DYSFUNCTIONAL AREAS

GENERALIZED GROUPINGS—14 June 2002


Timing for POM and Budget guidance not optimum.

· DPG and fiscal guidance issued out of sync with Navy process.
· Preliminary Investment budget controls issued before POM complete.

· BAM guidance not in sync with BAM development.
· Guidance for POM and Budget development was not from a “single source” causing confusion and different submissions.
· Timing and content of SECNAV guidance did not allow time for adequate review and incorporation into the POM process.
· Navy strategy not made official and released at the beginning of the process.  Strategy should drive capabilities/requirements and initial planning.
· Corporate Issues not adequately explained when introduced into the process (socialization).
Individual portions of POM and Budget development compressed and uncoordinated.

· Timing between BAM and CPAM too short for N81 Assessment/CPAM impact.
· PR03 completed too late for effective BAM development.

· Compression of end game precludes assessment of Program trade-offs.  Decisions made without consultation or approval by the submitting 3 star.
· Fleets, TYCOMs, and Claimants not provided adequate time to “turnaround” programming budgeting requests
· Preparation for policy forums (PDRC’s, PRC’s, etc) hindered because issue briefs were generally provided <24 hours before event

· Resource Sponsors tend to begin SPP development ahead of any tentative or formal guidance and become too “invested” in their SPP too early in the process

· Unified Legislation and Budget Issues (ULBs) not formally adjudicated prior to development/presentation of SPPs.
· Too little time available in process to effectively develop requirements.

Senior Leaders not afforded the opportunity to engage early in the process.

· With senior leadership engaging so late in the process, a tremendous amount of work is done by AOs which often has to be redone or duplicated because initial AO analysis/input did not capture senior leadership perspective early enough to shape the work.
Redundancies exist throughout the system

· Potential redundancies in data management—multiple databases contain similar information.
· Redundancies exist throughout the POM and Budget Process. Resource sponsors devote significant time allocating O&M resources to address requirements, which were then adjusted at endgame.  However, in the end...since O&M resources are fungible...claimants then have ability to totally reallocate O&M resources to achieve their desired goals (may or may not reflect programmatic intent of the POM).
· BAM Requirements identified and re-evaluated (assessing the assessment).

The organization’s ability to assess “the product of the plan” requires improvement.

· There are no clear, overarching set of metrics used to evaluate “success” in the PPBS process. (defining a good POM or budget at the strategic level)
· Lack of synchronization between BAMS, IWARS/CPAM, and MCP/ISPP (are all needed?)  The assignment of assessor roles and methodology of assessment across the staff is neither well defined nor well executed.
· BAM’s, IWAR’s, MCP’s, and Risk Assessments are very complex and almost more than the organization can digest and understand.
Resource Sponsor responsibility / authority is not aligned. 

· T-POM process (endgame) does not include direct resource sponsor participation.
· Resource sponsor responsibilities are not aligned with capability based requirement generation (MCPs, etc)
· Readiness resources get “lost in the shuffle” when competing with acquisition resources within the same resource sponsor.
· Too many resource sponsors. TOA is divided up amongst them allowing greater opportunity for sub-optimization by resource sponsors with relatively small TOAs. A larger TOA allows more effective trade-off decisions.
· Most resource sponsors have Naval Reserve advocates in their organizations to oversee Naval Reserve programs. 
· Close-hold nature of some program proposals hinders sponsor and Fleet awareness of proposed tradeoffs and cuts

· Lack of synchronization among N80, N81, and Resource Sponsors in the planning phase and in the transition to the programming phase.
CFFC and BSO concerns and issues have limited impact in the POM and Budget process.

· No central assignment of Fleet issue papers during the programming phase.
· No secure VTC capability exists/was used, which limited Fleet/Claimant participation in classified briefings.  
· CINC IPL’s and Claimant Issue Papers not adequately incorporated and considered in the process

