specific action officers; (c) BSOs have their own systems for managing their resources in more detail than is used by FMB or OPNAV.  This means that different data elements are used in different parts of PPBS, and when this happens audit tracking can only be done with the ‘lowest common denominator’ set of data elements.  Much of the effort demanded by PPBS is consumed in translating decisions recorded at a high level of data detail down to the lower data granularity needed in the interested organization.  The variable detail found in PPBS data is not well documented and, is not adequately understood by most PPBS participants.  It is also the product of the historical evolution of requirements within specific parts of the PPBS process, and cannot be considered optimal for the overall process.  It is generally accepted, for instance, that requirements for additional data detail are easily stated and the data structure consequently grows, but the need for the data detail frequently subsides without the residual data structure being eliminated.

III.1 Examples  

· Issue numbers are re-used each cycle, making them hard to find in a historical sense, in terms of when they occurred.  This also makes it difficult to locate the smaller issues within the larger ones.

· Minutes of the multiple decision forums conducted throughout the PPBS process are not available from a centralized source.

· Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution use different data elements.  This causes disconnects in the audit trail.

· Manpower data is tracked in Programming down to the UIC level, but in Budgeting is tracked at a much higher level.

III.2 Stakeholders/participants  

· FMB

· N81

· N80

· Resource Sponsors

· BSOs

III.3 Information Systems 
· WINPAT

· NBTS

· CIMS

· IRS

IV. Problem Statement 
The DON PPBS audit trail is inconsistent across much of the PPBS process, and therefore difficult to use in an effective manner.  Its inconsistencies lie in its level of detail, supporting systems, types of data elements, and incomplete integration.

V. Root Cause Analysis
A process common to both Programming and Budgeting is the altering of program and budget resource profiles in response to changing demands on the DON. The tracking of these changes (or deltas) is accomplished through WINPAT and NBTS.  During the Programming phase, programmatic changes are entered into WINPAT as issues or combinations of issues, whose data fields vary, depending on the appropriation.  The associated dollar values are deltas from dollar figures resident in WINPAT at the start of the Programming phase.  .  

Each RS is assigned a block of issue numbers from N80 for use in POM development.  RSs are supposed to enter descriptive responses to programmatic changes in a “Justification” field.  However, the descriptions are often no more than a restatement of the issue title.  Other common RS errors include generic and non-descriptive issue titles, and multiple programmatic changes that are combined into a single issue (i.e., TFMMS data is entered into WINPAT as one issue).  Such mistakes obscure the programmatic audit trail and increase the risk of inaccurate resource allocation.

Once the POM is submitted to OSD(PA&E), the focus of the audit trail turns to budgetary changes, which are migrated to NBTS.  A difference to note is that NBTS issues are assigned the next available issue number, thereby avoiding issue number re-use.  While it is recommended that issues identify the PE(s) and RS(s) associated with the budget mark in question, it is not required in order for the issue to be created, even though doing so would increase the clarity of the audit trail.  

The information involved in the IPL (Integrated Priority List) process demonstrates how the audit trail can also be cluttered with unnecessary data.  To summarize the process, Unified Commanders present their requirements via IPLs to Navy component commanders, who develop CCIPs (Component Commander Issue Papers) that address the IPLs as well as issues not raised by the IPLs (“Non-IPLs”).  The CCIPs are then sent to N80, who reviews the CCIPs and determines the resource sponsors they should be assigned to, if not already identified.  During the POM build, Resource Sponsors develop an SPPD (Sponsor Program Proposal Document), which explains how the CCIP was addressed during the POM build.  This SPPD is then forwarded to the Component Commanders.  The problem with this process stems from the fact that IPLs are inconsistent – some state specific requirements, others do not.  CCIPs and SPPDs are also inconsistent, as they contain too much data, not enough data, inaccurate data, or no data at all.  In addition, the fact that they are submitted in Word format does not promote enforced standardization of information as it enters the audit trail.

VI. Performance Improvement Recommendations

Based on analysis of the As-Is DON PPBS process, best practices research and interviews with key stakeholders in the PPBS process, an initial wave of twelve high-level solutions has been developed for addressing the problems presented by each issue paper, including this one.  Within these solutions, specific process changes have been proposed and are linked to one of the seven focus areas, as indicated by the shaded blocks in the matrix below.  The details of the proposed solutions and recommended changes within the Audit Trails focus area are discussed in more detail following the matrix. For easy reference, the column pertaining to the PPBS Audit Trails focus area has been circled.

In this paper, as in the others, it should be noted that this initial wave of recommendations does not necessarily address all of the issues discussed above in the Problem Description section.  Conversely, some of these recommendations may address best practices, or problems identified by best practice research, that are not specifically cited in the Problem Description.
[Section continued on next page.]

Solution/Focus Area Matrix

What follows are recommendations for improving the ease with which the PPBS audit trail can be followed and understood.  These recommendations involve the collection of incoming data, better utilization of existing execution data, and the leveraging of ongoing claimant-level information system initiatives.

A web-based collection tool for BSOs to submit and store their budget exhibits and other budget materials should be added to the PBIS website.  This would provide an interface that could be readily customized to meet the audit trail needs of specific users around the world, thereby improving audit trail clarity and accessibility.  A critical aspect of this web-based tool is the implementation of data submission templates that enforce correct data entry by the BSOs.  Similar technology should be included on the PBIS website to store IPLs, CCIPs, and SPPD responses and enforce their completeness, reliability, and enable customized worldwide intranet access. The co-location of both programming and budgeting data at the PBIS website would also further enhance the ability to compare information across the PPBS phases.

Audit trail completeness is just as important as its clarity, accuracy and accessibility.  The PPBS audit trail would benefit in this regard if DFAS execution data were used more frequently (i.e. monthly) to supplement existing budget numbers.  Currently, this information is only incorporated with NBTS on a quarterly or annual basis due to conversion difficulties.  Automating some or all of this process would help complete the audit trail available to budget analysts and others.  

Claimants can also improve the completeness of the PPBS audit trail by leveraging data from their ERP implementation efforts, particularly execution data.  ERP systems provide the opportunity to automate the prior years execution reporting discussed above, with the potential for enforcing data clarity and accuracy.  Other potential benefits of the claimant ERP efforts are discussed in the Information Sharing and Data Comparison issue papers.
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