SIM Stockholders’ Report FY 2002


Chapter 9 – Lessons Learned and 
the Way Ahead

Navy has focused its Shore Installation Pro​gram both to meet today’s requirements, and the likely pressing needs of the future. This has involved not only actions that directly support the warfighter, but also initiatives that have increased efficiency and effectiveness in the conduct of SIM business and preservation of critical capabilities. A key component of Navy’s ability to achieve scarce resources for essential recapitalization and modernization will be in our ability to properly size the infra​structure “tail” to the force structure “tooth” – today and tomorrow. BRAC 2005 certainly will be a key ingredient of that “sizing,” but not the only means. How we inculcate the latest in innovative technology, industry best practices, and other cutting-edge equipment will be critical determinants in our ability to achieve the necessary efficiencies and increases in effectiveness, and thereby achieve “savings” for recapitalization and modernization. Extrapolated from this 2002 Stockholders’ Report are a number of important points and “lessons learned” which we will consider closely as we move the SIM goalposts for FY 2003/2004. These are highlighted below as follows: 
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Lessons Learned
· As discussed in the report, a major area of concern has been the inability to track the existing 20 components of OBOS from the programming phase all the way through exe​cution. There is a pressing need to align the functional areas with corresponding special codes that track to appropriation. Initial key, and successful SIM steps have been taken towards establishing one seamless system (through the creation and use of specific Program Elements for many, but not all of IMAP 2003 functional areas), but it is essential that work in this area continues. Specifically, the establishment of individual special interest item (SII) codes for IMAP functional areas could provide real time execution visibility of program execution information, and be of significant value as well to OSD by providing installations data that does not have to be translated from other data bases. The OPNAV N46 BAM for POM-04 set this process in motion through the overall Base Support submission detailing the requirements in each of these functional areas. This same visibility must continue throughout the budget process and through execution at the Claimant level. 

· Migration of funds from one functional area to another during the execution year remains a matter of concern, and one which has been difficult to quantify with absolute fidelity. Most activities with SIM fiscal responsibility, primarily IMCs, agree that migration of funding does occur in one form or fashion during the year (such as taking funding from one area early in the year, and replacing it in the last quarter or month of the year, so that the entire year looks fine but much of the funding is back loaded which inhibits proper planning and phasing of execution), but not all agree universally on the impact. A key concern, however, of such migration is the potential masking of other fundamental problems, such as the under-funding of certain “must-pay” functional areas, or “paying back” funds very late in the year of funds “borrowed” earlier in the year, which of course, serves only to exacerbate the problem. One means to ameliorate this problem would be to utilize an accurate, rapid feedback mechanism (such as the real time availability of data mentioned above, or other ad hoc reports done monthly or at least on a quarterly basis), designed to specifically track, better understand, and assess the impact(s) of such migration over the year. While predominantly the case in years’ past, migration is not simply from SRM to other areas in order to cover initial funding requirements early in the fiscal year, and then later repaid to SRM at the end of the year. This practice is inefficient and greatly reduces a program manager’s ability to make optimum program decisions. It occurs also within other functional areas to pay must-fund bills. These other areas of migration are typically in functional areas with large (often front-end loaded) must-fund contracts. 
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· The positive programmatic impact of the IPTs in establishing Service Levels, Metrics, Objective Matrices, and Navy-wide standards has been significant. Considerable work, however, remains. IPTs will need to continue functioning as Subject Matter Experts and “sounding boards” or SIM Advisory Boards for emergent Navy-wide issues within the respective business area, while continuing to focus on unfinished items of their IPT charter, such as benchmarking and best practices. They in effect became a de facto “conscience of the Navy” for that respective business area. This needs to be an on-going process, with regions, fleets and claimants continuing to provide knowledgeable, senior IPT member representation. As SIM continues to streamline its organizational structure in FY 2003, to comply with CNO guidance, the role of the IPTs as institutionalized bodies must remain a key priority to help support this new organization. 

· While this report focuses primarily on the IMAP functional areas of SIM, future reports should more fully address important related issues such as funding in areas other than OBOS, e.g. MPN/RPN, OPN, MILCON, and Facilities Investment. An analytical effort should be expended to better understand how these areas impact and influence, as well as the various inter-relationships and cross-over issues among each of the other IPT functional areas. 

· The establishment of a consistent methodology (SIM Objective Matrices) for developing Service Levels, Navy-wide Standards, and associated metrics has been integral to building better credibility and confidence in a robust SIM capabilities-based assessment process. It is imperative that these processes and developed Navy-wide standards be implemented across the Navy for consistency and constancy of purpose.

· The granular stratification of SIM funding and categorization as special interest, could be perceived as providing local commanders little flexibility to react to a changing and evolving situation. The intent of creating special interest items is just the opposite: to create added visibility and improve execution flexibility, not to limit execution flexibility, to give our leaders sufficient financial latitude that encourages initiative and problem correction at the lowest level.

· Resource sponsors need to possess the capability to track functional area dollars from programming through execution. The existing structure can at times create misunderstandings and incorrect perceptions as to how the money has been handled at stops along the way, particularly in execution. This will require close coordination among all involved. Currently, OPNAV N46 has limited visibility over the SIM program’s execution phase, which is handled by the IMCs. During FY 2003, as SIM transitions to a new organizational structure, steps must be taken to provide the necessary execution visibility, notwithstanding that the major focus will be directed to the requisite organizational modifications. By FY 2004, however, the new Commander, Navy Installations Command should have full visibility and the necessary steps in place to monitor execution in the proper manner.
Impact on PR-05 and Future 
Programs

· The impact (either positive or adverse) that results from implementation of any process system is measured in part by the speed and efficiency of the feedback loop. Given the current PPBS time schedule, the results of FY 2002, provided limited ability to influence on PR-05, because the execution data could not be assessed until after the major decisions had to be made – the feedback loop generally was slow. To effect decisions in the future, the Navy needs to have a quicker data turnaround at all levels to have a more targeted impact on planning and programming. Instead of waiting on year-end data, the implementation of periodic reports to the organization with overall Navy SIM cognizance and throughout the year (e.g., quarterly reports on funding obligations and service levels) would provide at least partial data to decision-makers. Further, this feedback loop must include those responsible for programmatic actions and out-year planning. Real time data visibility such as that discussed earlier through creation of special interest codes for the IMAP functional areas would essentially eliminate such data lags.

· As the Navy reviews and assesses final PR-05 actions, SIM leadership should consider fully the recommendations included in this report. Recommendations are contained in each chapter, and summarized in the Exec​u​tive Summary. In particular, the functions within the Installation Core Business Areas comprising the Operating Forces Support portion of IMAP should be funded at levels to support the validated BAM requirements and capabilities with priority over the other key supporting core business areas; and overall base operating support should be funded to provide specific service levels or service capabilities (outputs) vice percentages of dollar requirements.

The Way Ahead

We have achieved major progress this past year for our Navy installations. There is, how​ever, as we enter 2003 and PR-05/POM‑06, considerable work remaining. Specifically, this progress can be categorized in three areas: building credibility, providing for better SIM decision-making and organizational alignment. 

In building credibility, we are far along on being able to answer questions about time requirements, how much will they cost, what Service Level we get for that price, and benchmarking (price and performance) against industry standards. Now we can say, for example, that we need 30,000 vehicles, and that they will cost $115M. For that price we’ll get vehicles with an average age of 3 years with 97% availability and in excellent condition. If we receive $104M instead of $115M, it can be quickly calculated that we’ll have 5 year old vehicles at 90% availability in good condition. This type of information will help local commanders, as well as Navy leadership, in making better decisions at each phase of the PPBS process. There are many tools that have been discussed throughout this report that assist the decision makers: IMAP, macro-metrics, standards, levels of service, performance (quantity and quality) metrics, IPTs, Balanced Scorecard, etc., and we’ll need to use them all to improve our efficiency and effectiveness. 

The process is one of continued analyses and refinement. Moreover, it is important that we periodically assess progress and measure how well we are doing by using the Balanced Scorecard approach as reinforced in the SIM Strategic Plan. SIM leadership should periodically review the 2002 SIM Priority Actions addressed in Chapter 8 of this report, and assess performance based on requisite priorities for FY 2003 and beyond. These also should be frequently reviewed and remain in the forefront of the daily work of all concerned.
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The chart above graphically portrays the road​map for future data availability arranged by core business area. An increasingly clear pic​ture of the financial situation culminates in FY 2006. Until then, at which time we expect to be completely in synch from planning, pro​gramming, budgeting, as well as execution, it will be difficult to make an accurate “apples to apples” comparison between succeeding years. 

Significant momentum has been developed within SIM during FY 2002 and through the preparation of this report. As the Navy transitions to a new organizational structure under the Commander, Navy Installation Command, this momentum developed by SIM leadership through the IPTs, the improved requirements development process for SIM functional areas, and the improved feedback initiated through the Stockholders’ Report progress must not be lost. We will use this feedback to assess and refine future requirements, and incorporate such feedback into our funding capability models that we will use in future POMs and Program reviews.
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