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Performance Improvement Issue Paper – Data Comparison Across PPBS


FYDP Improvement Focus Area 4 – Data Comparison 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 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. Information Sharing Across PPBS

3. Audit Trails Within PPBS

4. Data Comparison Across PPBS

5. PPBS 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 Data Comparison Across 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 Data Comparison Across 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:

· Data is hard to compare across Program and Budget databases.  Examples: 1) BLIs and CLIs.  The names confuse sponsors and the fields and metadata are different.  2) PEs which are used to track program changes in WINPAT are not used to track program changes in NBTS. 

III. Problem Description  

It is difficult to compare data across the Planning, Programming and Budgeting phases of the PPBS process.  The first example cited in the observation above, which refers to the use of inconsistent names for the same data element (i.e., BLIs and CLIs for line items) is a specific and simple data comparison problem, however the issue as a whole is much broader.  Although much of the same data is used in the three phases of PPBS, there is an inability to easily track the common data from one phase to the next.  This results in analysts either conducting extra work to normalize data, or performing incomplete analysis that leads to sub-optimized decision-making.  For example, programmatic and budgetary changes are tracked via issues.  However, different series of issues numbers are used by WINPAT and NBTS within a given cycle leading to discontinuity in tracking issues between the Programming and Budgeting phases. Blocks of issue numbers are assigned to resource sponsors when making program changes in the Programming phase while issue numbers in the Budgeting phase are assigned in sequential order regardless of BSO or program.

 Often times there are common themes or subjects to multiple pieces of information found across the PPBS process, however it is difficult and cumbersome to analyze this information.  For example, planning models and briefs on a particular weapon platform relate to specific POM issues, which are the subject of Component Commander Issue Papers (CCIPs) and Sponsor Program Proposal Documents (SPPDs), which in turn are linked to budget line items, justified in budget exhibits, adjusted in budget marks, changed by Program Budget Decisions (PBDs) and Program Decision Memorandum (PDMs), and ultimately tracked through funding obligations and expenditures.  Although there is a common thread in the entire process just outlined, the PPBS process does not easily allow for the comparison of related data across its different phases.  

More specifically, linking data between the Programming and Budgeting phases is problematic.  The use of Program Elements (PE) as a core data element in developing the POM, and the subsequent omission of PE data when building the  Budget leads to inherent difficulties in comparing and reconciling POM data to Budget data.  In accordance with OSD (PA&E) requirements, the DoN POM is developed and submitted based primarily on PEs.  Once the POM is complete, it becomes the foundation for the DoN budget.  During subsequent actions in the budgeting phase, changes are applied to data by line item (LI).  The inexact relationship between PEs and LIs, coupled with an inconsistent use of PE fields in NBTS and the application of algorithms in WINPAT to allocate changes across PEs, leads to the misalignment of budget resources across PEs and to inaccurate updates of FYDP data that is submitted to OSD.

III.1 Examples  

· Line item changes made to data during the budgeting phase (e.g., marks) are not always accurately allocated to PEs causing difficulties in comparing Programming data to Budgeting data.  

· The use of different data elements between programming, budgeting, and execution phases prevents analysts from fully benefiting from the other phase’s work. For instance this disconnect prevents programmers from potentially learning from the execution of previous years budgets because there is no direct match up of programming codes with budget and execution codes.

· With regards to inconsistent data naming, within the RDT&E appropriation PE equates to line item.  The same data has two different names.  For all other appropriations PE does not equate to line item. The context in which PE is used determines its meaning.

III.2 Stakeholders/participants  

· N81

· N80 

· FMB

· USMC (P&R) 

III.3 Information Systems  

· WINPAT

· NBTS

· PBIS

Although these are the main information systems involved in the Programming and Budgeting phases, there are potentially many other information systems that play a role in the this issue depending on the scope of data comparison to be examined.

IV. Problem Statement

Data is difficult to compare across phases of the PPBS process.  Although much of the same data is used across the three phases of PPBS, there is an inability to easily track common data from one phase to the next.  In particular, the use of PEs and LIs in Programming and Budgeting make comparison and reconciliation of data difficult.

V. Root Cause Analysis

The root causes of data comparison problems across the PPBS include the PE-Line Item disconnect, the dynamic and complex environment of the DON PPBS process, insufficient coordination of phases across the PPBS process, and incomplete data.  In addition, data comparison is hampered by the fact data element standardization (i.e. calling the same data elements by the same name) has not been enforced across DON PPBS information systems.

The PE-Line Item disconnect as a root cause of data comparison problems is well known and has been adequately explained in the Audit Trails within PPBS issue paper.  However, the role of the dynamic and complex nature of the PPBS process as a root cause merits further clarification.  The vast number of PPBS process stakeholders and the ever-evolving post-Cold War environment has helped perpetuate this root cause.  While the DON cannot control external factors, the complexity aspect of the root cause is more manageable.  Indeed, a wide range of methodologies and software applications for managing budget complexity are available today.  But without process innovations, such remedies are not likely to significantly reduce PPBS complexity, and may only serve to speed up inefficient or non-value added processes.  Implementation without careful coordination can lead to increased costs and inefficiencies.

To prevent such an outcome, standardization must be coordinated with information system management that is aligned across the PPBS.  Until recently, PPBS systems were often developed with insufficient consideration of how their information would be received by stakeholders external to the processes immediately supported by those systems.  This situation was caused, in part, by a low demand for detailed PPBS data to support high-level strategic decision makers.  Only with the advent of increased attention and scrutiny of existing processes has this problem been accorded more attention. 

The final root cause, incomplete data, refers to task-level data deficiencies, from poorly considered issue titles to performance measures too generalized to be of significant value to most stakeholders.  At each stage of the PPBS process, each failure to provide the necessary level of detail contributes to an environment where incompatible data thrives unchecked and becomes increasingly difficult to use.  Data then begins to exist for its own sake, and not for the benefit of the PPBS process.

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 Data Comparison focus area are discussed in more detail following the matrix. For easy reference, the column pertaining to the Data Comparison 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

The DON has recently undertaken two efforts, PBIS and Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP), that could potentially introduce significant improvements to data comparison across its PPBS process.  Because one of these efforts (PBIS) is occurring at the headquarters level, while the other (ERP) exists at the claimant level, the DON has a prime opportunity to vertically integrate its approach to data comparison. By leveraging the capabilities of BSO ERP systems and enhancing its own PBIS system, DON headquarters could initiate significant improvements to its data comparison capabilities across the PPBS process.

At the claimant level, ERP implementation provides the means by which BSOs could establish a common master set of program and budget data that would in turn be pipelined to DON headquarters (for example: standardized budget exhibits).  This would result in information that is standardized, complete, and therefore comparable. The transmittal of this data could be streamlined by the adaptation of ERP at the headquarters level. For example, budget exhibits could be developed and transmitted from BSO ERPs eliminating the need for large amounts of manual intervention in the budget development process.  

In PBIS, the potential exists for displaying execution data side-by-side with its associated programs and budgets.  This functionality would require PBIS to be linked to monthly DFAS 1002 execution reports, and that query capabilities be expanded to include this information.  At the same time, it would also be necessary to introduce automated routines for converting the 1002 data into a format comparable to existing programming and budget information.  
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