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2.1 Introduction

Phase I of the P&R Financial Systems Assessment consisted of interviews and conversations with the department leadership and members of each branch.  The goal of these discussions was to understand where on the continuum of data management the department exists, information management challenges and obstacles that  face members of the department, and ultimately to provide enough background to define a roadmap for future enhancements.  During the course of each interview, the KPMG Consulting Project Team sought to understand and document the positive aspects, as well as the concerns that department members have about the ability to perform their day-to-day PPBS related tasks within the context of the information management systems and applications that are available.  The wide-ranging interviews addressed three core areas as detailed below.

Business Function/Responsibility:  The Project Team sought to capture the core PPBS responsibilities and business processes of the branch being interviewed.  This focused on the current practices of the branch and the way in which the branch members may or may not utilize information technology to facilitate these tasks.

Data Management Issues:  Since each branch performs a set of tasks within the larger PPBS process, each interacts with information in a unique, but often complementary manner.  Within the context of these tasks, the Project Team sought to understand the data management issues, challenges and commonalities that arise each day in working with program and budget data as well as the exchange of this data both inside and outside the department.

Integrated Financial Systems Enablers:  The overall goal of the White Paper is to present a case for developing an IT architecture and system that addresses the business needs of the department.  Throughout the course of the interviews, members of each branch offered suggestions and recommendations for the future information management requirements for the department.

This section of the document will present the “As-Is” view of the department’s information management strategy, the flow of data within the information systems utilized by the department and the effects the current processes have on productivity and efficiency.  Additionally, this section will present common themes and challenges, the role of information technology in the current planning, programming and budgeting process, as well as the other coordination tasks performed by the department.  This “As-Is” review will then serve as the foundation for a system architecture recommendation in Section 4.0 of the White Paper. 

1.0 
2.2 Information Management Findings and Challenges

2.2.1 Overview
The department has taken an incremental and measured approach to designing and implementing applications that provide for its data management requirements.  The tools that support the department’s information needs range from desktop applications to web enabled relational databases.  The systems have typically grown from a need to support individual functional interests within one of the branches.  It would be expected that certain processes require narrowly defined measures to meet the specific functionality for a particular process. Now that tools have been developed that fit the function for a precise purpose, the challenge is to integrate with other capabilities in order to contribute to the efficiency of surrounding functional and data management processes.  
The team’s findings are that each of these new applications is, within its area of responsibility, providing enhancements over previously manual processes that performed analogous, yet less efficient approaches to data management within the respective branches.  While there is typically system prototyping done before the applications reach their desired production potential, the development efforts do not provide the immediacy desired to fulfill the branch’s desires.  This finding is also to be expected, because of the time it might require to fully design, develop, and implement an application.  
Our discovery from the branch interviews is that there are effective tools that have been created, or are in the process of being developed, that improve the department’s capability to manage data, but the ability to interface to and have access to this data across the organization has not reached it fullest potential.  There are examples of systems where this is not the case. For example, PDD and PDS are web-based applications that provide a capability to access data as well as query information between the systems that provides a comprehensive view of POM Initiatives.  However, an integrated capability to feed data into the system on the front end of the POM development process would substantially improve the efficiency of the effort required to populate the system with data.  To date, the department’s systems development efforts have been more heavily focused in one phase of the overall process.  The architecture to be proposed in Section 4 is designed to capitalize on the current IT investments, while proposing a methodology and toolset to integrate and improve the other data management efforts that are in development. 

2.2.2 Data Management Themes

With these insights into the department’s approach to system development, we were able to frame many of the issues presented in this section. 
The aggregation of the branch interviews revealed a series of findings and challenges that cross branches and business process functions.  These findings lay the groundwork for the analysis which will provide P&R with a “To-Be” IT architecture to be proposed in Section 4.0.  In reviewing the comments of each branch, it is clear that there were a set of common themes in the current information management processes.  The three major areas where information management challenges exist are Business Flow, Data Management, and the Systems Development and Coordination Environment.  These three areas provide a way to organize the comments received from members of the department, while also illustrating major areas of concern to be addressed by a department-wide integrated financial system.  Each major area discovered will be described below followed by specific examples of these problems.  While there will be a number of challenges to managing data identified in this assessment, the PPBS related products that the department is ultimately responsible to produce are in fact being accomplished.  The Project Team’s approach was to recognize and identify methods by which these products could be achieved in a more efficient and less labor and time consuming manner.
2.2.3 Branch Roles, Tools, and Organizational Interfaces

In order to lay the groundwork for the findings and challenges, we will provide a brief description of branch roles, their current toolset, as well as internal and external organizational interfaces in Table 2.1.

	Branch
	Tools
	Interfaces

	RPA
	Internal: MS Office, PDD (production and test instances), IRS 
	Advocates, AVN, DMCS, I&L, M&RA, PP&O, C4, I, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, R, RF (C, I, O, M), RP (B, D, J), RCA, RIM

	RPA is responsible for providing qualitative and quantitative assessments and review of requirements for P&R.  Assessments involve “what if” modeling, program financial reviews, and other ad hoc duties to perform assessments. RPA also facilitates the MRB/MROC staffing process and production of Concepts and Issues.

	
	

	
	External: WinPAT, PBIS, MCSC (PIB, CAPS), MCCDC CDTS
	

	RPB
	Internal: MS Office, IRS, UPL
	Advocates, AVN, PP&O, C4, MCCDC, R, RF (C), RP (A, D, J), RCA, RIM

	RPB is responsible for monitoring, tracking, and coordinating program and budget actions for Blue and Blue in support of Green (BISOG) dollars allocated in direct or indirect support of the Marine Corps.  

	
	

	
	External: WinPAT, PBIS, NBTS
	

	RPD
	Internal: MS Office, PDD, PDS, BTS, IRS, UPL, CATS 
	Advocates, AR, AVN, DMCS, I&L, M&RA, PP&O, C4, I, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, R, RF (C, I, O, M), RP (A, D, J), RCA, RIM, MarFors, OpBud Holders, N80, DonPIC, OSD PA&E

	RPD is responsible for all processes and data for the coordination, development and publishing of the POM for Marine Corps controlled and managed appropriations. 
	
	

	
	External: WinPAT, NBTS, PBIS, MCSC (PIB, CAPS), MCCDC CDTS, OSD SNAP
	

	RPJ
	Internal: MS Office 
	ACMC, Advocates, AVN, DMCS, I&L, M&RA, PP&O, C4, I, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, R, RF (C, I, O, M), RP (A, B, D), RCA, RIM, MarFors, J8, other service JROC cells, OSD

	RPJ is responsible for all coordination and support for the ACMC in his representation of the Marine Corps on the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC).
  
	
	

	
	External: WinPAT, JCPATS
	


	RFC
	Internal: MS Office, PDD, PDS, MCBTS, BTS, IRS, UPL, CATS 
	CMC, ACMC, Advocates, AVN, DMCS, I&L, M&RA, OLA, PP&O, C4, I, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, R, RF (I, L, O, M), RP (A, B, D, J), RCA, RIM, MarFors, OpBud Holders, NAVCOMPT, N80, DonPIC, OSD PA&E

	RFC is responsible for internal and external P&R coordination on fiscal matters.  RFC interacts closely with OLA for preparation of financial information that Congress requires on resource requirements.  RFC prepares CMC and Marine Corps leadership for testimony on Capitol Hill. Tracks Congressional actions on Authorization and Appropriation language.

	
	

	
	External: WinPAT, PBIS, NBTS, JMS
	

	RFI
	Internal: MS Office, PDD, PDS, BTS, IRS, UPL, CATS 
	Advocates, AVN, I&L (LFF, LFL), M&RA, PP&O, C4, I, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, R, RF (C, L, O, M), RP (A, B, D, J), RCA, RIM

	RFI is responsible for budget coordination of Investment and Infrastructure appropriations, to include support for Program Planning process, POM development, and supervision of the budget formulation by MCSC and I&L, and tracking budget execution for USMC and external appropriations that support Marine Corps programs. 
 
	
	

	
	External: WinPAT, PBIS, NBTS, JMS, MCSC (PIB, CAPS), MCCDC CDTS, SABRS
	

	RFM
	Internal: MS Office, PDD, 
PDS, IRS, UPL, CATS 
	Advocates, M&RA, MCCDC (TFSD), TECOM, R, RF (C, L, M), RP (A, D), RCA, RIM, NAVCOMPT, OSD

	RFM is responsible for formulating and defending the Active and Reserve Manpower budget, as well and coordinating with M&RA and TFSD on all military personnel issues 
	
	

	
	External: WinPAT, PBIS, NBTS, JMS, MCCDC TFSMS, MCTFS, SABRS
	

	RFO Formulation Section
	Internal: MS Office, PDD, PDS, BTS, IRS, UPL, CATS 
	Advocates, AVN, I&L, M&RA, PP&O, C4, I, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, TECOM, R, RF (C, I, L, M), RP (A, B, D, J), RCA, RIM, MarFors, OpBud Holders, NAVCOMPT

	RFO Formulation is responsible for O&M budget formulation in preparing the NAVCOMPT Budget Submission, the Budget Estimate Submission and the President’s Budget Submission.  They are integrally involved in POM data support during all phases of the process. In addition to external budget formulation requirements, the Formulation Section also creates OpBud Ceiling Tracks to publish internal funds distributions. The primary subsections are Base Operations, Operating Forces, Field Logistics, Headquarters and Service wide, and Training Establishment.

	
	

	
	External: WinPAT, PBIS, NBTS, JMS, OARS, SABRS
	


	RFO Civilian Allocation Section
	Internal: MS Office, PDD, PDS, BTS, IRS, UPL, CATS 
	Advocates, AR, AVN, I&L, M&RA, PP&O, C4, I, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, TECOM, R, RF (C, I, L, M), RP (A, B, D, J), RCA, RIM, MarFors, OpBud/ Optar Holders, NAVCOMPT, DFAS, OSD

	RFO Civilian Allocation is responsible for forecasting, providing cost estimates, producing Marine Corps budget exhibits that relate to civilian personnel and monitoring the execution of the Civilian Personnel Budget within the O&M appropriations.  
 
	
	

	
	External: WinPAT, PBIS, NBTS, SABRS, DCPDS, CPERS
	

	RFO Execution Section
	Internal: MS Office, BTS, IRS, UPL, CATS, CMP database, 
	Advocates, AR, AVN, I&L, M&RA, PP&O, C4, I, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, TECOM, R, RF (C, I, L, M), RP (A, B, D, J), RCA, RIM, MarFors, OpBud/ Optar Holders, NAVCOMPT, DFAS

	RFO Execution is responsible for executing and monitoring the O&M budget; distributing funds and allocations via Ceiling Tracks and SABRS; monitoring the re-programming thresholds of O&M funds; is the Funds Administer for the Department; and managing execution and funds distribution for Centrally Managed Programs (CMPs).  Performs quarterly execution reviews of management reports with DFAS
.
	
	

	
	External: DMS, SABRS, SMARTS
	

	RFL
	Internal: MS Office
	AR, I&L, M&RA, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, R, RF (C, I, O, M, R), RP, RIM, Field Activities

	RFL serves as the primary liaison between the Marine Corps and the DFAS in issues relative to SABRS accounting system and issuance of Marine Corps policy as they apply to SABRS. 
	
	

	
	External: SABRS, SMARTS, MCTFS
	

	RFR
	Internal: MS Office
	AR, I&L, M&RA, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, R, RF (C, I, O, M, R), RP, RIM, Field Activities

	RFR is responsible for coordinating with agencies performing audits of the Marine Corps; tracking all ongoing audits, and directing auditing agencies to appropriate personnel needed for the audit, responding to audit questions or unfavorable audit results.  RFR is the primary investigator and monitors Anti-Deficiency Act violations. 
 
	
	

	
	External: N/A
	

	RCA
	Internal: MS Office, Digital Sender, Tasker Tracker
	AR, AVN, DMCS, I&L, M&RA, PP&O, C4, I, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, R, RX, RF (C, I, L, O, M, R), RP (A, B, D, J), RIM, HQBN

	RCA is responsible for providing administrative support for the department that includes both general and personnel.  The Admin Office acts as an internal and external liaison between the members of the department and other organizations. 
 
	
	

	
	External: EMSS, DSS, PES
	


	RIM
	Internal: MS Office, PDD, PDS, BTS, IRS, UPL, CATS, CMP, Manpower Db, CivPers Db, PARISS 
	Advocates, AVN, DMCS, I&L, M&RA, OLA, PP&O, C4, I, MCSC, MATCOM, MCCDC, R, RF (C, I, L, O, M, R), RP (A, B, D, J), RCA, RX, MarFors, OpBud Holders, NAVCOMPT, N80, DonPIC, OSD PA&E

	RIM is responsible for providing technical support for the department that includes both systems support and IT development support.  RIM also serves as a liaison to ARI on technical issues relating to hardware and software troubleshooting requirements.  
	
	

	
	External: WinPAT, NBTS, PBIS, MCSC (PIB, CAPS), MCCDC CDTS, OSD SNAP, OARS
	


Table 2. AUTONUM  Branch Responsibilities, Systems, and Organizational Interfaces
2.2.4
Business Flow Findings and Challenges

One of the department’s major tasks at a macro level is to conduct internal resource management activities and interact across and within the Marine Corps enterprise.  The department then communicates Marine Corps positions and concerns inside as well as outside of the department.  Table 2.1 displays the extensive nature of these system and organizational interfaces.  To complete the inter and intra departmental tasks, there is an inherent need to pass and relay information in a variety of formats.  One of the team’s findings is the lack of an inherent workflow capability to complete these various tasks that often cause a series of time-consuming and repetitive challenges among the branches.  The findings that are addressed in this section speak to the ability to move documents and data of all forms in a routine way to facilitate the business processes of the department.  The specific findings and examples to illustrate these discoveries are presented in Table 2.2. 

	Finding
	Example

	No automated approach to routine workflow management across the department and no consolidated approach to multi-functional taskings
	· Individuals who are tasked via IRS, PDS and e-mail must access all three systems in order to receive all taskings

· RFR routes GAO documents for comment via hardcopy in guard mail

· Congressional data and reports are routed via e-mail

· RCA manages a stand alone tasker database with no department wide visibility

	Multiple document staffing procedures exist and there is no single method of tracking staffing actions, to provide in transit visibility or to capture discussions


	· RPJ staffs documents downloaded from JCPAT (both classified and unclassified) via e-mail and does not archive or track changes

· RPA (MROC) staffs document to the same staff sections as RPJ

· RFC staffs marks and PBDs for reclama via IRS

· No version control mechanism exists as documents are staffed across the department

· Changes in documents are managed manually without any automatic conflict resolution

· RFO CivPers requires field activities to provide a PE/UIC spread of labor dollars in order to track the funding at the higher level

	Limited access to organizational data and personnel administrative procedures, resulting in a largely manual administrative process with little user feedback


	· RCA uses Digital Sender to archive files in an MS Access database that is not available to department users

· There is no self-service capability in completing personnel admin tasks, they are completed on an ad-hoc basis with RCA assistance

· Multiple sources (Lotus Notes DB, Access DB) are used to maintain department information such as biographies, phone roster, fitness reports, etc.

	Data retrieval is reactionary rather than consistently managed


	· No common data store of accounts by financial position

· Data calls for information and funding requests are not managed consistently

· SABRS/SMARTS access is limited when execution data is required or would provide additional analytical information

· RPA issues wide data calls both inside and outside the department when an assessment is needed

	Redundant process of routine reporting results in a lack of consistent and up-to-date program narrative and information


	· Multiple branches, including RFC, RPD, RFO maintain individual Brain Books which contain significantly similar data

· Brain Books are produced from scratch each year, but the template and inputs are repetitive year to year

· Inputs for RFC’s “18 Questions” are available from multiple sources with no central data point or manager

· No electronic archiving of PBD/PDM and other source data

	Lack of centralized scheduling


	· RPJ manages a calendar for JROC in a MS Word document

· Branch and leadership calendars are managed in MS Outlook

· RPD publishes the POM briefing schedule in PDD

	Marginal customer interaction on results of PPBS process
	· Program sponsors and field activities are informed about budgeting and resourcing decisions in multiple formats

· OpBud holders are pushed budget data by RFO via a e-mail and spreadsheet

· OpBud holders also do not have the ability to access program data to ensure budget traceability


Table 2. AUTONUM :  Business Flow Findings and Examples

2.2.5
Data Management Findings and Challenges

One of the significant concerns related by the members of the department is the lack of a centralized data source that contains an end-to-end picture of the Marine Corps financial positions.  This section will address the findings that are both causes and effects of this situation and the specific instances in which the Data Management challenges affect the day-to-day operations of the department.   The Data Management challenges also address the vast amount of information that supports the department and the way in which it is currently stored.  The specific examples to illustrate these findings are found in Table 2.3. 

	Finding
	Example

	No closed loop, common data source to provide end-to-end fiscal visibility
	· As RPA prepares Program Assessments, they must go to multiple data sources to get a full position of a program

· RF leadership is unsure of data currency and the linkage of this data to the relevant budgetary phase

· RFC does not automatically draw funding data into “18 Questions,” but depends on Program Sponsors to provide this data

· Civilian Pay execution data is collected by RFO from multiple sources within civilian pay systems and a monthly data call to the field

	Manual data manipulation, translation and entry does not present a full and most current picture of the Marine Corps position across the department
	· Monthly, RFM manually translates MCTFS print-outs to perform manual obligation and execution transactions in SABRS

· RFC converts NBTS report into CATS, which is passed to BTS and eventually to PDS

· RFO CivPers manipulates extracts from DCPDS and WYPC into MS Access to perform costing, provide input into OP32, and produce ceiling tracks

· RFO CivPers also requires field activities to translate labor requirements into a UIC report by PE and GS/WG, RFO then inputs into MS Access

· Manpower budget cost model and timing is disconnected from POM development process and timing, reporting for budget process and POM process are completely different since neither is utilizing the same data source

	No audit trail to ensure that as data is updated in each of the multiple sources in which it is stored
	· Each time data is changed in BTS run by RFO, no remark is made to stamp by whom and when a change is made

· Each branch maintains spreadsheets of “memo” entries of program changes from cycle to cycle

	No consistent data storage method in the department and data that is stored on file servers is un-indexed and non searchable across the department
	· RCA is assisting several branches in digitization efforts utilizing Digital Sender, but the storage of the data is left to the branches, data is “stovepiped”

· RFC maintains Congressional testimony and documents on a file server utilizing Windows file search for searchability

· MROC uses the production instance of PDD to store archived documents, while the Concepts and Issues compilation is managed and stored in developmental instance of the database

· RPD uses PDD to store POM related documents

· RFM maintains MCTFS reports in unsearchable, paper files

· RFO utilizes three databases to manage formulation, CivPers, and execution data


Table 2. AUTONUM :  Data Management Findings and Examples

2.2.6
Systems Development and Coordination Findings and Challenges

There is a set of systems and applications that are currently used by the department.  These systems include applications found on a user’s desktop such as MS Office and Relational Database Management Systems (RDBMS), as well as systems to which the user may have access, such as PDS.  Furthermore, department members use other tools, electronic and otherwise, to complete various functions.  During the course of Phase I, the Project Team identified that there is a wide range of expertise and comfort levels in relation to the use of the current IT tools available to the branches.  This section identifies those findings and provides specific examples to illustrate these findings in Table 2.4. 

	Finding
	Example

	Low awareness and/or access to data sources available to members of the department
	· RPA is unaware of SMARTS as an execution data source and also do not have access to SABRS

· PDD/PDS have document management capability only utilized by RPA, RPJ, and RPD

· RFM maintains an  Excel spreadsheet that could be converted by RIM to MS Access

	Personnel spend a large amount of time manipulating and locating data rather than providing analysis of the data 
	· Data input for NAVCOMPT marks are pushed from RFC to RFO via a spreadsheet that must then be loaded into BTS, then a query must be run to accurately reflect changes and provide a new baseline

· WinPAT provides rolled-up Investment controls to the department that must then be rolled down for use by RPD in PDS

· At the beginning of a POM cycle, data from RFO’s BTS must be fed into PDSthrough a manual upload facilitated by a spreadsheet, the converse is true when POM outputs must be provided to RFO to support BTS

· RFO CivPers hand inputs data into forms to be provided to NAVCOMPT

	No coordinated approach to management of multiple database formats and platforms
	· Oracle database supporting PDS is managed by RIM

· Current versions of IRS and the UPL are currently managed in Lotus Notes, with redesigns migrating the systems to Oracle databases
· BTS is managed by RFO, and built in MS Access

· RFM manages an Excel spreadsheet that contains the military pay formulas for manpower costing, currently being migrated to MS Access
· RFC maintains CATS which holds the Side-by-Side as well as current budget position data which is also used by RFO in BTS

· CivPers data is managed in a database separate from BTS

· Multiple branches are utilizing file servers (x:\ drives) that are not joined and access to branch specific drives must be granted by RIM

	Multiple web pages are maintained across the department- RIM supports the web servers but there is not a centralized web or content manager 
	· RFC manages the content on its own internal and external website

· JROC/MROC have a view into the PDD database and a customized web GUI

· Bulletin boards with POM information are on both PDD and PDS, and content is maintained by RIM utilizing MS FrontPage and HTML coding

· RFR maintains the content on its own web page with audit and other information

· RIM coordinates the development of the department’s internet website 

· Across these websites, there is no unified search capability to present a picture across the branches

	No centralized data element management and ownership
	· PEN restructuring is being led by RIM

· MCPC is coordinated and provided by RPD

· AG/SAGs and formats are provided by DON

· Data elements in SABRS are owned in execution by RFO, but RFL supervises the implementation of data elements in SABRS through coordination with DFAS-KC


Table 2. AUTONUM :  Systems Development Coordination Findings and Examples

The examples above provide a representative sample of the information management issues that face members of the department each day.  In isolation, each IT initiative performs its intended function.  When evaluated in the aggregate, stove-piped redundancy is the current ad-hoc approach to data management.  There is a clear demand for a strategy and framework to address these issues.  The overriding theme of these findings is that there should be a single source for all the business process and data management issues of the department.  Locating a specific data point, whether it is a program funding level or description, among all of the various systems is akin to searching for a needle in a haystack.  Because this is the case, existing and newly joined members of department have difficulty searching for information.  Each of the branches has grown into an island of information with limited, inefficient bridges connecting the islands.  The existing capabilities and processes do not efficiently provide Marine Corps leadership with best, most complete and accurate information to make important resource decisions, which is the core mission of the department.

2.3 Data Flow and Management

P&R has historically yielded quality decisions and outputs from its PPBS process.  The capability to produce such a sound, defendable, and auditable Program and Budget has rested on the shoulders of the Marines and Civilians who have experience, a keen memory, and the ability to pass on the legend of previous PPBS cycles.  The era of being able to remember and mentally process all of the information that is required to create and manage PPBS data currently available or required to generate that same product is beyond the average person’s capacity. 
This section will address the way data is handled and processed within the context of the current business process and the ability of the department to use the information systems or desktop applications provided to perform its core mission.  It also will present a graphical data flow and mapping for categories of Marine Corps appropriations to provide a representation of the business flow, followed by a case study analysis of the appropriation areas within this context.  This section will also present the flow of the relevant pieces of data and outline the commonalities across the department in data requirements as well as unique aspects to particular PPBS processes.  Finally, this section will provide an analysis of the current IT toolset that supports this process.

2.3.1
Data Handling and Processing

Data is defined as “Information organized for analysis or used as a basis for a decision,” and “Factual information used as a basis for reasoning, discussion, or calculation.”  

In the context of this analysis, “data” will refer to any of the following pieces of information that are processed or managed within P&R and as they relate to the PPBS or administrative process: 

	· Spreadsheets
	· Databases and their contents

	· Word processing documents
	· Various paper artifacts stored or transmitted 

	· Briefs/ Presentations
	· Electronically or digitally stored files


Based on these definitions, the Project Team’s evaluation of P&R’s data processes shows that the department is fundamentally a manual, data challenged, and paper-based organization from an information management perspective.  In many cases, individuals spend significantly more time collecting and routing current and relevant data, than they do performing critical analysis on that data.  While certain branches have incorporated information management improvements, most of the efforts are not fluid or integrated across the department.  The multiple database applications that have been developed contain duplicative data elements.  The data stores support nearly the same function, yet they are not integrated or consistent when data flows from one functional treatment of the data to the next.  Examples of this are evident in the following passages of data:

	· From spreadsheets that are used to maintain memorandum records of “accounting” actions (Marks/PBDs)

	
	· To the BTS MS Access database that tracks changes applied during the budget cycles          (BES, PB)

	· 
	
	· To manipulated spreadsheet input into the program planning phase of the PPBS cycle (Program Planning)

	· 
	
	
	· To data managed in the PDS Oracle database during POM development (Program Development)

	· 
	
	
	· Back to BTS via spreadsheet transfer to formulate the budget and create Ceiling    Tracks (NAVCOMPT)

	· 
	· 
	
	· With little budget execution feedback incorporated in evaluations of future funding requirements (Budget Review)

	
	
	
	· To a manual population of Ceiling Tracks into SABRS


In each of these “events” described above, there is considerable manual intervention that must be applied to data to move it to the next phase or process in the cycle.  In many instances, data is maintained at a detailed level, while other circumstances require more summary level views of the data.  The gap between those points requires significant manipulation to arrive at the desired level of output.  In other circumstances the opposite is true, in that data are presented at a very macro level and must be verified through a decomposition process to determine the data’s relevancy and/or currency. This situation can lead to substantial efforts to maintain version control, consistency, and auditability of data as the process moves through the PPBS cycle.  Further complication can be generated by disconnects among the branches when questions of “Who has the most current program or financial position?” is asked. This case was evident during PR03 when simultaneous POM development and Budget Formulation processes were being coordinated.  Changes in the Budget that had to be recognized in the POM caused considerable issues in data integrity and currency as funding “deltas” were being applied in isolation while both processes were conducted in parallel.

As data moves out of its native format into stove-piped databases, spreadsheets, MS Word documents or MS PowerPoint presentations, the complexity of document management and data integrity is further complicated.  It becomes exceedingly difficult to maintain version control and data currency because the modified format is disassociated from the source of the “transactions.” Additional issues arise from unindexed storage, searchablity, and retrieval associated with the e-mailed versions of documents, file server storage, and paper-based management of the data.  It is recognized by both Programmers and Budgeters that common access to authoritative source data across the department would alleviate the majority of the issues associated with this challenge.  Unfortunately, the result of not having such a capability further segments the nature of appropriation management and prevents in-depth appropriation visibility across the branches, divisions, or department. 

2.3.2 Data Flow
In order to frame a point of reference for the overall data flow and management within the department, the following graphical representation is provided.  Figure 2.1 provides a valuable visual depiction to augment a discussion of the inter-relationships of the data.  The data flow is presented within the construct of the Planning, Programming, Budget Formulation, Budget Execution, and is underpinned by the Coordination and Administrative functions that are core tasks of the department.  The business flow will also display the interactions among adjacent organizations that interact with, and are critical elements of a comprehensive overview of the data management challenge.  While P&R is a “creator” and manager of most of the financial data that is a component of the overall process, the department is also a “broker” of vast quantities of data that must be gathered, staffed, coordinated, deconflicted, and ultimately passed to other target audiences or systems.  
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Figure 2.1:  PPBS Systems Interaction Diagram

At a high level, the department’s functional management of the PPBS process is a historically tested and proven process.  However, the examination of the preceding diagram shows a process that is in fact a very complicated and labor-intensive business flow from a data management perspective. For purposes of this assessment, individual appropriations were segregated for evaluation purposes.  The Programming and Budgeting of the Marine Corps controlled funds were aggregated into four functional areas.  These four functional areas are:

	Area
	Appropriations

	Investment
	Procurement, Marine Corps (PMC)

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Marine Corps (RDTEMC)

Procurement Ammunition, Navy and Marine Corps (PANMC)

	Operation and Maintenance 
	Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps (OMMC) 

Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve (OMMCR)

	Infrastructure
	Military Construction, Navy and Marine Corps (MCNMC)

Military Construction, Navy and Marine Corps Reserve (MCNMCR)

Family Housing, Marine Corps (FHMC)

	Manpower
	Military Personnel, Marine Corps (MPMC)

Reserve Personnel, Marine Corps (RPMC)


Table 2. AUTONUM :  Functional Appropriation Areas

The data management and information flow for these appropriation areas are centered on a single branch for Programming purposes and multiple branches for Budget formulation, execution, and execution monitoring.  There is a single system for the management of all appropriations for Programming (PDD/PDS) and multiple sources and data stores for the Budget function.  

	Process
	Database or Data Management Source

	Programming 
	PDD – Document Management

PDS – Financial Management

	
	

	Budgeting 
	Investment – WinPAT and MARCORSYSCOM “Unrolled Controls” spreadsheet

	
	Infrastructure – databases maintained by I&L (LF)

	
	Manpower – Access database, spreadsheets, and the Manpower Plan

	
	O&M – BTS, CivPers database, CMP database, spreadsheets


Table 2. AUTONUM :  Process and Data Sources

Surrounding these data sources are other qualitative and quantitative inputs from IRS, UPL, CATS and other extracted memorandum records of resource allocation decisions that consist of data from NMCI requirements, to the A-76 wedge to the WinPAT and PBIS database, NBTS, Fiscal Guidance and to the Blue/Green Split calculation.

2.3.3 Case Study

The following case study is presented to highlight the significant efforts that are required to manipulate and maintain data integrity.  There are four annually recurring appropriation area processes that are managed concurrently within the department:

The accumulation, formatting, and movement of appropriation data appears to be the most intricate management challenge and should provide the most value for a more in-depth case study from a data management perspective.  The method to approach the challenge is rooted in the basic construct of this assessment, and displayed in Figure 2.1, which follows the Planning, Programming, Budget Formulation, and Budget Execution, system phases underpinned, by the Coordination function.

	Planning

	The Planning Phase of the PPBS cycle allows the department to prepare for the data requirements that will service the applications that are employed throughout the Fiscal Year.  In the August/ September timeframe, RPD requests Program funding controls from the respective branches in Fiscal Division.  The data sources and availability of detail varies based on who provides the information and what system or technique is used to generate the spreadsheets that are provided to RPD
.


	
	O&M – RFO provides O&M controls at the MCPC, AG/SAG, PE, SI, Organizational (OpBud), and Activity level, with associated dollars for the particular Fiscal Years.  The data is generated from the BTS Access database that tracks changes in budget allocations over the course of the NAVCOMPT and BES submission that occurs prior to the Program Planning phase.


	Investment – RFI sources MCSC’s “unrolled controls” spreadsheet, which provides funds allocations for PMC, RDT&E, and PANMC at the Budget Activity, Line Item, and Sub-Project level, and PE, with associated dollars for the particular Fiscal Years. These controls are balanced against MCPC level data from WinPAT and/or NBTS, and manually adjusted to synchronize the sources since the data is not maintained in the same format.


	

	
	Manpower – RFM provides MPMC and RPMC controls at the Budget Activity level and bottom line appropriation totals for particular Fiscal Years.  This data is generated from either RFM’s Excel spreadsheets or Access database reports.



	Infrastructure – RFI and I&L (LF) provide MilCon (Active and Reserve) and Family Housing (Construction and O&M) at the Line Item, PE, UIC, and PNO with associated dollars for the particular Fiscal Years.  The controls can also be verified from WinPAT.

	

	Because the timing of the phase occurs in the September time frame, the available data is based on the Budget Estimate Submission (BES.)  The source of data from each of the appropriation areas is provided in spreadsheet format as an input to RPD.  In most cases, the data is not in the required layout for uploading the PDS database and requires significant manipulation to attain the proper format. The data required must not have any duplicate records, and it must meet data element formats that can be uploaded in PDS. When records are loaded into PDS through a delimited file import process, each data element is screened against data quality validation tables that prevent invalid combinations of data from being inserted into the application’s data tables.  If specific records do not pass the validation routine, there is a data cleansing utility used to correct discrepancies.  These data records serve as the “Baseline” from which “Core” adjustments or deltas will be made.  

When the evaluation of the Core funding levels is made (at the same level of detail noted above), positive or negative delta records are uploaded into PDS.  These Core delta records are formulated and maintained in spreadsheets external to the PDS database.  Only when finalized and approved are the records entered into the database and the same validation routine is applied.  At this point, the POM Core has been established in PDS.  As the budget cycle progresses toward the President’s Budget (PB) submission, additional deltas that may be required as a result of changes to the individual records are supplied by RFO for inclusion in PDS.  After these validated records are loaded into the data tables, the database should balance to the PB controls (less Core delta records) and PDS will hold all data required, and against which POM Initiatives will be created.  If there is a data error that causes the database to be out of fiscal control, time-consuming research is often required to reconcile the imbalance.  The element of the O&M appropriation that is not accounted for in this data management process is the impact of the Civilian Personnel work years.  Only the aggregate effect of the dollars is assessed within the data loaded into PDS.  

Additionally, the overarching data element that supports the database construct is the Marine Corps Program Code (MCPC).  This element serves as both a cross appropriation Programming tool and mechanism for data aggregation, navigation, and reporting within the PDS application.  MCPCs are also grouped by similar function and category to further refine database navigation and data assimilation.



	Programming 

	Once the PDS database is loaded, a POM Serial calling for Initiatives is e-mailed to all involved parties providing guidance and instructions for accessing the PDS website.  Additional information is posted to the PDD website providing amplifying instructions.  When individuals register for an account in PDS, they are registered against the organizations and activities to which they belong, so that if they are authorized to create POM Initiatives, the Core allocation against which the initiative is written belongs to their respective activity.

Once an Initiative’s narrative justification and financial data are entered into PDS and submitted for routing, an internal workflow engine forwards e-mails to members of the group designated to review and comment on the Initiative.  When a reviewer enters PDS and takes action on the document, the Initiative will be loaded to the reviewers respective “Inbox” for comment and subsequent forwarding through the process.  The custom-developed workflow engine can support flows of varying length depending on the MCPC in question. The final destination for the initiative is in the Inbox of the respective RPD appropriation Analyst.  Once all of the Initiatives have been received, access to the Initiative input section of the database can be disabled.  With the sister application PDD, collateral supporting documents can be uploaded that support a corresponding Initiative in PDS, and is subsequently cross-queriable.  

PDS has the capability to “tag” data with different “Statuses” and “Recommendations” that help to segregate Initiatives into categories as the POM development cycle progresses.  These tags enable the analyst to balance competing Initiatives against estimated available resources as well as render down Initiatives for reporting and analysis purposes.  As the development process progresses and qualitative judgments on relative priority and levels of funding are made, adjustments in the form of financial deltas are applied to Initiatives to balance requests against available resources.  The application has the ability to reduce, increase, or slip funding profiles while simultaneously recording where in the evaluation group process the changes were made.

In support of Program development decision-making is the Program Prioritization System (PPS).  PPS, a 1990 vintage DOS based application, receives a spreadsheet output from PDS, which is processed through a macro for proper formatting.  PPS uses the source data to construct prioritization schemes and ultimately to balance the successfully competed Initiatives against financial controls. There is no backflow of data from PPS to PDS. Adjustments are made in parallel.

When estimated or actual Fiscal Guidance is entered into the database, the system can generate the out of balance dollar amount for the successfully competed Initiatives relative to available funding levels by FY.  Further adjustments can be applied to balance to the controls.  Once the program is balanced, PDS becomes the data source to support data extracts used to produce briefing material and quantitative analysis.  The application has a very capable query tool for generating spreadsheets and can produce web browser screen, as well as Adobe .pdf reports in a variety of ways. 

The final output of PDS is an appropriation control summary and detailed controls that are queried into spreadsheets or formatted into an Access database to pass to the Budget Formulation phase of the cycle.  Once those detailed controls are provided, PDS will not be updated until the Planning cycle of the next POM/PR year.  Any adjustments to funding levels will be made in the BTS in the case of O&M, at MCSC in the case of PMC, RDT&E, and PANMC, in internal I&L databases or WinPAT for the Infrastructure appropriations, and the RFM database or spreadsheets for Manpower.  The final product from PDS will be an extract to upload into the Navy WinPAT database for FYDP reporting purposes.  WinPAT provides data feeds into the OSD SNAP system for POM publishing. Manual data manipulation will be required to remove any data elements not accepted by WinPAT.  Additionally, data formats are manually generated to enter the CivPers, Manpower, and any Investment quantity reporting requirements.




	Budget Formulation 

	The spreadsheet or MS Access database output from PDS serves as the baseline to begin Budget Formulation for each of the appropriation areas.  The data is passed to the respective appropriation area office responsible for Budget Formulation. 


	
	O&M – In the case of O&M, the output is manipulated and data fields translated, if required, to provide an input to BTS.  Any pricing adjustments not considered in the POM are applied to the data and adjustments are made based on any flawed assumptions derived from the POM, as well as any other “Fact-of-Life” changes that need to be made.  These changes are applied throughout the NAVCOMPT budget as marks are apportioned.  Changes as the result of PBDs and PDMs are tracked for the changes to the OSD Budget Submission.  These, and other inputs to BTS are produced in parallel from RFC’s CATS database that result from Congressional appropriations actions that affect the funding levels. It is also at this point that Civilian Personnel data inputs are melded with budget formulation.  During POM Development, CivPers data is not incorporated in the process.  The CivPers budget requirements are calculated in a separate Access database, and data extracts are used to populate the appropriate budget displays.  The CivPers database is used to manipulate data outputs from DCPDS and WYPC extracts to project civilian personnel rates.

A parallel process to creating the budget displays is the creation of Ceiling Track reports that provide OpBud level detail by AG/SAG to the Execution Section to assess the impact of funding allocations versus available annual and quarterly funding distributions for OpBud holders, Centrally Managed Programs, Fund Administrators, and OpTars.  At the end of the Formulation process, allocation recipients are e-mailed Ceiling Track Access or spreadsheet reports and so they can comment on their quarterly allocation requirements, which are balanced by the Execution section against anticipated NAVCOMPT distributions.  Once the allocations are determined, they are loaded into SABRS for funds availability.  Adjustments to Ceiling Track allocations are made based on Congressional enhancements and retransmitted to the recipients.

	Investment – The controls for PMC, RDT&E, and PANMC are sent to MCSC, where a process similar to the O&M description is followed.  In this case, RFI does not perform the actual formulation task, but oversees and provides input into the product that MCSC provides.  RFI supervises and reviews all of the actions for the tasks and guides the process based on how defensible certain approaches to funding programs are and measures the impact of marks and other program adjustments imposed at NAVCOMPT and OSD.


	

	
	Manpower – The bottom line appropriation controls for MPMC and RPMC serve as control totals for reassessing manpower costing requirements.  RFM will balance the impact of the Manpower Plan and other policy impacts against the funding constraints provided from the POM.  Risk assessments and/or policy adjustments can influence the ability for the Budget to be formulated within the limitations of the dollars available.  Adjustments to the Budget will be made based on the outcome of RFM’s assessment.



	Infrastructure – Controls for MilCon and Family Housing are sent to I&L to reassess project costing and the priority of projects that fit within the funding allocated to the appropriations.  POM allocations typically made in “bands” of dollars, and projects can be shifted within the bands and by Fiscal Year.  RFI guides and monitors the Infrastructure Budget Formulation process in the same manner as it does for Investment.


	

	The products of Budget Formulation are report formats that are generated in spreadsheets and narrative information, which, depending on the appropriation, are combined with Budget Execution information that is aggregated based on prior year actuals or estimates of actuals.  In the case of execution data, correlation of actuals from SABRS data does not necessarily have a clean tie to the data provided from the formulation product.  Manipulation of the execution data is required to marry the two inputs together. Once the Budget Exhibit formats are completed and reviewed by; RFO for O&M, MCSC for Investment, I&L for Infrastructure, or RFM of Manpower, the data is loaded to the NAVCOMPT JMS web site for transfer to the Navy.

Once the Budget has been submitted to NAVCOMPT the Budget Review process begins.  RFC coordinates all of the staffing of Marks, Reclamas, and associated hearings that must be accomplished to defend the various budgets that are submitted.  The IRS system is used to facilitate all of the data staffing, gathering, and workflow associated with enabling this portion of the process.

By this phase in the progression of the PPBS process, the P&R Budget sections are preparing to start the Program Planning phase as well as to monitor the current year execution of the appropriation.  Throughout this data flow and analysis, there has still been no validation of the formulated budget against prior year execution, primarily because of data element disconnects between how the budget is formulated and how execution reporting portrays the data.




	Budget Execution

	Once the budget allocations are entered into the SABRS accounting system, execution information is maintained and reported in a number of ways.  Each of the appropriation area methods is described below:
 

	
	O&M – Centrally Managed Programs are tracked with a MS Access database within RFO for distributions and redistributions.  DMS messages are produced to pass funding to field activities and the data is loaded into SABRS by PBAS and manually tracked.  The message traffic is maintained in paper format as backup material record of the transaction.  The Execution section also maintains manual record of OpTars and Funds Administration actions within the office. 

The SMARTS Operational Data Store, as a replicated instance of the SABRS mainframe, provides query access to execution data, but is not widely used outside of the confines of the RFO Execution Section.  Additionally, the data accuracy that is available from the system is reliant upon consistent field level accounting practices that varies considerably. Quarterly feedback reports from DFAS also serve to verify data on how the appropriation is being executed.

The Unfunded List is also maintained and staffed from within the Execution section for contingency and year of execution shortfalls.  A spreadsheet with all backup material is maintained for briefing purposes as well as to maintain the CMC Reserve.

The monitoring of CivPers execution is done within the Civilian Allocation section and relies on the DCPS and WYPC systems to provide input into a locally maintained MS Access database to track and forecast CivPers execution data.



	Investment – MCSC and I&L jointly execute the PMC appropriation, while MCSC executes the RDT&E and PANMC appropriations.  In many cases, the funds are passed to other activities to actually expend the funds, but the responsibility for tracking is incumbent upon MCSC to monitor the details.  RFI has the responsibility for monitoring the execution health of the appropriations, but is heavily reliant on outside sources to accumulate the data.


	

	
	Manpower – RFM commits and obligates Manpower appropriation funds in SABRS, based on cost estimates calculated from MCTFS feedback reporting.  Monthly transactions are required, based on the estimates to ensure that the requisite funds are available and Marines are properly paid.

	Infrastructure – I&L monitors, but does not actually execute the MilCon appropriations. Funds are passed to NAVFAC for execution and feedback is received via STARS, which is a Navy accounting system.  Family Housing funds are also passed for execution to I&L for designated projects and the operation and maintenance of the base and station housing units. RFI has the responsibility for monitoring the execution health of the appropriations, but is heavily reliant on outside sources to accumulate the data.


	


	Coordination 

	Integral to all of the above processes is the Program and Budget coordination functions that occur within the department.  Additional source data is maintained in MS Access or Lotus Notes databases, spreadsheet Brain Books and other narrative formats that assist in the management of the data flows from internal Marine Corps as well as DoN and OSD sources.  All are important staffing, data management, and reporting functions, but they also are in data stores that are force fed into the target systems after data manipulation.  These coordination issues are addressed in Section 2.4.


Case Study Summary

It is evident, based on this detailed case that this data management process can be cumbersome, duplicative, and time consuming.  Each of the appropriations goes through similar difficult processes as the data migrates from the Planning through the Execution phases.  In the case of O&M, nearly all data management processes are performed within P&R.  This is not the case for Investment, Infrastructure, and Manpower.  Program and Budget information is sourced respectively from MCSC, I&L, and M&RA managed systems or processes.  Execution data on these areas is also sourced from STARS and MCTFS.  While the appropriations may have certain peculiarities in data elements, the approach to managing them presents similar challenges from the data management perspective.  

Of significant note, if the O&M process was examined in isolation, there were a minimum of twelve spreadsheet transfers and ten databases involved in the case just described.  The unaccounted for calculation is the number of man hours associated with creating or managing all of the inputs and outputs.

2.3.4
Commonalities in Data Requirements

The analysis of the department’s challenges within the PPBS process has proven that there are core functional capabilities that are at the center of all its data management challenges. These key areas are centered on the following areas of interest:

	· Data Element Management
	· Document Management

	· Data Storage, Indexing, and Searchability
	· Common Accessible Store for Program and Budget Financial and Narrative Data

	· Data Currency
	· Single Sign-on to Multiple Web-based Applications

	· Workflow and Task Management
	· Redundant Data Entry and Manipulation

	· Scheduling
	· Collaboration

	· Administrative Self Service
	· Data Security


This is true whether individual branches engaged in the PPBS business flow focus vertically or horizontally.  The listed capabilities are common requirements that span the management of the department’s internal and external information broker role in the resource allocation and Headquarters decision-making processes.

Example 1.  RPJ, RPA (MROC), RPD, RPB, and RFC continuously staff data to typically the same population of Headquarters, MATCOM/MARCORSYSCOM, and MCCDC action officers for action and comment.  In the majority of cases, the documents are routed via e-mail to the extended group of recipients.  The significance of this is: 1) Once the e-mail is sent there is no visibility of actions being taken; 2) Adjacent recipients cannot see what comments are made by others; 3) There is no control over suspense dates; 4) Multiple comments returned have to be de-conflicted, consolidated, and forwarded; and 5) There is no record maintained of the actions, other than the final version of the staffing document.  The significance of this particular challenge is that the majority of the department is doing the same task with a point-to-point solution that lacks the ability to track, collaborate on, and archive the activity.  With the amount of e-mail traffic that exists, it becomes nearly impossible to maintain visibility over the important tasks when mixed with the broadcast of extraneous information.

Example 2.  As highlighted in the case study, the process flow associated with financial data is a continuous event.  Each phase of the PPBS process has repetitious data requirements and manipulations to pass the data between phases.  For the most part, the entire department is involved in pushing data from event to event with no common source or mechanism to pass the data without manual intervention.  The need for a common data store that maintains closed loop visibility of department data is a consistent theme across the department.

2.3.5
Current IT toolset

The current desktop toolset available to the entire department is the Microsoft Office Suite.  The components of the suite consist of:

	Product
	Function

	MS Word
	Word processing documents

	MS Excel
	Data analysis, charting/graphing

	MS Access
	Data management, reporting

	MS PowerPoint
	Graphics and presentations

	MS Binder
	Document packaging and routing via e-mail

	MS Outlook
	Communications, document transfer

	MS FrontPage
	Web authoring toolset

	MS IE5.x
	Internet Browser


Table 2. AUTONUM :  Microsoft Office Suite Components

The average user’s level of expertise with these applications is medium to low relative to the capabilities that the suite provides at the desktop.  The desktop applications in their current configuration could support additional data management functions.  This would require additional training or self-education to reach the full potential that is offered by the applications.  Even though the tools have the potential to support greater desktop data management, their extended use will continue the proliferation of stand-alone application development.  Furthermore, with the pace of daily activity within the department, the critical mass of more experienced users would unlikely be achieved.  While MS Office supports collaboration and web publishing capabilities, the maximum potential will not be reached with a by branch, distributed approach to data management.  Ultimately, the standard tool set will support a narrow functional requirement and provide data that requires more extensive management than the network file server can support.  Microsoft Internet Explorer 5.x is probably the most used and valuable tool in the suite.  As more information is published to the web, and applications are developed for thin client computing, and toolsets associated with web-based analysis are used, the browser will become increasingly important.

Additional tools have been purchased and used for specific application development or for data analysis purposes.  These tools typically require more advanced users or application developers to implement and use them.  Table 2.7 provides a list of server-based software is available for web application development.  These additional tools consist of the following:

	Product
	Function

	IIS
	MS Internet Information Server (web listener)

	Brio
	Online Analytical Processing tool

	Oracle RDBMS
	Scalable data management capability

	Apache
	Web server for Oracle database

	Lotus Notes
	Client server database management and collaboration tool


Table 2. AUTONUM :  Other Information Management Tools

The current philosophy is to move data management and supporting applications away from the client server environment and towards the web.  The initial foundation of the software that supports these requirements is available in P&R’s Oracle database licensing and the web server, but additional database design requirements will have to be further assessed in the proposed systems architecture presented in Section 4.0.  The database in and of itself is not sufficient to service all of the identified deficiencies in the department’s data management challenges.  Additional applications will be evaluated that will augment the potential data store and application requirements.

Internet Information Server (IIS) is a capable web server environment, but is currently used to publish static documents to the P&R web site using MS FrontPage.  With FrontPage all fuller potential could be realized if it were associated with a backend, dynamically managed database.

Brio is a powerful web-based Online Analytical toolset that will be used when PBIS is fully fielded, but has not been widely implemented within the department for other analytical purposes.  As with most sophisticated toolsets, additional training is required to use Brio to its fullest extent.  Once established, the toolset can provide a powerful analysis, reporting, and presentation capability.

The future of Lotus Notes and Domino server support is questionable under the NMCI contract, and application support has been diminished as Lotus has been marginalized as a client-server based data management and collaboration tool.  This has degraded the currency of information that previously was used as source data for a number of functions performed in the department.

2.4 Coordination and Data Presentation

In the department’s role of gathering data and providing feedback on resource allocation decisions and other relevant information, there is a great deal of interaction that occurs among the department’s branches and external organizations.  This coordination role is a fundamental task of the department.  It is apparent, however, that many coordination activities are often ad-hoc and point-to-point with no comprehensive  strategy or methodology for completing these tasks in a repeatable and efficient manner.  Further, as mentioned earlier, the information management systems that support the core PPBS functions are custom developed point solutions in nature.  This is also true for the systems that are in place to coordinate communications both internal and external to the department.  Without a central broker or system for articulating data requirements to other organizations, the overall coordination strategy of the department looks like a spider’s web  with multiple forms, methods and avenues for providing data to and from other Marine Corps organizations.  While the coordination requirement is continuous during the course of the PPBS process, providing a visual representation in a single figure is confusing.  In order to present an illustration that can be followed, the coordination functions in Fiscal Division and Programs Division are separated into two figures. The overlapping roles are maintained, while the division specific aspects are segregated. Figure 2.2 illustrates the current coordination environment in Fiscal Division, and Figure 2.3 displays the Programs Division process.   
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Figure 2.2:  Fiscal Division Coordination
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Figure 2.3:  Programs Division Coordination

In Figures 2.2 and 2.3, the various and disparate methods of coordination are graphically presented.  The overall message of these diagrams is to illustrate that there are a number of branches within the department that have a need to gather and share information with the same organizations within and outside of the department.  In many ways these supporting organizations are the foundation that underpins many of the resource planning and decision-making processes within the Headquarters and larger PPBS process.  While there are several systems that facilitate collaboration among these departments, it should be significantly noted that all of the organizations depicted above use point-solution electronic means and other manual data management methods to gather important information from the various organizations.  While these person-to-person contacts are invaluable and necessary, there is currently no comprehensive strategy to collect, archive or index these important communications.

When referring to an application as a “point-solution,” we mean that the system has been designed to support a reasonably narrowly defined requirement or it has been developed around a functional process that does not include adjacent branch needs. For instance, IRS supports a document staffing process for RFC with specific requirements designed for their process.  RPJ and RPA require similar capabilities, but need additional functionality that the core of IRS doesn’t support.  A more configurable solution that supports document staffing and management could be more widely applied in the department’s business flows.  
Related to this need to coordinate issues and concerns both inside and outside the department are the data presentation formats that serve as the vehicles for this coordination.  The data formats facilitate the Marine Corps requirements and positions to other organizations, and are essential in clearly presenting the Marine Corps resource position.  The coordination tasks of the department can be summarized in three categories, 1) Document Management, 2) Workflow and 3) Collaboration.  The remainder of this section will address problems and specific challenges resident in each of these areas.

2.4.1
Document Management

Document Management is a task that challenges multiple branches in the department.  Issues such as version control and storage are handled on an ad-hoc basis without any unified strategy to govern the process across the department.  Another concern in the document management area is that the historical record and life cycle of programmatic and budget data are lost without a clear document management strategy.  Each time a document is routed for comment and version of the document is created there is a historical record and inputs that are being lost in the flow.  In summary, the current document management strategy lacks a clear vision for version control methodology, document indexing and searchability, and document digitization.  There are two particular areas in which document management is of particular concern.  These are the JROC process of RPJ and the Brain Book collection and compilation across several branches in the department.

JROC/MROC

Before issues are brought before the JROC, documents need to be circulated to the Advocates, program sponsors and other relevant Marine Corps subject matter experts.  The documents that are staffed in this process are Mission Needs Statements (MNS), Operational Requirements Document (ORD) and other staffing materials.  These documents provide justification for a joint program and are the documents that drive the decision making for the JROC.

The presentation documents themselves are typically prepared in MS Word and MS PowerPoint format.  RPJ is made aware of questions and issues for programs that are under review via JCPATS, a J-8 level system.  JCPATS makes the MNS, ORDS and other JMA documents under review available to the Marine Corps.  When a document comes to the Marine Corps via JCPATS, this document is downloaded and then routed via e-mail to the appropriate Marine Corps personnel for review.  This review is done in either a serial or parallel fashion.  After comments are made, RPJ deconflicts the comments and then routes the document back into JCPATS, again in a manual fashion.  

On the surface, this may seem to be an effective way to manage the RPJ process.  However, the features that are missing are:  staffing process visibility, cohesive collaboration on the material, archiving of comments, searchable storage, and future structured storage of the data.  The classified nature of much of the data that RPJ is required to manage further complicates this issue and will have to be accounted for in a parallel instance that could be hosted in a classified environment.  There is a similar process conducted for MROC staffing documents that requires exactly the same business flow to facilitate the internal Marine Corps Requirements Oversight Council committee function.

Brain Books

Brain Books are prepared by a number of branches in the department in order to provide a detailed and consolidated version of program and funding data.  These Brain Books are then used by department leadership in a variety of ways. RFC prepares the Commandant and P&R leadership for testimony on the Hill by preparing a series of Brain Books with the most important information that may be required during the course of testimony.  RPB also prepares Brain Books that provide detailed information on Blue dollars expended in support of Marine Corps activities.  These Brain Books are often the same outputs year to year with changes in the funding and programmatic information.  Templates of this information can be provided and linked to original data stores so that the manual methods of preparing this information can be streamlined. 

2.4.2    Workflow
As documents and funding levels are drafted and agreed upon at various points throughout the Program and Budget cycle, there is a workflow need inherent to supporting the efforts surrounding the PPBS processes.  This workflow requirement also extends to other coordination tasks when feedback and input is required across the department and the larger Marine Corps.  The ability to interact as a cohesive entity demands that the organization be able to push work from one point to another so that subject matter expertise and all organizational concerns are recognized.  In particular, the ability to move work from one organization to another can be demonstrated when discussing the ability to process information for comment including budget marks from either NAVCOMPT or OSD, Questions for the Record (QFR), and Unfunded Priority List (UPL.)

Budget Marks and Questions for the Record (QFR)

RFC is responsible for preparing financial information that Congress and its staff needs to respond to Marine Corps resource requirements.  Members of Congress or committees may request information or QFR over the course of the year.  If these questions involve investigation of a financial issue, RFC is responsible for routing this request to the appropriate sources both within and outside the department via IRS.  Feedback is then provided to answer the QFR by organizations across HQMC.  However, the comments may conflict, or present a fractured picture of the Marine Corps position on a particular issue.  It, then, is up to personnel at RFC to manually de-conflict these comments, reroute the document in IRS if time allows, and serve as referee to arbitrate the resolution of the conflicting responses.

RFC is the budget review and coordination point for the department to NAVCOMPT and is responsible for ensuring that the Marine Corps data is loaded to and from the appropriate systems.  As marks are passed back down from NAVCOMPT, RFC distributes these marks to the branch responsible for the appropriation within RF.  These marks and their associated PBDs if appropriate are then passed to the branch of ownership via IRS for reclama preparation.  If the branch is preparing a response to the mark or reclama, the information is captured in IRS and then routed back to NAVCOMPT manually by personnel in RFC.  The reclama is a standard template issued by the Navy that must be completed with the appropriate supporting data.  As is the case with QFRs, RFC deconflicts comments and standardizes the Marine Corps position.  

2.4.3
Collaboration

Throughout the department there are several organizations that do not have a direct role in the management or formulation of data native to the PPBS process.  They do, however, have many instances in which the data is required to perform analysis or planning.  In this regard, many branches and organizations have the need to collaborate on a particular document or task.  Just as significantly, the framework for the PPBS process is the calendar and the timeframe imposed upon the Marine Corps during each phase in the process.  Since this is the case, it is useful to examine the way calendars and schedules are currently managed in the department to understand the ways in which various branches work or do not work together from a scheduling perspective.  This section will offer scheduling and Program Assessments as examples of collaboration points.

Scheduling  

As mentioned earlier in this section, one of the primary drivers of the PPBS process is the calendar and ensuring that Marine Corps financial planning occurs in an efficient and timely manner.  This is the overall coordination task that must be completed over the course of the year.  Additionally, as a staff organization, there are leadership schedules that must be made available for larger department coordination.  Currently, all branch, division, and department scheduling is managed through MS Outlook calendar.  These schedules are then made available via MS Outlook to those who need access.  This decentralized approach does not provide for a coherent approach to recognizing a department-wide view of appointments and other events. 

There are also a number of activities in which members of the department, in the process of completing these tasks, are compiling and/or creating calendars and schedules.  Each of these schedules is then maintained in isolation from one another.  Examples of calendars that are kept in the department include the JROC/MROC Meeting Schedules and Congressional Hearing Schedule, among others.  It is clear that a consolidated scheduling function will provide a greater level of intra-department visibility, allowing for a more centralized approach to department-wide scheduling.  While the MS Outlook calendar is the desktop standard, there are portal capabilities that can render aggregated calendars in a web browser, thereby providing improved access to the data.
Program Assessments

RPA is responsible for providing assessment and review of requirements forwarded to P&R for review.  These assessments involve “what if” modeling, analysis of resource and readiness impacts of programs under P&R review, and other assessments the branch may be tasked to perform.  The supporting data is currently generated in an impromptu manner because there is no single resource upon which to draw comprehensive views of authoritative data.  RPA must conduct a series of data calls to other branches within the department or program sponsors in order to obtain the data necessary to complete the analysis required.  After the assessment is created, there is then a rigorous process of ensuring that the information is current and all of the relevant points of view are coordinated.  

2.5 Department Administration

As a staff organization, there are basic administrative and IT tasks that must be completed in order for the department to run efficiently.  These administrative tasks are both technical and non-technical in nature, and two branches have primary responsibility for providing this support.

RCA:  As the centralized administrative branch, RCA provides invaluable day-to-day staff support to the entire department and serves as a clearinghouse for external taskings, questions and information requests across the department.

RIM:  RIM provides information management support to the department including troubleshooting software and hardware problems, supporting department information management requirements and coordinating other IT support of the department.

The nature of the support provided by RCA is primarily administrative, and the office itself is referred to as the Administrative Office.  RCA, however, has very little control of the actual execution of a wide variety of tasks for which it is responsible.  In this regard, RCA acts as a liaison between the members of the department for local or coordinating headquarters offices that perform the actual execution of certain administrative tasks.  Table 2.9 contains examples of the tasks supervised by RCA in either its liaison or internal administration role.

	Liaison Tasks
	Internal Administration

	· Assist in processing leave papers

· Coordination and tracking of parking passes

· Manage security clearances

· Secure and track building passes

· Deliver travel orders and tickets

· Responsible for physical security of department office space

· Coordinate and administer both inter and intra-department taskers as assigned
	· Manage department phone roster

· Maintain department personnel biographies

· Manage the internal storage distribution of fitness reports

· Supervise and distribute guard mail

· Distribute leave and earnings statements

· Procurement of department office/administrative supplies

· Manage department administrative budget

· Support digitization efforts utilizing Digital Sender

· Personnel Accountability


Table 2. AUTONUM :  Representative Administrative Tasks Performed by RCA

Another tasking assigned to the head of RCA is the role of department Security Officer.  The Security Officer is responsible for the physical security of the office space, data security and ensuring compliance with any other security related mandates.  Inherent to any personnel related application, there are privacy concerns in the structure and storage of personal data in conjunction with Social Security numbers.  The Privacy Act addresses these issues, and personnel involved in managing this type of data need data management capabilities that provide safeguards against accidental release of the information.

RIM performs a significant support function for the department by coordinating and supervising the technical support of the department, as a Level 1 help desk.  True technical support for hardware and software owned by the Marine Corps is provided by HQMC: Administration and Resources Department (AR).  RIM serves as the day-to-day liaison with this organization (ARI.).  If there are minor technical problems, RIM acts as a local help desk to troubleshoot these problems for department members.  As a problem requires escalation, RIM coordinates support with ARI.  Typically these issues involve installation and configuration of Marine Corps standard desktop applications, hardware, and network infrastructure issues.  There are also applications and configurations of desktop software (i.e. MS Access databases) that are supported exclusively by RIM for the department.  These support issues will be covered in Section 3.0.

In support of these troubleshooting efforts and help-desk taskings, RIM maintains Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) on its website.  A capability to manage this content, as well as to track trouble tickets would facilitate improved customer support for the department. This may become increasingly important with the inception of customer support requirements involved with the Navy/ Marine Corps Intranet.

2.6 Summary

Section 2 of the White Paper has provided an assessment of the As-Is Business Processes within P&R from a data management perspective.  While the functional processes that support the department’s PPBS responsibilities appear to be sound, the business flows from a data management perspective do provide an adequate foundation upon which to build.  The ability to create traceable Programs and Budgets in an efficient manner rests on a significantly manual, redundant, and unstructured data management process.

The following section will assess potential solutions to meet the issues and challenges identified in Section 2.0.  The evaluation will address enabling technologies that can facilitate more easily implemented approaches and others that will require a more phased approach to design and implementation

� RPD Interview, 31 July 2001






