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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this document is to develop and articulate a consistent approach to capturing and formatting data relationships to facilitate Programs and Resources Department, Headquarters U.S. Marine Corps (P&R) executive level decision-making.  Consistent, reusable presentation of financial data supports accurate visibility into the resource allocation decisions made throughout the USMC POM development cycle.  This document articulates existing POM financial data relationships and displays, and offers recommendations for improving data capture and display.  Two distinct executive level displays formed the baseline from which the analysis was performed   The first depicts readiness and investment resource allocation areas that collectively form a “wagon wheel” view of financial data.  The second display represents Advocate distribution of resources across the FYDP.  In analyzing these displays, KPMG Consulting utilized POM 02, PR 03, and POM 04 financial data from the Program Documentation System (PDS).  The breakdown of financial data elements was based on Marine Corps Program Codes (MCPCs).

Examination of the “wagon wheel” distributions by resource allocation area revealed several observations that led to the development of recommendations   for enhancing financial data management.  The comparison of MCPCs by cycle year, revealed changes in the MCPC numbers over time.  As the cycles moved from POM 02 and PR03 to POM 04, several MCPCs transformed into a greater level of detail.  While this movement to more detail has improved resource visibility, currently there is no apparent mapping or documentation that tracks this redistribution over time.  The implementation of a  more disciplined approach to the documentation of MCPCs is recommended, as well as  the addition of a Resource Allocation Area field in PDS.  Consistently capturing a Resource Allocation Area value for each MCPC will provide P&R with a consistent method to construct a “wagon wheel” view of financial data regardless of POM cycle years being analyzed. 

Examination of the  “wagon wheel” display also revealed several MCPCs with multiple instances at the sub mission level in the Operation and Maintenance (O&M) area.  In this case, KPMG Consulting consolidated each MCPC instance into one line item with the dollar amount rolling up into one sum for the MCPC.  The recommendation is to continue to provide visibility to the one-to-one relationship between an MCPC and sub-mission area.

Upon examination of the Advocate resource distribution displays, it was noted that although Advocate workflow designations are based on the five Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) elements (ACE, CE, CSS, GCE, and SE), several MCPCs were associated with unrelated workflows outside of the five MAGTF elements.  In order to maintain accuracy and consistency, it is recommended that the identified workflows be modified to reflect the recognized Advocate elements.  In addition, other MCPCs have workflow designations that expand beyond the basic advocate level (i.e. CSS O&M).  It is recommended that these designations be refined to reflect the recognized Advocate designations.

Finally, several MCPCs are designated to more than one Advocate workflow with dollars allocated to each.  In order to gain greater, more accurate visibility into resource alignment by Advocate, it is recommended that a method to prorate by the percentage of the MCPC to be allocated to each Advocate be implemented.

The analysis and recommendations discussed in this document support the formulation of consistent executive information displays in order to provide P&R leadership with reusable data element relationships and baselines from which repeatable, timely, and accurate programming and budgeting decisions can be made.

1.0       INTRODUCTION
The Programs and Resources Department, Headquarters U.S. Marine Corps (P&R) directs and manages the Marine Corps Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS), including coordination and liaison with the Navy for all "Blue Dollar" funded Marine Corps programs. P&R formulates the principles and policies that enable effective control and oversight of all Marine Corps financial operations to include budget execution, reporting on Marine Corps appropriations, and audit and review functions.  P&R is also responsible for coordinating the development, documentation, and submission of the Marine Corps portion of the DoN Program Objective Memorandum (POM), the DoD Program Review, and the Marine Corps budget submission. 

In order to support P&R’s decision-making processes, there must be consistent approaches to data presentation and the management of underlying data that supports executive level visibility into the resource allocation decisions that are made through the POM development cycle.  The purpose of this document is to develop and articulate consistent relationships and formats for data elements that comprise Marine Corps financial operations.  This document presents two distinct displays of financial information to facilitate executive decision-making.  The first of these displays is readiness and investment oriented and is comprised of resource allocation areas that are formally depicted in a “wagon wheel” view of financial data.  The second display consists of a view of financial information based on existing Advocate based distribution of resources.  The goal of each of these views is to provide P&R with reusable data element relationships that create baselines to ensure repeatable, timely and accurate representations of programming and budgeting decisions.  This document consists of the following four sections:

I.
Introduction – A brief introduction of P&R’s role in PPBS and a description of the purpose of this document.

II.
Approach – An explanation of the approach to establishing the relationships and formats for the two executive displays of financial data elements.

III.
Executive Level Information Displays –A description and presentation of each of the executive information displays.

IV. Observations – An identification of observations made during the display development process and recommendations for addressing these observations.

2.0       APPROACH
KPMG Consulting’s approach to creating the executive level information displays utilized MCPCs as the principal data elements within identified wagon wheel resource allocation areas and the advocate resource distributions.  MCPCs are decision packages that capture funding for Marine Corps programs regardless of appropriation.  They serve as critical information for the start of the programming process, and act as the basis for all POM requirements are submitted by MCPC.  Each MCPC is a six digit numeric value.  The first two digits are the mission area, the second series of digits is the sequence, and the third series of digits is the fiscal year. 

KPMG Consulting utilized POM 02, PR 03, and POM 04 PPBS data from the PDS as the primary source of financial information related to MCPCs and Advocate workflows.  PDS is the principal information system for P&R program development and POM initiative submission.  In addition to capturing MCPC numbers and titles, other important data elements for each MCPC were identified, including: area, mission area, sub mission area (where applicable), and the funded dollars by fiscal year for each of the three cycles.  KPMG Consulting also collected and consolidated MCPC definitions from existing dictionaries obtained from the Program Development and Coordination Branch, Headquarters U.S. Marine Corps (RPD).  This consolidated MCPC Dictionary is included in this document as Appendix A.  An updated list of MCPC definitions is expected from RPD in the August timeframe.  As this list becomes available, KPMG Consulting will update existing MCPC definitions to include any revisions and additions.

Based on the collection of MCPC information, KPMG Consulting began the evaluation process to determine MCPC distributions by wagon wheel resource allocation areas and advocate workflow distributions extracted from PDS.  Wagon wheel distributions of MCPCs were determined based on evaluation of the purpose for which the resources are allocated by function and decision package.  These evaluations enabled the alignment of resources according to purpose. Initial research into the existence of MCPC definitions identified that approximately 50% of the total MCPCs had narrative associated with them.  Using these established definitions, KPMG Consulting assigned MCPCs to wagon wheel resource allocation areas.  For MCPCs without narrative descriptions, assignments to resource allocation areas were made based on the MCPC title.

KPMG Consulting created the advocate resource allocation executive level display based on Advocate workflows found in PDS.  In instances where MCPCs were assigned to multiple Advocates, the total sum for each Advocate was determined by dividing each MCPC by the number of Advocates to which it was assigned. Distributions were made with the assumption that Advocate distributions did not exist in years prior to POM 04 for workflow processes (there is no historical workflow table maintained in PDS that would support cross cycle comparisons).  Therefore, a historical view of advocate data does not exist.  KPMG Consulting evaluated MCPCs designations based on advocate workflows established in the PDS and dollar totals were determined by advocacy.
3.0       EXECTUIVE LEVEL INFORMATION DISPLAYS
The process of developing each of the executive level displays began with an examination of the MCPCs included in the POM 02, PR 03, and POM 04 cycles.  Evaluation of the data elements from PDS enabled KPMG Consulting to designate MCPCs to both resource allocation areas and Advocates.  The resulting data relationships provided the foundation for creating executive level displays of programmatic financial information in consistent and reusable formats.  The wagon wheel and Advocate displays are described in more detail below.

3.1. “Wagon Wheel” Resource Allocation Areas

The Wagon Wheel provides a representation of the relative distribution of changes made during a POM cycle, as it compares to a previous cycle.  It is not designed to represent all detailed decisions, but shows how the following resource allocation areas are positively, marginally, or negatively affected by actions taken during the Programming process.  Certain resource areas are emphasized during particular POM cycles, and this display provides a very high level articulation of how well guidance may or may not have been achieved.  These resource allocation areas are as follows:

· Manpower - Includes all pay for active and reserve Marines and all incentive, special and other compensation associated w/ these personnel.

· Modernization- Includes all research, development, procurement, and ammunition allocations that support recapitalization or modernization efforts.

· Quality of Life - Includes all resources allocated to improvement of a Marine’s health and welfare, to include Marine Corps Community Service, education, and family support services.

· Readiness - Includes operational, maintenance, deployment support, and activities required to execute the Marine Corps warfighting mission.

· Support - Includes all construction, family housing, maintenance, and base operating support tied to garrison mission.

· Training - Includes all formal schools training, reserve and active training and education.

Development of the executive level wagon wheel displays of data began with an evaluation of MCPC descriptions and definitions to determine appropriate resource allocation area assignments.  A detailed breakout of MCPCs designated by resource area for POM 04 is included as Appendix B of this document.

Once MCPCs were distributed by resource allocation area, comparisons were made between the total dollar amounts of each area by cycle to determine deltas between cycles.  Two comparisons were made, one between the POM 02 and PR 03 cycles, and a second between the PR03 and current POM 04 cycles.  Based on these comparisons, two sets of deltas were developed and presented via the construction of two wagon wheel displays. These wagon wheel displays have been reproduced in Microsoft PowerPoint format to ensure presentation in a file format possessed by P&R. Each of these wagon wheel displays is presented below (Figs. 1 and 2), including the corresponding summary level fiscal year totals by resource area.
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	Wagon Wheel Resource Allocation Area Totals – POM 02 to PR 03 Deltas

	Resource Area 
	TY$M POM 02
	TY$M PR 03
	Deltas

	Manpower
	$62,936M
	$61,080M
	$-1,856M

	Modernization
	$15,800M
	$14,555M
	$-1,245 M

	Quality of Life
	$1,215M
	$1,114M
	$-101M

	Readiness
	$8,178M
	$7,533M
	$-645M

	Support 
	$16,039M
	$18,650M
	$+2,611M

	Training 
	$1,622M
	$1,600M
	$-22M


Figure 1 – POM 02 – PR 03 Wagon Wheel Display
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	Wagon Wheel Resource Allocation Area Totals – PR 03 to POM 04 Deltas

	Resource Area 
	TY$M PR 03
	TY$M POM 04
	Deltas

	Manpower
	$61,080M
	$83,815M
	$+22,735M

	Modernization
	$14,555M
	$24,456M
	$+9,901M

	Quality of Life
	$1,114M
	$1,445M
	$+331M

	Readiness
	$7,533M
	$7,151M
	$-382M

	Support 
	$18,650M
	$20,353M
	$+1,703M

	Training 
	$1,600M
	$3,876M
	$+2,276M


Figure 2 – PR 03 – POM 04 Wagon Wheel Display
3.2. Advocate Resource Distribution

The initial design requirement of PDS necessitated the maintenance of data that corresponded to the interests of the Advocates who represent the five elements of the Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF).  In order to facilitate the advent of the Advocate, from a data management perspective, workflows were created within PDS to route specific MCPCs through the Advocates representative to the POM process.  KPMG Consulting was provided a data extract of the Advocate to MCPC mapping in order to develop the relationships needed to produce the analysis provided in this document.  The Advocate distributions were based on the following five elements of the MAGTF:

· CE = Command Element

· SE = Supporting Establishment

· GCE = Ground Combat Element

· ACE = Air Combat Element

· CSSE = Combat Service Support Element

Evaluation of the PDS workflows associated with the POM 04 cycle enabled KPMG Consulting to distribute MCPCs by Advocate.  A report presenting this distribution in more detail is included in this document as Appendix C.  Based on these distributions, three executive level displays were developed that capture fiscal year totals by Advocate from FY04 to FY09, allocation of Advocate resources by percentages by year, and allocation of Advocate resources by dollars by year.  Each of these executive level displays is presented below.  A consolidated set of executive level displays is included in this document as Appendix D.
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Figure 3 – POM 04 Advocate Resource Distribution Across FYDP
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Figure 4 – POM 04 Advocate Resource Distribution By Percentage
Figure 5 – POM 04 Advocate Resource Distribution By Dollars
4.0       OBSERVATIONS
Throughout the executive level display development process, several observations were identified as areas for further evaluation and potential improvement.  Each of these observations is presented in this section along with accompanying actions taken or recommended for clarification or improvement.

Developing the wagon wheel MCPC distributions by resource allocation area revealed the following observations:

· The comparison of MCPCs by cycle year revealed changes in MCPC numbers over time.  As the cycles moved from POM 02 and PR 03 to POM 04, several instances emerged where MCPCs were refined from less to more discrete.  The result was a greater level of detail.  For example, MCPC 601398 (Marine Corps Combat Development Command) in cycles POM 02 and PR 03 became 670404 (Marine Corps Force and Requirements), 670504 (Marine Corps Studies, Analysis and Assessments), and 670604 (Marine Corps Concepts and Doctrine Development) in POM 04, thereby dividing one MCPC into three.  While the further division of resources into more discrete decision packages has improved resource visibility, there is no mapping or documentation that identifies the redistribution over time. Cycle based analysis can therefore be compromised from a lack of documentation and cases of analyst turnover, which will result in a loss of historical perspective.  There is currently no documentation maintained in PDS for how modifications are made to the MCPC structure (other than converting an MCPC to "Historical" status) and the documentation that does exist is externally maintained in Word documents or other "offline" formats.
Recommendation:

1. Implement a more disciplined approach to documentation of MCPCs that are maintained within PDS for reference purposes.  A capability to manage narrative MCPC definitions and to map historical structure to modified structure would provide for traceability of the data over time.    

2. Additionally, a more consistent approach to capturing MCPCs from cycle to cycle would be provided through the addition of a Resource Allocation Area field in PDS.   In instances of MCPC number refinement from cycle to cycle, a metadata mapping tracking changes of distributions would provide a level of historical documentation that currently does not exist within PDS.

· The evaluation of MCPCs between cycle years also revealed several MCPCs with multiple instances at the sub mission level of the Operation and Maintenance (O&M) area.  For the purposes of this data element definition and distribution analysis, KPMG Consulting followed the recommended approach of consolidating each MCPC instance into one line item with each instance of a dollar amount rolling up into one sum for the MCPC.  This consolidation ensured that the aggregate totals for each resource allocation area remained the same despite the reduction of repeated instances of MCPCs. 
Recommendation:
3. Continue to provide visibility to the one to one relationship between an MCPC and sub-mission area.  Providing this visibility ensures the proper level of detail and data integrity that otherwise may be misinterpreted or lost with a one to many MCPC to SMA relationship.

Evaluation and designation of MCPCs by advocate workflow also identified several observations for consideration and potential consolidation or improvement.  These observations include:

· Advocate workflow designations were made based on the five identified Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) elements: ACE, CE, CSS, GCE, and SE.  Evaluation of the advocate workflow designations identified MCPCs associated with several unrelated workflows outside of these five MAGTF elements.  These workflows include Infrastructure (INF), Manpower and Reserve Affairs (M&RA Reviewers), and Reserve Personnel Operations and Maintenance (RP O&M).  In such cases, KPMG Consulting made advocate workflow designations by aligning INF to SE, M&RA Reviewers to SE, and RP O&M to CSS.  

Recommendation:

4. For reasons of accuracy and consistency, change the identified workflows to reflect the recognized Advocate designations.

· Several MCPCs are designated to more than one Advocate workflow with dollars allocated to each.  For example, MCPCs such as 601298 (Marine Forces Formal Training) and 620104 (Modernization Related Maintenance) were each assigned to all five advocates.  In cases such as these, MCPC designations were created for each of the assigned advocate workflows and the dollar totals were divided equally by the total number of workflow designations.  For example, the total dollars for MCPC 601298 mentioned above were divided by five and each advocate received an equal fifth of the total dollars allocated to that MCPC. There was no logical data element (e.g. Program Element Number) to further sub-divide the MCPC, based on a percentage, so the above distribution method was used.  

Recommendation:
5. If practical, create a method to prorate based on percentage of an MCPC to be allocated to an Advocate.  However, this would require an additional table in PDS to manage resource distribution based on the percentages of MCPC dollars allocated to each Advocate.  

6. To the extent that capturing or deriving percentages is not practical within PDS, conduct further review of the MCPC Advocate assignment function within PDS to determine a way to provide Advocates with “info-only or read-only” workflow visibility to decision packages without "allocating" resources to the Advocate for reporting purposes. It is not determined at this point whether the addition of the Department of the Navy Program Element Number as a data element will support any derivation of this type of reporting.

· Current workflow information from the PDS also includes MCPCs with workflow designations that expand beyond the advocate level to include more detailed information about a particular advocate.  For example, several MCPCs have workflow designations such as CSS O&M, GCE O&M, and GCE Investment.  In each of these instances, the additional information was dropped leaving just the advocate naming convention intact (CSS or GCE).  

Recommendation:
7. Refine these types of designations in PDS to reflect recognized Advocate designations.
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Advocate Totals


			Advocate			FY2004			FY2005			FY2006			FY2007			FY2008			FY2009			Grand Total


			ACE			241.986			360.454			359.365			488.734			470.531			457.994			2,379


			CE			1493.741			1676.358			1811.549			1837.28			1804.264			1749.086			10,372


			CSS			1530.561			1590.439			1744.371			1854.167			1835.323			1647.92			10,203


			GCE			1634.125			1921.237			2132.017			2427.76			2662.817			2615.965			13,394


			SE			11894.106			12296.455			12770.701			13263.902			13922.368			14756.09			78,904


			Grand Total			16,795			17,845			18,818			19,872			20,695			21,227
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Yearly Totals


			Advocate			FY2004			FY2005			FY2006			FY2007			FY2008			FY2009			Grand Total


			ACE			241,986			360,454			359,365			488,734			470,531			457,994			2,379,064


			CE			1,493,741			1,676,358			1,811,549			1,837,280			1,804,264			1,749,086			10,372,278


			CSS			1,530,561			1,590,439			1,744,371			1,854,167			1,835,323			1,647,920			10,202,781


			GCE			1,634,125			1,921,237			2,132,017			2,427,760			2,662,817			2,615,965			13,393,921


			SE			11,894,106			12,296,455			12,770,701			13,263,902			13,922,368			14,756,090			78,903,622


			Grand Total			16,794,519			17,844,943			18,818,003			19,871,843			20,695,303			21,227,055
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