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                     Performance Improvement Issue Paper – Information Sharing Across PPBS


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 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. 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.  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 the Information Sharing 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. 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
Before describing the information sharing problems observed in the PPBS process, it should be noted that in a memorandum dated 2 August 2001, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld stated, “This year, and in the future, we will conduct a concurrent program and budget review.”  While the memorandum goes on to state that guidance for this new process is still under development, it can be expected that this change could have a significant effect on information sharing in the PPBS process and the issues discussed in this paper.

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.  The purpose of Planning is to assess the strategic environment and provide overarching guidance for more detailed force planning.  Programming is charged with then translating higher-level assessments into definitive programs and schedules of funds to fulfill stated objectives. Budgeting’s purpose is to convert these programs into viable and executable budget plans for Congressional approval, followed by execution of 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 to criticism and disruptive lobbying by vested parties during decision-making processes.  The compartmentalized nature of the PPBS process has encouraged the development of individual organizations for each phase, which has led each organization to view itself more as a distinct entity than as part of a larger team.  This exacerbates the classic organizational conflict between open-participation decision-making and the quick, autonomous decision-making organizations must inevitably carry out.

From a process standpoint, PPBS is intended to encourage healthy tension, but not to the point where productive information sharing is compromised.  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, obsolete, or missing information is potentially as harmful as incorrect data.  The FY03 CNO’s Program Assessment Memorandum (CPAM), for example, was not released in time to be effectively used by programmers.  Such occurrences are encouraged by the fact that OSD is primarily concerned with receiving a DoN budget on time, not with whether or not each phase had the information it needed to make optimally informed decisions (that is the DON’s responsibility).  Internal PPBS milestones have proven to be less rigid than those external to the process, resulting in a budget submission that may or may not have been developed using all of the information available.

With regards to the various PPBS related information systems used by each phase, process improvements will not be optimally effective unless the systems are properly leveraged.  Most of these information systems 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 data sharing between the two phases.

· 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 deeply involved in budgeting, and claimants are not deeply involved in programming. A result is that Programmers trying to participate in the budget cycle have problems identifying specific decisions that affect the small part of the DoN resources for which they are responsible.

· Information sharing between Programming and Budgeting is complicated by inclusion of dissimilar data elements by the two phases (i.e. PEs are included in Programming but are not a focus in Budgeting).  

· 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 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 not included in this version of the Issue 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.

V. Root Cause Analysis
As mentioned in the problem statement, culture, processes, and information systems are the three key factors that influence the amount of information sharing across the PPBS process.  These factors share a common characteristic that has resulted in insufficient information sharing: a high degree of complexity that has not been adequately coordinated.   The diagram below illustrates how varying degrees of complexity, coupled with varying degrees of coordination, affect the likelihood that information sharing will occur.

Impact of Complexity and Coordination on the Likelihood of Information Sharing
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The above diagram can be applied to any one of the three key areas.  The PPBS process, its pool of information systems, and its culture are all highly complex.  Failure to improve coordination within any one of these areas contributes to a low probability for information sharing.  As the diagram suggests, high levels of coordination are the key to promoting information sharing, regardless of complexity.

As illustrated by the diagram below, each of the three areas influences, and is influenced by, the other.  Together, they can work to either support or discourage information sharing.

Mutually Influential Relationship Between Culture, Processes, and Information Systems
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As discussed in the next section, problems within or between the areas shown above are often the root cause of information sharing problems in the DON 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 Information Sharing Across PPBS  focus area are discussed in more detail following the matrix. For easy reference, the column pertaining to the Information Sharing Across PPBS 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 information sharing issue is highlighted by an overarching need to improve communication between the Programming and Budgeting communities. Specifically, communication among Budget Submitting Offices (BSOs), Program Managers (PMs), Resource Sponsors (RSs), N80, N81 and FMB is somewhat lacking and at times uncoordinated.  If the process were enhanced so that a more active dialogue existed between FMB and the BSOs/RSs (i.e. on improving program executability, phasing and pricing), the results would be twofold. First, FMB would gain a better understanding of the impact of budget marks on other appropriations and programs.  Second, the confusion experienced by RSs and BSOs would be reduced.  This cooperative approach could be extended, by varying degrees, to all stages of POM and Budget development, yielding an across-the-board increase in information sharing.

The effort to improve information sharing also applies to interfaces within the programming process. Specifically, the Integrated Priority List (IPL) and Component Commander Issue Paper (CCIP) submission process in which fleet commanders interact with the PPBS process is an area that can be improved upon. Currently, IPL and CCIP submissions are made via MS Word documents sent through SIPRNET mail, resulting in data input that can be erroneous and inconsistent. The development of a web-based data collection tool used for the submission and storing of IPLs, CCIPs, and Sponsor Program Proposal Document (SPPD) responses would help streamline the process.  Incoming data would be stored in an easily accessible Oracle or SQL database while data entry would be channeled through PBIS by way of standardized data submission templates.  This upgrade would reduce erroneous submissions and the resources required to make them accessible and useful for information sharing.  

Another area for performance improvement is the inefficiency of the question and answer process between BSOs and FMB or RSs.  FMB and RS questions regarding BSO submissions and programs can be repetitive, vague, and time-consuming to answer.  Additionally, BSOs do not always have adequate time to respond appropriately.  These problems can be addressed and reduced through the implementation of a web-based interface with uniform templates for annually recurring questions.  This will allow questions and answers to be historically tracked for easy query and analysis by all parties involved, particularly if the function is added to the PBIS interface.  Implementing this feature will reduce question redundancy and improve communication efficiency.

A vital requirement for information to be shared seamlessly is the improvement of the link between Execution data and Programming and Budgeting data.  Currently, the link between executed funds and their associated programs is difficult to understand in a timely and relevant manner.  If a concurrent POM-Budget process is adapted it will be easier to analyze prior years execution data for the purposes of POM development by leveraging N80’s closer relationship with FMB.  This relationship could be further enhanced by implementing a periodic “push” of claimant execution data to N80 and FMB, which would in turn help improve the predictive accuracy of future programs and budgets.  Similarly, this type of technology could also be developed in PBIS to push automated, customized status reports of program adjustments to relevant stakeholders.  Resource Sponsors, BSOs, PEOs, and PM offices are often not aware of the latest adjustments to their programs. The technology suggested would allow stakeholders to stay better informed of program adjustments made throughout the entire PPBS process.

The realignment of N80 and N81 could also improve information sharing between the planning and programming phases. Through realignment, a common set of goals for planning and programming in support of PPBS could be established improving communication between programmers and planners. A closer relationship and improved information sharing would increase the value of the planning phases efforts to the overall process and more tightly align planning products such as the CPAM with programming products such as programming and fiscal guidance.  This improved link between strategy and the eventual DON budget could be further solidified by providing executive-level managers with query capabilities that enable them to view, at the touch of a button, how developing programs are aligning with strategic goals. 

Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) is another technology solution already in place that could be leveraged to improve information sharing across the PPBS process.  ERP has been widely used by the private sector and the government for this purpose, and is currently being implemented by NAVAIR, NAVSEA, NAVSUP, & SPAWAR claimants.  Navy Headquarters could take advantage of the PPBS data in these systems by implementing its own ERP system and linking it to the claimant systems.  This would establish a consistent reporting pipeline that could be accessed from a headquarters desktop and used to transact programming and budgeting information to OPNAV.
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