FMP Planning Group Meeting Minutes 01 – 02 March 2000

Attendees:  See appendix

Day 1 of Meeting:

1. Pat Haney gave his opening remarks.  He discussed what occurred during the November 1999 meeting of the FMP Executive Steering Committee, and what the Planning Group needed to do during this meeting.

2. The group discussed how it would go about pursuing the two actions assigned to it by the FMP ESC during the December 1999 offsite meeting.  These action items are:

Action Item 1: “Integrate FMP/D-30/PPBS processes to a single process that supports modernization and battlegroup interoperability requirements by FY 05”

Action Item 2: Ensure funding is identified and supportable through thorough and justifiable definition of requirements (show impact of cuts).

The group decided to allot the entire first day of the meeting to work on action item 1, and the four hours of the second day of the meeting would be spent on action item 2.

The group agreed on the following approach to pursuing each action item:

Understand the problem
(1 hour)

Break down the problem into actions required to solve it  (5 ½ hours)

Assign actions for completions                           (1 hour for remaining items)

Determine timelines for completion of actions 

Review for completeness/sufficiency

3. The group agreed to view the presentation prepared by Bruce Hulbert concerning the facets of the problem associated with Action Item 1.  This presentation is included in Appendix B.

4. The group discussed various aspects of the problem associated with action item 1.  The following points were made:

a. CDR Halvordson– OPNAV (N43 CAPT Hugel) is pushing to get FMP policy updated.  Now is a good time to try to integrate the process.

b. There are sometimes problems associated with ensuring that planned alterations are “aligned” (i.e. alts to install LANS are done in sync with alts to provide “power alts” needed to support the LANS).  Platform managers are responsible, but it has been observed that some platform managers are not very involved in this – TYCOMs have been involved. Platform manager “personality” influences this process, along with funding availability.  The group agreed that D-30 process should incorporate this alignment.

c. Planning yards aren’t always capable of doing required analysis to ensure alts are supported and there are no interference problems.  Funding for this is often lacking, and priority for planning yards is “putting out fires” on the waterfront.

d. SARS are often done “after the fact” or as an “after thought”.  Maybe not alle elements of the SAR are needed.  Yet there are alts that have problems which could have been prevented if a SAR had been done (or the engineering work required for a SAR gets completed).  

e. Modifications to alts or additional alts make the engineering analysis for the alts more difficult.

f. The question was raised:  “Should we try to come up with a single process or should we really try to develop a process that aligns with D-30?”  Pat Haney said that people are in line to make the required changes.  This may have to happen in phases, and the projected time frame for completing this is by FY 05.  “Nothing is sacred”, so the group should recommend what makes sense.

g. Some of minutes from the November 1999 meeting of the FMP ESC were reviewed that discussed action item 1:

· Point Paper on Action Item 1, as assigned by the FMP ESC, has not been completed.

· Charter needs to be completed.

The timeline for accomplishing action item 1 is:

· Step 1:  Optimum process should be identified by FY01

· Step 2:  Know what the process is and have policies processes in place by FY 02

· Step 3:  Have process implemented by FY 05

Group agreed that the above schedule for completing action item 1 was acceptable.

h. Because PPBS occurs separately from D-30/FMP, group decided to integrate D-30/FMP first, then decide whether or not PPBS should be integrated.

5. The group decided to focus on those alterations that will be installed on a ship in a battle group and has a notional availability at about D-16.

The group also agreed that a single process may not be flexible enough for all situations – we may need “subsets” of the single process to accommodate different categories of alterations.

a. Plan for accomplishing Step 1:

Defining the Optimum Process by year 2001.

1. Create first cut Process  (meet for a week in April to create this)

2. Stakeholders review and give feedback  (June FMP conference – tentative.  Spend 2 days collecting and reviewing feedback.)

3. Create second cut  (meet in August for a week and Oct for a week to create 2nd cut)

4. Second round of stakeholder reviews  (Dec. FMP conference)

5. Finalize process  (Meet for a week in February 01 to create final process).

6. FMP ESC meets at an OFFSITE in Mar. 01 to review and approve final process.

First cut can be put on the website or e-mailed out and then voted upon/discussed at FMP conference.

Participants needed to create “1st cut” of IMP process

Planning sub-committee ESC, plus fleet representatives.

b. Group decided that details of step 2 cannot be determined until the group is near completion of the final process.  The group identified some of the documentation that needs to be changed as a result of the new process.

· FMP manual

· 9090-310C

· 4720.2.H  OPNAV

· 4720.3A  (Flts D-30)

· 4720.17 NAVSEA (draft)

· 4720.3C SPAWAR

· Tech specs

· AMP Instruction (TBD)

In January 01, create a plan to change all of the documents that were identified as needing revisions.  Starting in March 2001, begin work on revisions of the documents.

c. Step 3:  Initial implementation (IOC) by completion of step 2 (By 2002) 

Impose discipline

Budget 

Full implementation by FY 05 (FOC)

7. The group made a first  pass at modifying the D-30 process as part of completing Step 1 of action item 1:
Review of D-30 process provided by Bruce – See appendix c.

Comments on current D-30 process:

· Carrier availability lasts until D-9

· TCD at D-6

· BGIT (shore testing) occurs at D-12

Process Change Recommendations:

a. Nothing goes on after D-9 other than “exceptions” and corrections to items installed earlier than D-12.  (Aircraft carriers would be D-9).  And safety.  (move “TCD” to D-9)

b. CNO availabilities will be scheduled to “fit” within the D-17 to D-9 window.

c. Process must accommodate having everything ready for alteration installation by D-17.  Planning yards must be funded early enough to support having everything ready by D-17.

d. Should BGIT be conducted earlier than D-12?  Right now, people are having difficulty meeting D-12 date.  Sometimes, BGIT is conducted at D-9.

e. CSIT occurs at D-22.  Shore based BGIT is conducted at D-20.

f. Battle force interoperability testing (at sea) occurs somewhere D-6 to D-3.

g. SID approved by D-25.

h. SAR is approved by D-27. Or two months before SID is completed.

i. JCF is approved before D-30. Budgeting to ensure SAR and SIDs get done on time occur when approving the JCF.
(This topic was deferred to discussion concerning action item 2, along with the possibility of  having funding approved by D-30)

j. SARs nominally should be reviewed within 15 days.

k. Issue: How early do we need to start the process to support “hard” deadlines?  Should it be D-30 or should it be something else?  One option is to start the new cycle at D-36.  This will give a SPM 19 months to make preparations to be ready to install alterations by D-17.

l. System must have discipline.  Providing too many “outs” will result in alt providers using the “outs” more than using the established process.

m. Concern:  CCB issuing final baseline configuration at D-24.  Desire to have this earlier.  Having final baseline done at D-24 when ships starts deployment then – hard to do a ship check when the ship is at sea.

n. Desire to have Availability planning letter done by D-30, and IBR done at D-28.

o. Currently, the IBR sent electronically to all of the SPMs.  Action item:  Find out messages that are released stating IBR and BRB results – who do these messages go to?  

p. Currently a Data call to SPM’s is done at D-29 to determine what is planned for each ship in battlegroup.  Plan on gathering data on status of these alts (SIDs, SARs, funding, etc) at this time as well.  (risk assessment tool done at D-28 as an input to BRB).

q. Goal:  Have a mechanism to ensure CINCs understand risks associated with trying to introduce alts after certain milestones have been reached.

r. Currently, NAVSEA 53 is pursuing a way to do technology “road mapping” to allow decision makers to determine tradeoffs between taking technology improvements now vs. later.  This road mapping process is scheduled to be complete within the next year.

s. Possible goal:  establishing a  “technology “freeze” every two years to stabilize requirements.  This would allow alt providers to buy equipment in greater quantities, and spend less time revising manuals on “changes” in technology.

8. Action Items

a. Find out how far before BGIT (D-20) do we need to make the call to not include an ALT in a battlegroup and NOT test it in BGIT.  Determine impact of moving BGIT to D-20 and CSIT to D-22 – Sharon  by (Apr meeting).

b. Determine fleet impact on having availabilities from D-17 to D-9
- Murray  (Apr mtg)

c. Assess the advanced planning process movement from 18 to 13 months.  Does moving final baseline configuration earlier to D-24 help, (shipchecks, etc.)   Included in this is the IBR done at D-28, and availability planning letter done by D-30 (how early does the IMP process need to start) – Vince (apr meeting).

d.  Make NBFA report available to everyone in planning committee – Al Lee (10 Mar 00)

e. Find out messages that are released stating IBR and BRB results – who do these messages go to?  Sharon (apr mtg)

f. Briefing of CPG process – Sharon (apr mtg)

g. Impact of establishing technology freeze in FMP process – Thomas (June presentation).

h. April Meeting – meet Apr 25, 26, and 27.  Bruce – determine location of meeting.  – Crystal Park 5 tenth floor
Day Two of Meeting

9. Second day was devoted to discussing action item 2:  Ensure funding is identified and supportable through thorough and justifiable definition of requirements (show impact of cuts).

10. Bruce Hulbert gave a presentation concerning action item 2 (see appendix D).

11. Discussion concerning action item 2:

a. Need for a centralized organization to oversee and coordinate budget submission efforts and budget “reclama” efforts

b. Not enough communication between N6 and N8 regarding budget issues

c. CDR Halvordson stated that his boss (CAPT Hugel) needs a recommendation for funding for FMP items:  Should it be BG centric?  Ship Centric?

d. There was discussion on the types of funding used for FMP.  These included:  OM&N, DPN, APN, WPN type of funds. OPN money is for specific equipment, and it is difficult to get this money reprogrammed to buy other equipment if the original requirement for equipment goes away. It would help if we could establish “FMP” money that did not have program restrictions to allow this money to be “moved” between different FMP programs. Desire to “change the characteristics” of FMP money – establish a generic P1 line for FMP.  Restated, it would be advantageous to remove the equipment specificity from money used for FMP programs. Approach N82 to remove P1 controls from FMP funding.

e. Can we BAM the Money?  Things that would be needed for BAM:

· Need to define the requirments

· Collect requirements

· Need credible/defendable inputs

12. Group decided to use the recommendations cited in Bruce’s point paper as a “straw man” for the recommendations and actions that would adopted by the group.  (see Appendix E).

13. It was noted that most of the recommendations involved actions by upper echelon OPNAV groups, specifically N86.  The plan would be to present these recommendations to the FMP ESC for approval and action.

a. The group decided to recommend to the FMP ESC that NAVSEA 04M take action on recommendations in paragraphs  1, 2, 3.  These are restated below:

Recommendation: That N86 (as SCIP Chair) coordinate this action with N80, N81 and N82 as principal senior Navy PPBS element managers/participants  for POM management, requirements assessment and budget/execution management respectively. Timing: After the OSD budget submission and before the CNO Program Assessment Memorandum (CPAM)and Sponsor Program Proposals (SPPs) in the subsquent POM/PR cycle (SEP-OCT annually).

Recommendation: Representation of IWAR FMP participation be defined through a coordinated effort of OPNAV Resource Sponsorship through the SCIP Chair (N86), with N81 who is charged with management of the IWAR process. Timing: As soon as the Budget Management Plan is approved.

Recommendation: That the IWAR FMP representatives participate in the IWARs, in accordance with N81/IWAR direction, and report to the SCIP the results of the FMP issue prioritization in each IWAR.  Timing: Prior to the summarization of all IWAR analyses results in the CNO Program Assessment Memorandum (CPAM) (DEC-JAN annually).

Recommendation: N86 as SCIP Chair coordinate/provide a comprehensive briefing to N81 prior to the CPAM. Timing: DEC-JAN annually.

b. OPNAV 43 is looking at the feasibility of conducting a BAM for FMP.  Group concurred with this effort and supported recommendations in paragraph 4.  These recommendations are restated below:

Recommendation: That the FMP Implementation Executive Steering Committee (ESC) support a separate FMP assessment by N43. Timing: As soon as approved by the ESC.

Recommendation: That if the separate N43 FMP assessment is approved, that N43 brief the SCIP on results of the analysis. Timing: Prior to the CPAM DEC-JAN annually.

Recommendation: That if the separate N43 FMP assessment is approved, that it be included in the CPAM. Timing: DEC-JAN annually.

c. Changed recommendation in paragraph 5 to “Recommend that each SYSCOM brief conduct SPP reviews with the applicable resource sponsors.. . . .”.  The adopted recommendation is state below:

Recommendation: Each SYSCOM conduct pre-SPP reviews with applicable resource sponsors to ensure content of the SPPs is aligned with CPAM/POM Serial guidance, and that estimates, schedules and excecutability are credible. Timing: Prior to SPPs in January annually.

d. Group agreed with recommendation in paragraph 6.  This is restated below:

Recommendation: That subsequent to the SPPs, N80 be briefed by N86 (as SCIP Chair) on FMP priorities, to: ensure full consideration of FMP issues; to prevent reprogramming decisions being made in one Sponsor’s FMP that will adversely affect coordinated Sponsorship FMP plans; and, to maintain sensitivity to FMP issues during the “End Game” and final POM development/approval. Timing: Subsequent to SPPs, at beginning of POM “End Game” Phase FEB-MAR, annually

e. The group adopted the recommendations stated in Paragraph 1 of the “Budgeting Phase” portion of the point paper, with one modification:  The group decided to omit the material between the paranthesis in the second recommendation of Paragraph 1.  Add “(Suggest that SCIP chairman or N43 perform this function).” The adopted recommendations are restated below:

Recommendation: A central Point of Contact within each SYSCOM validate the content of each proposed budget to ensure: match of procurements with installations; conformance to Navy top priorities; and accuracy/credibility of estimates and schedules. Timing: MAY-JUN, annually.

Recommendation: One central Point of Contact be designated to coordinate all three FMP SYSCOM budgets, to ensure conformity with Navy priorities and with each other. (Suggest that SCIP chairman or N43 perform this function). Timing: Prior to NAVCOMPT budget submission in MAY-JUN, annually.

Recommendation: A briefing be prepared and presented, by N86 as SCIP chair), to NAVCOMPT/FMB analysts who will review the FMB budget,  which will include:

· Relationship of FMP priorities to Navy priorities

· Definition of basic FMP requirements (procurement, design, ILS and installation)

· Definition of unique FMP requirements:

· Speed of technology change and operational requirement enhancement development versus budget cycle time

· Relationship of the FMP to Battle Group deployments and interoperability, and their priority

· Necessity of reserving resources in the budet for undefined, but certain vital fleet improvements

· Validation of the accuracy of budget estimates and executability

Timing: Prior to budget submission in MAY-JUN, annually.

f. The group adopted the recommendation cited in paragraph two with a few minor modifications.  The adopted recommendations are cited below:

Recommendation: Each SYSCOM continue to have one Central Point of Contact who will manage all marks/reclama to ensure:

· They are all answered on time

· The answers provide credible justification

· The answers provide complete statements of the impacts of the proposed marks

· The answers/impact statements consider other related SYSCOM FMP budget content.

· Provide copies of marks and reclama to all of the other SYSCOMs and OPNAV 43 for staffing and any required deconfliction. 

Timing: Prior to NAVY budget final approval in JULY-AUG annually.

Recommendation: That the budget submission and approval process be modified to allow SYSCOMs five working days to respond to marks.

The group agreed that it should Form a working group to determine how the details of these items will be accomplished.  It is also desired to Record all marks and keep a running account of collective FMP impact of all marks, Prepare an impact report to be presented to the SCIP prior to final approval of the Navy budget to solicit high level support for highest priority impacts.

g. The group decided to adopt the recommendation in paragraph 3 with one minor modification.  The adopted recommendations are restated below:

Recommendation: A central Point of Contact (TBD) be identified to work with NAVCOMPT/FMB, to ensure: all OSD PBDs received at NAVCOMPT/FMB relating to the FMP, are directed to the appropriate technical authority; are answered in a timely manner; that all answers represent a coordinated FMP position; and, that accurate impact statements are provided with each response. Timing: During the OSD budget review period SEP-OCT annually.

Recommendation: That this Central Point of Contact keep the OPNAV Resource Sponsors informed of PBDs and potential impacts to their programs. Timing: During the OSD budget review period SEP-OCT annually.

The details of who the central point of contact is and how they operate will be fleshed out by the working group.

h. The group adopted the recommendations in paragraph 4 with minor modifications.  The adopted recommendations are cited below:

Recommend: That a working group define the graphics capability needed within FMPMIS/NDE to enable creation of metrics that provide individual and collective impacts of potential and real budget marks and the means to electronically communicate this data to senior FMP managers. Timing: Commence capability development immediately upon plan approval and create/communicate metrics continually throughout each FY budget cycle from NAVCOMPT Budget submission through final appropriation 15 months later. 

Recommend: That SYSCOMs provide a continuous definition update and revision of estimates within budgeted blocks of resources reserved to support undefined requirements of high speed technological capability changes. Timing: Whenever these designs mature to the point when specific material and installation cost elements may be estimated.

14. The group wanted to form a working group that has more OPNAV participation for those recommendations that have items to be determined (see above).  The planning group can ask the ESC for help in obtaining OPNAV participation.  The list of suggested participants is:

PPBS Working Group

Hulbert - Chair

Need a SPAWAR rep

NAVAIR rep

Fleet

PEO’s/SPMs

N6*

N86 (represent SCIP chair)*

N43

NAVCOMPT*

NAVSEA 013*

Al Lee

B. Thomas (04)

*denotes people that FMP ESC will need to help get for the working group

15. Plan of Action

1. Form Working Group – Hulbert by 3/31

2. Brief ESC of results of this meeting – Murray by 3/31

3. Provide additional members for working group – Haney by 4/30

4. Conduct working group meeting in May to resolve TBD items – Hulbert 5/31

5. Brief Working Group plan at FMP conference, Brief ESC and Planning Sub-committee – Hulbert 20 –22 June FMP

6. Finalize Plan – Hulbert  Sept 2000

7. Brief final plan at FMP conference – Dec 2000
This concludes the meeting minutes record.
Appendix A

FMP Planning Committee Meeting Attendees

Name
Organization
Phone
E-mail

CDR Mark Halvordson
OPNAV 43
(703) 601-1668
Halvordson.mark@hq.navy.mil

Patrick Haney*
NAVSEA 04M
(703) 602-0969 x104
HaneyPM@navsea.navy.mil

Andy Estock
SUPSHIP Portsmouth
(757) 396-3901 x1014
EstockAM@supship.navy.mil

Bill Thomas
SUPSHIP Portsmouth
(757) 396-3901 
ThomasWG@supship.navy.mil

Steve Murray
PSNSY
(360) 476-3592
Murraysm@psns.navy.mil

Vince Bryan
NNSY
(757) 396-5004
BryanVD@nnsy.navy.mil

Bruce Hulbert
TMA/PEO TSC F4
(703) 872-0550
Hulbert_Bruce@tmac.com

Al Lee 
AMSEC
(703) 414-3753
Al_Lee@amsec.com

Sharon Linsenmeyer*
NAVSEA 53
(703) 602-7345 x419
Linsenmeyersj@navsea.navy.mil

Dave Logg
SPAWAR 04R3
(619) 524-2825
LoggDB@spawar.navy.mil

Mike Shackelford
AMS
(703) 227-4517
Michael_Shackelford@amsinc.com

Kevin Hermann
AMS
(703) 227-6157
Kevin_Hermann@amsinc.com

*Only attended first day of the meeting.

Appendix B

Brief by Bruce Hulbert

“INTEGRATE FMP/D-30/PPBS PROCESSES TO A SINGLE PROCESS THAT SUPPORTS MODERNIZATION AND BATTLE GROUP INTEROPERABILITY REQUIREMENTS BY FY05”

WORKING GROUP/SUBCOMMITTEE CHALLENGE

SOME RECOMMENDED CONSIDERATIONS

FIRST: REDUCE LARGE ISSUE TO SOMETHING BASIC THAT YOU CAN ANALYZE AND RESOLVE, AND UPON WHICH EVERYTHING ELSE IS DEPENDENT.

THEN:RESOLVE RELATED ISSUES IN THE CONTEXT OF THE BASIC PROBLEM RESOLUTION.

START WITH:

ELIMINATING PROBLEMS/ISSUES WE CANNOT SOLVE


ELIMINATING UNRELATED PROBLEMS/ISSUES

DEFINING THE MOST DIFFICULT ISSUE
THEN:  
DEFINE SOLUTION TO BASIC PROBLEM



RETURN TO AND RESOLVE OTHER RELATED PROBLEMS

IN CONTEXT OF BASIC PROBLEM RESOLUTION

INTEGRATE PROBLEM RESOLUTIONS TO A SINGLE PROCESS

ELIMINATE PROBLEMS WE CANNOT SOLVE


1. WE CANNOT CHANGE THE PPBS PROCESS

2.WE CANNOT CHANGE THE SHIPS’OPERATING CYCLE (DEPLOYMENTS/STANDDOWNS/PRE-OVERSEAS MOVEMENT)

3. WE CANNOT CHANGE THE MAINTENANCE CYCLE OF THE SHIP CLASS (ROH/SRA/PMA/INTERVALS/DURATIONS/FLTCINC RESTRICTIONS) (SOME EXCEPTIONS HERE)

4. WE CANNOT CHANGE THE BG DEPLOYMENT SCHEDULE/CYCLE

5. WE CANNOT CHANGE THE ‘ABOVE THE LINE’ BGI REQUIREMENTS OF D-30 TO D.

ELIMINATE UNRELATED PROBLEMS

PPBS IS A SEPARATE ISSUE WHICH MUST BE RESOLVED IN ISOLATION OF THE FMP AND D-30 PROCESSES. IT IS SOMETHING TO BE USED TO OUR ADVANTAGE, AS IT NOW EXISTS, FOR WHICH A SCHEDULE OF MANAGED EVENTS MAY BE DEVELOPED WHICH SUPPORT FMP AND D-30 BUT WHICH ARE WEDDED TO A COMPLETELY DIFFERENT SCHEDULING BASELINE.

PPBS is a process which has two distinct characteristics that render it impossible to integrate fully with the FMP and D-30 processes:

1. PPBS is a calendar based event. Things occur regularly in the same weeks of the same months (approximately) every year and repeat annually.

 The D-30 process is based on deployment dates, which change from battle group to battle group and year to year. There is no consistent relationship between a BG deployment-planning event and a PPBS calendar based event.

 The same is true of the FMP, which is a series of processes/cycles none of which are calendar based, but MOST OF WHICH are based upon availability dates, which have no consistent relationship to PPBS dates/events.

2. The FMP Policy Implementation organization does not have the authority to modify the DoD PPBS Cycle

A separate paper has been written for FMP Policy Implementation organization consideration, which describes ways in which PPBS may be most effectively managed to support the integrity of he FMP (and D-30 process).  Once the D-30 and FMP processes are integrated, then PPBS management may be called into play as a separate but parallel management process to optimize the protection of resources necessary to accomplish any integrated FMP/D-30 plan.

RECOMMEND: Separating the issues and eliminating PPBS from consideration for the purposes of this Goal’s resolution.
DEFINE THE FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE ABOUT WHICH ALL OTHERS REVOLVE OR DEPEND

We are left with integrating FMP with D-30 processes.

Things to consider:


SHIP Considerations/Categories



Ship is in a BG and has a notional availability at about D-16


Ship is in a BG and has an “out of cycle” availability (sometime before D-16)



Ship is not in a BG and has availabilities not encumbered by BG/D-30 planning


Alteration Considerations/Categories



Alterations are already fully developed




Alterations have not yet started development


Alterations that must be done in a depot environment (AIT or not)



Alterations that may be done by AIT outside of depot



Alterations that are absolutely critical to BG Interoperability


Alterations without any BG interoperability impact

What is the common element or baseline we can identify in both the D-30 and FMP processes:  The availability.

What’s the hardest challenge: To provide an interoperability critical alteration in all ships that need it, to be ready for BGIT at D-12, when the concept has not been considered for that ship/class when identified at D-29 (“BRB Baseline Configuration Proposed”) or even as late as D-24 (“BF CCB Promulgates final Baseline Configuration”).


This requires doing in (at best)14, (or at worst) 8 months, what the notional/revised FMP planning process (JCF to SID approval) NOW requires 18 months to do.

THIS IS THE BASIC ISSUE/PROBLEM. IF THIS ONE CAN BE MANAGED THROUGH APPLICATION OF A PROCESS, THE OTHER ISSUES ARE EASIER TO DEAL WITH .

NECESSARY STEPS IN THE APPROACH TO RESOLVING BASIC PROBLEM

1. Define “FMP Process” (we know what D-30 process is): Considerations:

Shipalt Development:  JCF; CCB; SAR; Shipcheck; SIDs; Shipcheck; Proof; Refine.

Material Management: Identify; procure; track; deliver

Availability Management: A/P Letter; Auth. Ltr; Prioritization; AVC; Integration with TYCOM alts; WPIC

DSA/ILS: Tech Manuals; SSRs; COP; ILS (all SAR considerations, training, PMS etc) ILS Certification

Other alterations, Equipment Alterations (MACHALT, ORDALT, Field Changes, Engineering Changes)

2. Are there any fundamental changes that can be made to shorten the processes in effect today (adds/deletes)?

3. Need to define a “BGI” alteration (one required to be installed to maintain BG interoperability). This could be a C4I alt and could be HM&E necessary to support C4I alts being installed, which are BGI Alts). How about definitions of Type I and Type II alts?

4. Have following groups of alts to develop processes for:

BGI Alts which require all efforts being done within D-30 window, from concept identification to installation (Title K, D, F, ORDALT, MACHALTs, F/C, EC)



Normal process



Exceptions

All other alts should be under a common process within AIT or Depot level rules:



BGI alts which have been under development well before D-30



Non BGI alterations on BG ships (should be identified well before D-30)



Non BGI alterations on non BG ships

5. Consider new process steps for BGI alterations, such as :

Initial analysis of BG alt requirement for each BG ship


Who does it?

Initial analysis of ability to accomplish each alt, considering:


Material delivery


Design


Installation requirement (AIT or Depot)


Mandatory ILS for D-12


Mandatory ILS for D



Who performs it (AMT, SPM, BFCCB)?

Decision: What in Configuration plan cannot be done (from analysis) considering all allowable exception rules?


Who decides?

Decision: Change BG configuration or change out ships?

6. How to squeeze process into abbreviated envelope of  D-30

What absolutely must be maintained?

What can be eliminated?

What can be delayed?

7. Definition of limits:

Can there be any BGI installation after D-12 (Start of BGIT)?(Confine to just corrections and safety)

If so what are the constraints on exceptions (interference with BGI; technical instructions provided; training provided; equipment and system testing conducted; spares; repair parts; shore support (maintenance/spares)?


For D-12?


For D?

When is ULTIMATE STOP point for any BGI installation regardless of exception status?(D-12?)

What is the ULTIMATE stop point for ANY alteration to a BG ship during D-30?(D-30)

8. Develop a sequence of events for FMP within D-30 constraints for BGI alts with availability at D-16

With exceptions for D-12 point

With exceptions for D point

9. Develop a sequence of required events for all other non-constrained alterations to BG and non-BG ships.

10. Numbers 8 and 9 would be the common process (normal non constrained “common” process for all alts except those BGI alts not identified until D-30, which require an acceleration of the common process.

Appendix C

D-30 Process Diagrams
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PPBS Presentation by Bruce Hulbert































Appendix E

Point Paper on PPBS Problem by Bruce Hulbert

DRAFT POINT PAPER

GOAL:  Ensure FMP funding is identified and supportable through thorough and justifiable definition of requirements (show impact of cuts).

PROBLEM:  Ship modernization cannot be optimized unless the resources required for modernization are better defined, justified and protected during the Navy’s requirements development and resource allocation process (PPBS). Four elements are essential to resolve this problem:

1. An easily justifiable, well-coordinated FMP budget, reflecting direct correlation of FMP priorities with top Navy ship improvement priorities.

2. An effective process for justifying budget content and accuracy.

3. Provision of well-organized, timely, strong and aggressive support of FMP requirements during the PPBS cycle.

4. Clear articulation of the impacts of proposed budget reductions, to authorities that can influence restoration.

BACKGROUND: 

 There is a well-established framework of decision-making within the Navy, using the DoD Planning, Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS). This leads to the development of: CNO’s Program Objectives Memorandum (POM), a six-year “snapshot” of prioritized Navy resource requirements; and, the budget, which reduces these requirement statements to execution level detail, in one and two-year increments.


OPNAVINST 5420.108A (CNO Executive Decision Process), defines the responsibility for “…centralized formulation and coordination of the Navy’s shipbuilding and conversion programs, the Fleet Modernization Program and ship’ characteristics determination for the active and reserve fleets…”, as a responsibility of the Ship’s Characteristics Improvement Panel (SCIP).  This Panel, which is subordinate to the Resources and Requirements Review Board (R3B) and the Navy Review Board (NRB), is chaired by N86, and is also responsible for “coordination of the programming, planning and support necessary for efficient and cost effective execution of these responsibilities”.  SCIP membership consists of representatives of CNO N4, N6, all N8 Warfare Directors (N85, 86, 87 and 88), N80, N81, N82, N091, COMNAVSEASYSCOM, COMSPAWAR, COMMANDANT U.S.M.C. (DC/S P&R), ASN (RD&A), and Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of the Navy (Safety and Survivability). The SCIP Working Group consists of subordinate representatives of these organizations


The three FMP Systems Commands (SPAWAR, NAVSEA and NAVAIR) prepare, submit and justify their respective FMP budgets, in coordination with the SCIP and the CNO Warfare Directors (Resource Sponsors) during PPBS. During this process the Fleet Modernization Program (FMP) resource requirement requests are consistently reduced below the level considered necessary to provide the fleet the highest Navy priority capability enhancements. 

FMP REQUIREMENTS MANAGEMENT STRATEGY (Overview): The closer the FMP priorities reflect the highest Navy priorities, and the more credible the executability and accuracy or FMP budget content, the more difficult it becomes to justify reduction or elimination of FMP budget elements.

Programming Phase:

· Know the top Navy resource requirement priorities

· Ensure CNO N8 and N6 FMP priorities are consistent and coordinated with each other through the SCIP

· Influence the inclusion of FMP priorities in the top Navy priorities

· Match the priorities of FMP budget content to the top Navy priorities

· Know the PPBS

· The cycle and timing of events and decision points

· Identity of decision makers

· Improve knowledge level of decision makers in the Navy resource requirements definition and prioritization processes, in FMP requirements and priorities

· Relating FMP priorities to Navy priorities

· Defining basic FMP requirements (procurement, design, ILS, and installation)

· Defining unique FMP requirements

· Speed of technology change and operational requirement enhancement development, versus the cycle time of the PPBS

· Relationship of FMP to Battle Group deployments and interoperability attainment

· Necessity of  reserving resources in the budget for undefined but certain, vital fleet improvements

Budgeting Phase:

· Strengthen FMP budget quality

· SYSCOMs refine estimated costs and schedules within their respective FMP budgets

· SYSCOMs match top Navy priorities in their FMP budget requests

· Resource Sponsors validate SYSCOM budgets prior to submission

· Cost and schedule accuracy/credibility

· Match of SYSCOM FMP priority with top Navy priorities

· A single knowledgeable authority analyze the three validated SYSCOM budgets, prior to submission, to ensure:

· Compatibility with top Navy priorities 

· Compatibility  with each other

· Solid match of all procurements and installations

· During budget submission, review and reclama phases:

· Improve knowledge level of decision makers in NAVCOMPT/FMB (Same elements as in above discussion of Programming phase)

· Provide coordination within SYSCOMs to ensure:

· Marks are all answered and answered on time

· All answers provide optimum justification

· Answers by separate SYSCOMs do not conflict with one another

· All responses/reclama define precise impacts to FMP and Navy priorities to reviewing authorities (NAVCOMPT/FMB AND OSD)

· Develop and maintain the capability to produce impact statements and metrics using the FMPMIS Program Module

· Provide impacts individually and collectively to Resource Sponsors to obtain highest level support in defense of potential marks before they become final.

FMP REQUIREMENTS MANAGEMENT PLAN (Detail):


Provided at Attachment #1.

FMP REQUIREMENTS MANAGEMENT PLAN (Notional Schedule):


Provided at Attachment #2.

CONCUSION: It is understood that the Fleet Modernization Program may not be the top Navy priority in any Fiscal Year and will be subject to budget request reductions on the basis of competition with higher Navy priorities. However, unless the integrity of the FMP budget is maintained, with respect to credibility of the accuracy and executability of its content, and its compatibility with only the top priority Navy objectives, it will never attain its highest possible competitive position.

RECOMMENDATION: That the plan described in this paper be approved by the FMP Implementation Executive Steering Committee (ESC) and that its implementation be directed by CNO (N86) (in the capacity of SCIP Chair).

FMP REQUIREMENTS MANAGEMENT PLAN (Detail)

PROGRAMMING PHASE:

1. Conduct refresher training of selected SYSCOM and OPNAV managers in the elements, cycle milestones and participants in the PPBS, and in the elements of the approved FMP Requirements Management Plan.

Recommendation: That N86 (as SCIP Chair) coordinate this action with N80, N81 and N82 as principal senior Navy PPBS element managers/participants  for POM management, requirements assessment and budget/execution management respectively. Timing: After the OSD budget submission and before the CNO Program Assessment Memorandum (CPAM)and Sponsor Program Proposals (SPPs) in the subsquent POM/PR cycle (SEP-OCT annually).

2. All Navy resource requirements are developed through a thorough analysis of Integrated Warfare Architecture Reviews (IWARS) conducted over an extended period. There are currently 12 separate IWARs, no single one of which contains all elements important to the FMP. FMP issues are contained in many of the IWARs. To ensure full consideration of FMP requirements as part of each IWAR analysis there should be a knowledgeable FMP participant within each IWAR that contains FMP issues. (SEA 05 reported earlier in a separate Battle Group interoperability study that they have such representation for Battle Group Interoperability purposes.) This individual would serve three purposes: to inform the IWAR of current FMP requirements and priorities; to justify FMP issues during IWAR requirements definitions/prioritization; and to report to the SCIP and OPNAV Resource Sponsors the priorities attained by FMP issues during the IWARS.

Recommendation: Representation of IWAR FMP participation be defined through a coordinated effort of OPNAV Resource Sponsorship through the SCIP Chair (N86), with N81 who is charged with management of the IWAR process. Timing: As soon as the Budget Management Plan is approved.

Recommendation: That the IWAR FMP representatives participate in the IWARs, in accordance with N81/IWAR direction, and report to the SCIP the results of the FMP issue prioritization in each IWAR.  Timing: Prior to the summarization of all IWAR analyses results in the CNO Program Assessment Memorandum (CPAM) (DEC-JAN annually).

3. The results of all IWAR analyses are summarized and presented to appropriate CNO decision making authority annually as the CNO Program Assessment Memorandum (CPAM). Development and presentation of the CPAM is managed by N81. For optimum FMP support it is essential that N81 be apprised of FMP priorities and the strong correlation between FMP priorities and Navy priorities prior to CPAM development/presentation.

Recommendation: N86 as SCIP Chair coordinate/provide a comprehensive briefing to N81 prior to the CPAM. Timing: DEC-JAN annually.

4. It is being proposed in Draft OPNAVINST 4720.2H (FMP Policy) that N43 conduct a separate Baseline Assessment of FMP requirements to parallel the requirements development process of the IWARs. If this is approved, then this may eliminate the need for IWAR FMP participation, since the results of this separate assessment would become a consideration in CPAM development and presentation.

Recommendation: That the FMP Implementation Executive Steering Committee (ESC) support a separate FMP assessment by N43. Timing: As soon as approved by the ESC.

Recommendation: That if the separate N43 FMP assessment is approved, that N43 brief the SCIP on results of the analysis. Timing: Prior to the CPAM DEC-JAN annually.
Recommendation: That if the separate N43 FMP assessment is approved, that it be included in the CPAM. Timing: DEC-JAN annually.

5. Subsequent to the CPAM and using the priorities established in the CPAM, individual FMP OPNAV Resource Sponsors (N6, N85, N86, N87, and N88) will present their individual requirements to the appropriate Navy POM decision making authority, in Sponsor Program Proposals (SPPs). They will be guided by the priorities established in the CPAM and articulated in POM Serial documents issued by N80. They will be using details provided by the FMP SYSCOMs.

Recommendation: Each Resource Sponsor conduct pre-SPP reviews with contributing SYSCOMs to ensure content of the SPPs is aligned with CPAM/POM Serial guidance, and that estimates, schedules and excecutability are credible. Timing: Prior to SPPs in January annually.

6. Subsequent to the SPPs there is a period of adjustment/reprogramming of resource requirements proposed by the OPNAV Resource Sponsors in their SPPs. This “End Game”is managed by N80, and the results are approved and published by SECNAV as the Navy’s POM, or Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP).

Recommendation: That subsequent to the SPPs, N80 be briefed by N86 (as SCIP Chair) on FMP priorities, to: ensure full consideration of FMP issues; to prevent reprogramming decisions being made in one Sponsor’s FMP that will adversely affect coordinated Sponsorship FMP plans; and, to maintain sensitivity to FMP issues during the “End Game” and final POM development/approval. Timing: Subsequent to SPPs, at beginning of POM “End Game” Phase FEB-MAR, annually.

BUDGET DEVELOPMENT PHASE:

1. As soon as the Navy POM/PR is published (May annually) the budget development process begins. The first step in the process is promulgation by NAVCOMPT/FMB of the NAVCOMPT Budget Submission Budget “Call”. This provides schedule, milestone and format data to all claimants. As the SYSCOM FMP budgets are being prepared for submission, the following steps are recommended:

Recommendation: A central Point of Contact within each SYSCOM validate the content of each proposed budget to ensure: match of procurements with installations; conformance to Navy top priorities; and accuracy/credibility of estimates and schedules. Timing: MAY-JUN, annually.

Recommendation: One central Point of Contact be designated to coordinate all three FMP SYSCOM budgets, to ensure conformity with Navy priorities and with each other. (This should be the Platform Configuration Manager, COMNAVSEASYSCOM’s responsibility.) Timing: Prior to NAVCOMPT budget submission in MAY-JUN, annually.

Recommendation: A briefing be prepared and presented, by N86 as SCIP chair), to NAVCOMPT/FMB analysts who will review the FMB budget,  which will include:

· Relationship of FMP priorities to Navy priorities

· Definition of basic FMP requirements (procurement, design, ILS and installation)

· Definition of unique FMP requirements:

· Speed of technology change and operational requirement enhancement development versus budget cycle time

· Relationship of the FMP to Battle Group deployments and interoperability, and their priority

· Necessity of reserving resources in the budet for undefined, but certain vital fleet improvements

· Validation of the accuracy of budget estimates and executability

Timing: Prior to budget submission in MAY-JUN, annually.

2. After the budgets are submitted to NAVCOMPT/FMB, markups (changes) will be provided by NAVCOMPT/FMB to claimants, who must respond with sufficient justification/credibility that the marks (reductions) are restored to the budget, before it is finalized and approved by SECNAV.

Recommendation: Each SYSCOM have one Central Point of Contact who will manage all marks/reclama to ensure:

· They are all answered on time

· The answers provide credible justification

· The answers provide complete statements of the impacts of the proposed marks

· The answers/impact statements consider other related SYSCOM FMP budget content.

Timing: Prior to NAVY budget final approval in JULY-AUG annually.

Recommendation: That a Central Point of Contact (NAVSEA) be established to:

· Ensure individual SYSCOM reclama do not create conflicts within NAVY FMP

· Record all marks and keep a running account of collective FMP impact of all marks

· Prepare an impact report to be presented to the SCIP prior to final approval of the Navy budget to solicit high level support for highest priority impacts.

Timing: Prior to final Navy budget approval JULY-AUG, annually.

3. When the Secretary of the Navy approves the Navy budget, it is then submitted to the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). This is the “OSD Submission” of the budget. OSD analysts review the budget and provide “marks” in the form of Program Budget Decisions (PBDs) to NAVCOMPT/FMB, who, in turn request statements from Navy claimants to justify restoration of the PBDs.

Recommendation: A central Point of Contact (NAVSEA) be identified to work with NAVCOMPT/FMB, to ensure: all OSD PBDs received at NAVCOMPT/FMB relating to the FMP, are directed to the appropriate technical authority; are answered in a timely manner; that all answers represent a coordinated FMP position; and, that accurate impact statements are provided with each response. Timing: During the OSD budget review period SEP-OCT annually.

Recommendation: That this Central Point of Contact keep the OPNAV Resource Sponsors informed of PBDs and potential impacts to their programs. Timing: During the OSD budget review period SEP-OCT annually. 

CONTINUOUS REQUIREMENTS: In addition to those actions recommended to occur at points within the PPBS cycle there are two actions that should be carried on continually throughout the entire process.


Recommend: That SEA 04 develop a graphics capability within FMPMIS/NDE to enable creation of metrics that provide individual and collective impacts of potential and real budget marks and the means to electronically communicate this data to senior FMP managers. Timing: Commence capability development immediately upon plan approval and create/communicate metrics continually throughout each FY budget cycle from NAVCOMPT Budget submission through final appropriation 15 months later. 


Recommend: That SYSCOMs provide a continuous update and revision of estimates within budgeted blocks of resources reserved to support undefined requirements of high speed technological capability changes. Timing: Whenever these designs mature to the point when specific material and installation cost elements may be estimated .
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