
FMP PPBS POINT PAPER

Version: 30 March 2000

(This includes positions developed during the 1-2 March Planning Subcommittee splinter group meeting)

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)

· Seek to formalize a requirement to allow claimants sufficient time to respond accurately to NAVCOMPT budget marks (5 working days)

· 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.

CONCLUSION: 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).

Attachment 1

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 Baseline Assessment (BAM)  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 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.

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. (Suggest that SCIP Chairman or CNO 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 FMP 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 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.

· That copies of marks and reclamas are provided to all of the other SYSCOMs and CNO N43 for staffing and any required deconfliction.

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

Recommendation:  That the NAVCOMPT budget submission and approval process be modified to allow SYSCOMs/claimants 5 working days to respond to marks.

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 (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. 

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.


Recommendation: 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. 


Recommendation: 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 .


Recommendation: That a Working Group be established to continue refinement of the FMP Requirements Management Process. Initial issues could include the following recommendations of the Planning Subcommittee:

· Analyzing the need for a centralized organization to oversee, coordinate and manage the FMP budget submissions and reclamas.

· Reorganizing the way in which the FMP budgets are organized and submitted. Today they are “ship centric” and to some degree “equipment centric”. Should they be “Battle Group” or “Class” centric? What advantages might accrue?

· Desirability of recommending modification to appropriation rules or developing new appropriation rules unique to the FMP that would change the equipment level restrictions now imposed and allow more execution flexibility based upon a truer FMP planning and execution 

baseline.


Timing:  Upon approval of this plan.
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