SIM Stockholders’ Report FY 2002


Chapter 4 – Base Support 

Overview

Among the critical challenges faced today are finding and allocating resources to recapitalize the fleet. The SIM community is committed to streamlining the support structure through improved organizational alignment, refined requirements, reduced overhead, substituting technology for manpower, and creating incen​tives for positive change. Central to this approach is understanding and implementing emerging business practices, transforming processes, and achieving increased efficiencies. The Base Support portion of the IMAP Core Business Model for 2003 covers Facility Support, Environmental, Public Safety, and Command & Staff.

	Base Support

	Facility Support

	· Utilities

· Facility Services

· Facility Management

· Base Support Vehicle & Equipment

· SRM (Sustainment, Restoration, and Modernization)

	Environmental

	· Compliance

· Conservation

· Pollution Prevention

	Public Safety

	· Force Protection

· Federal Fire

· Disaster Preparedness

· Safety

	Command and Staff

	· Command

· Resource Management

· Information Technology Services

· MILPERS Services



The most significant change made between the IMAP 2000 Model and the IMAP 2003 Model in Base Support is the change from RPM (Real Property Maintenance) to SRM (Sustainment, Restoration & Modernization). The details on RPM to SRM are covered in Chapter 5. 
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The Base Support portion of the IMAP 2003 Installation CBM does cover a wide spectrum of functions from Utilities to Disaster Preparedness. More importantly, Base Support, as defined above, covers the most significant portion of the total IMAP direct BOS obligations for FY 2002 (see chart). This 67% of the total direct BOS obligations reported through IMAP does not include SRM, which is covered in greater detail in Chapter 5.

[image: image2.emf]Base Support Obligations for FY 2002



Base 

Support

67%

Rest of 

IMAP

33%


	Base Support

	Core Business Area/Function
	FY 2002

Service Level

	Utilities
	2

	Facility Services
	3

	Facility Management
	3

	Base Support Vehicle & Equipment
	3

	SRM
	Chapter 5

	Environmental
· Compliance

· Conservations

· Pollution Prevention
	Determination In progress

	Force Protection
	

	Federal Fire
	3

	Disaster Preparedness
	Not yet measured/ no IPT assigned

	Safety
	Determination In progress

	Command
	

	Resource Management
	

	Information Technology
	3

	MILPERS Services
	Determination In progress


Within the Base Support portion of IMAP 2003, a total of six functional areas have conducted performance data calls and reported a performance score. Of these, only the Util​ities function has a reported performance at a very high Service Level 2, almost at Service Level 1. The other five functions within Base Support with a performance data call all reported at Service Level 3. The remaining functions had no reported service levels for FY 2002.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, prior to POM-04, Readiness Rating standards (C-1 through C-4) were used to assess program requirements. These readiness ratings equate to the per​centage of the full mission requirement as defined by the IMCs by individual base support functions.
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Facility Support

	Facility Support

	· Utilities

· Facility Services

· Facility Management

· Base Support Vehicle & Equipment

· Sustainment, Restoration and Modernization (SRM)


The Facility Support Core Business Area provides all facets of Public Works services. In general, these services include facilities man​agement, minor construction and alter​ation, facility planning and engineering, facil​ity maintenance, utilities, building services, grounds maintenance, and transportation ser​vices for the installation. Specific functions are:
SRM is covered in greater detail in Chapter 5 together with Military Construction.
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In FY 2002, the Facility Support Core Business Area had a total of $986.5M in reported obligations. Of this total the Utilities function covered the largest portion at 45.8%. The Facility Management function follows at 24.3%. 
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The Facility Support Core Business Area is the largest in terms of reported obli​gations with 31% in FY 2002.


Utilities

In FY 2002, the Utilities functional area satisfied the needs of the U.S. Navy by enabling activities to meet mission requirements. Shore utilities are provided by a combination of Navy-owned and private suppliers. The Utilities IPT continued with its efforts in developing Macro Metrics, Navy-wide standards, and Service Levels. The fiscal year also saw much progress on Utilities Privatization studies. There is also the continued annual problem of not funding utilities to the full requirement, which necessitates trans​ferring funds (migration) from other accounts to make up the difference.
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The Utility function provides installation util​ities, to include where applicable, the operation of water, steam, electrical and other utility distribution systems. The Utilities functional area includes seven sub-functions:

	Utilities

	· Chiller Plant

· Electrical

· Gas

· Other

· Sewage

· Steam

· Water


Both maintenance and operations occur in providing these sub-functions (commodities) and activities to the other Core Business Areas. The maintenance portion is covered under SRM for activities with Public Works Departments, while the operations portion is covered under Utilities, and the appropriate sub-functions (electric, sewage, etc.). The operations portion provides for the purchase, production, and distribution of utilities to the other sub-functions of the installation. When the installation does not provide its own utility services, the Utilities sub-functions act as cost centers for resources expended to provide utilities. The Utilities program focuses on the availability of each commodity to meet all mission requirements with no negative impacts to quality of life or routine station operations.

During the development of the POM-02 BAM, the decision was made to fund the Utilities function at a C-2 readiness rating. The C-2 funding level for FY 2002 equated to $396.2M. The total reported direct fund obligations for Utilities in FY 2002 were $452.2M. While the funding to support the Utilities sub-function was set at C-2 in the PPBS process, the reality is that regions and activities funded utilities to meet their requirements. Here, it is clear that additional resources of $56M were transferred (migrated) into Utilities to pay this bill. 

The Utilities IPT used the Objectives Matrix (OM) approach for developing standards. The OM includes six sub-matrices: Electricity, Steam, Gas, Water, Chiller Plant, Other; with 

	Utilities
Sub-functions
	FY 2002 
Service Level

	Chiller Plant
	1

	Electrical
	2

	Gas
	2

	Other
	1

	Sewage
	1

	Steam
	2

	Water
	2


23 evaluated standards (6 for Electricity, 5 for Steam, 3 each for Gas and Water, 4 for Chiller Plant, and 2 for Other). The IPT determined not to use Sewage in the OMs as sewage services are maintained at Service Level 1 (as required to meet minimum environmental, health, safety, and mission requirements). 

A representative Navy-wide Performance Data Call was conducted to collect information on the selected standards. Rolling-up the data call responses into the OMs revealed that the Navy achieved Service Level 2 overall 
for Utilities. Significantly, the lowest per​formance scores in Utilities were in the sub-functions of Gas and Steam. All of the scores for the Utilities sub-functions were either at Service Level 1 or very close at a high Service Level 2.

During FY 2002 the Utilities program achieved several successes, and was presented with a wide range of challenges. [image: image32.wmf]MA

9545

RESERVES

MA

4500

4900

5400

6000

6700

7695

8772

9000

9545

2750

2800

2850

2925

3000

2305

1613

1500

RESERVES

3000

2550

2000

1325

550

02 4th 

Qtr

03 1st 

Qtr

 2nd 

Qtr

 3rd 

Qtr

4th 

qtr

FY04

FY05

FY06

Utilities Privatization (UP) continues to receive significant Navy and DoD attention. DoN has 662 systems available to privatize with the requirement to reach Source Selection Authority (SSA) decisions on all by September 2005. At the end of FY 2002, 602 systems (91%) had been advertised with Requests for Proposals (RFPs), 208 systems (31%) had closed RFPs and were under SSA processing, and 27 systems (4%) had SSA decisions (24 received exemptions). Funding SSA processes remains a considerable challenge. Program Budget Decision 721 provided funding through FY 2003. Requirements beyond FY 2003 are programmed under the Utilities function in the Other sub-function.

The Shore Energy Program continues to progress towards achieving its goals. Notably, DoN energy consumption per square foot (SF) was reduced by 27% in FY 2002 and the Energy Program is on track to meet Executive Order 13123’s energy reduction goals of reducing energy consumption/SF by 35% by 2010 as compared to a FY 1985 baseline. Also, $194M in energy projects were awarded (includes investments in the Energy Conservation Investment Program, Utility Energy Savings Contracts, and Energy Savings Performance Contracts), and are expected to provide an annual savings of 1,099,615 MBtu in energy with a cost avoidance of over $20M. However, the cost avoidance cannot be considered Navy money as the savings are already taken into account and used elsewhere in the PPBS cycle.
There remains considerable concern over utilities funding. The results of the Performance Data Call completed by the IPT validated that there remains a significant number of regions/activities that are “migrating” funds from other accounts to pay for utilities. 

During FY 2002 COMPACFLT moved $130M out of SRM, including $55M transferred into OB. Total loss for SRM for the 
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year was $6M. In contrast, COMLANTFLT did not move any SRM funding into OB during the year, and in fact, moved $6M from OB into SRM. In both cases end of year supplemental dollars were received, a large portion of which was used as a “buy ahead” for FY 2003. Of note, the IMC’s must pay the majority of their Utilities bills in the first two quarters (68% in FY 2002), which requires funding in the first half of the year.

The POM-04 BAM sets the full Service Level 1 requirement at $489M, with the FY 2004 Projected Fiscal Control set at $476M. BES-04 was forwarded to OSD, funding Utilities at around 90% ($440M) of full requirement, $36M below the projected fiscal control amount. This funding level is $12.2M below the FY 2002 obligated amount. Therefore, if the activities and regions do not implement the restrictions and reductions defined in the reduced Service Levels (SL 2, SL 3, or SL 4), then the annual tradition of transferring funds from other accounts to pay for utilities is expected to continue. 
Examples of reduced service levels include forced conservation, shutting down heating and cooling systems, setting thermostats outside comfort ranges, imposed blackouts, water rationing, etc.
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Facility Services

In FY 2002, the Facility Services (FS) functional area minimally satisfied the needs of the U.S. Navy by enabling activities to meet mission requirements. Basic sanitation and maintenance for grounds, buildings, and roads was performed mostly under competitively bid or existing service contracts.
The FS function provides building services and other miscellaneous services for the installation, exclusive of family housing areas. The FS program provides basic sanitation and maintenance for grounds, buildings, and roads necessary to operate and support a Naval activity’s mission. These sub-functions are: 

	Facility Services

	· Janitorial

· Pest Control

· Refuse Collection/Recycling

· Other

· Grounds Maintenance

· Street Sweeping & Snow Removal


When the installation does not provide its own services, the building services sub-functions act as cost centers for resources expended to provide these services.
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During the development of the POM-02 BAM, a decision was made to fund Facility Services at a C-3 readiness level. This funding level equated to $93.9M. The total reported IMAP direct funds obligated in FY 2002 for 



Facility Services was $179.2M. An additional $85.3M was migrated into Facility Services.

In FY 2002, the Facility Services IPT focused on developing Navy-wide Standards and Service Levels. The IPT used a Service Level Determination Table (vs. an Objective Matrix) to evaluate their standards due to the large number of standards under review. For example, the Janitorial Service Level Determination Table distinguishes between all building spaces with three different classes of service for each space. And the Grounds Maintenance SL Determination Table differentiates between three types of grounds: Improved, Semi-improved, and Un-improved. 

In FY 2002, a representative Navy-wide Per​formance Data Call was conducted to collect information on FY 2001 janitorial and grounds maintenance levels of service. Com​paring the results to standards benchmarked against the Building Owners’ and Managers’ Association (recognized authority on commercial real estate) revealed that the Navy was at Service Level 3 overall. Although a performance data call has not yet been completed for end of FY 2002 execution, Service Level 3 is projected for FY 2002 based on obligation data and representative data from the IMC’s. Here it is clear that additional resources were transferred into Facility Services. These resources (MILPERS and CIVPERS effort) were required to maintain minimum acceptable standards.

The SIPB-approved Service Level descriptors for Facility Services at Service Levels 3 and 4 include the necessity to use MILPERS and CIVPERS to maintain minimum standards. Data call results confirmed that active duty military and Government civilian personnel were performing Janitorial and Grounds Main​tenance tasks because local service contracts were under-funded. The POM-02 Grounds Maintenance figure of $9.2M was an obvious programming error as FY 2001 obligations were $53.7M and in POM-04, the full Service Level 1 requirement was assessed at $83.9M and Service Level 3 at $48.5M.
The POM-04 BAM sets the full Service Level 1 requirement at $295M with the FY 2004 Pro​jected Fiscal Control set at $148M. BES-04 was forwarded to OSD, recommending fund​ing Facility Services at $185M, 63% of full requirement, and $37M above the projected fiscal control amount. At this level, the use of MILPERS and CIVPERS to maintain minimum quality standards is expected to continue. 

In FY 2002, the Facility Services IPT made great strides in improving service level descriptions for use in standardizing Service Levels to be implemented Navy-wide. Several regions have already begun modifying service contracts to incorporate standardized levels of service. NAVFAC is developing new Facility Support Contract guide specifications that incorporate SIPB-approved service levels.

In addition, the FS IPT developed a Requirements Generation Model that links facility service requirements to the real property inventory. The model uses the real property inventory data in the Navy Facilities Assets Database (NFADB) to determine requirements and provide information for the allocation of 



resources. The model operates by taking Inven​tory Data (i.e. users, square feet by category code, acres by improved, semi-improved, etc.), Service Level Data (service levels varied by facility type, grounds usage, etc.), and Cost Data (i.e. mean unit costs established using existing estimating tools, DoD area cost factors, climate data, etc.) to generate the requirements for each level of service. The model will be used to develop the PR-05 Capabilities Master Plan for Facility Services. As with the Facility Sustainment Model, the accuracy of the NFADB data is paramount to accurately defining the true requirements.

The Facility Services functional area will continue to provide basic sanitation and maintenance for grounds, buildings, and roads necessary to operate and support the Navy. The focus of the IPT will be on transforming the programmatic service levels into execution tools to be used by the regions to standardize levels of service across the Navy. Additionally, refinements to the Requirements Generation Model to incorporate better regional cost 
data will continue. Efforts to automate the system, similar to the Facility Sustainment Model have also been initiated. As Navy-wide cost savings initiatives such as OMB A-76 Commercial Activity Studies, Functionality Assessments, Regionalization, and BRAC are investigated and implemented, FS requirements will adjust accordingly.
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Facility Management

The Facility Management function provides facilities planning and engineering, public works administrative and management services, real-estate management, and acquisition and lease management. Sub-functions are:

	Facility Management

	· Management & Administration (M&A)
· Installation Plans and Engineering (P&E)
· Collateral Equipment

· Real Estate


In FY 2002, the Facility Management (FM) functional area satisfied the needs of the U.S. Navy by enabling activities to meet mission requirements. Real property management and engineering services were provided to develop the requirements for military construction projects and manage all of the Navy’s Class I and II property. The FM portion of the Facilities IPT continued with its efforts in developing Macro Metrics, Navy-wide Standards, and Service Levels. The fiscal year also saw the commencement of a SECNAV FM Panel to investigate facility quality improvements and the annual occurrence of transferring SRM funds to account for deficiencies.

The FM program provides real property man​agement and engineering services necessary to support a Naval activity’s mission. P&E con​sists primarily of: developing requirement(s) for a military construction project, developing regional and activity master plans (Regional Shore Infrastructure Plans – RSIP), alternative site studies, Space Management and Facility Dis​posal Plans, developing and validating military construction project documentation prior to commencing project design, preparing engineering analyses and studies to develop technical design parameters, and preparing environmental impact assessments and statements. Major M&A functions include: inventory management of Class I and II property, performance of facilities inspections (excluding Preventive Maintenance Inspections as these are conducted through SRM), creation of tech​nical contract specifications, work reception, job planning and estimating, Facility Support Contract administration, management and prioritization of work, minor property for general service shops, Public Works G&A, and Public Works budget preparation. 
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During the development of the POM-02 BAM, a decision was made to fund Facility Management at a C-3 readiness level. The C-3 funding level equated to $196.7M. The total reported IMAP direct fund obligations in FY 2002 for Facility Management was $226.2M. An additional $29.5 was migrated into Facility Management. 

In FY 2002, the FM IPT used the Objectives Matrix (OM) approach for developing standards. The OM consists of two sub-matrices, P&E and M&A, and evaluated 12 standards (8 for P&E, 4 for M&A). Particularly important is the IPT’s determination to “weight” the stan​dards based on claimant Plant Replacement Value (PRV) data. This “weighting” scheme ensures that the claimants with higher PRV values have a stronger effect on the weight 


determination of each standard than claimants with lower PRV values.
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In FY 2002, a representative Navy-wide Performance Data Call was conducted to collect information on levels of service. Rolling-up the data call responses into the Objective Matrices developed for the FM function revealed that the Navy is at Service Level 3 for Facility Management. Funding FM at lower service levels has a direct, negative impact on SRM. Specifically, Service Level 4 for M&A significantly reduces accuracy of the inventory data and facility requirements, resulting in inaccurate data input to existing programming tools (FSM, IRRS, etc.). Also, Service Level 4 for P&E reduces the number of complete project packages, leading to end of year funding decisions based on the ability to execute rather than mission priority.

The internet Navy Facility Assets Data Store (iNFADS) Management System continues to play an integral role in supporting Navy leadership by providing invaluable data from which important facility decisions can be made. On March 1, 2001, iNFADS replaced the Navy Facility Assets Data Base as the center for official records on each existing facility (building, structure, utility, and land) owned or leased by the DoN. The results of the Performance Data Call revealed that activities are consistently working to improve the accuracy of their respective facility data. This effort is vital to the RSIP (long range planning) process.

Furthermore, the health of the FM Program can be evaluated largely against the Navy’s ability (taking each activity into account) to prepare activity 1391s (DD Form 1391; the principal programming document) for the future years SRM Special Projects program. The process for completing a 1391 Submission Package to the IMC requires a properly resourced FM department. The Performance Data Call showed that the Navy requires significant improvement this area.

The POM-04 BAM states the full requirement (Service Level 1) as $260M with the FY 2004 Projected Fiscal Control as $211M. BES-04 was forwarded to OSD, recommending funding Facility Management at 100% of full requirement, above the projected fiscal control amount.

Facility Management will continue to provide real property management and engineering services to support the Navy. As Navy-wide cost savings initiatives such as OMB A-76 Commercial Activity Studies, Functionality Assessments, Regionalization, and BRAC are investigated and implemented, FM requirements will adjust accordingly.
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Base Support Vehicles and Equipment (BSV&E)

The BSV&E (commonly referred to as “Transportation”) function includes sub-functions and activities that provide transportation services for the support of a shore installation’s mission. It provides vehicular transportation and equipment services to the Navy. When the installation does not provide its own transportation services, the Transportation sub-functions act as cost centers for resources expended to provide transportation services. BSV&E includes the seven sub-functions listed below: 

	BSV&E

	· Management & Administration

· Railroads

· Cranes

· Vehicles

· GSE/MHE

· Construction

· Other


In FY 2002, the BSV&E functional area satis​fied the needs of the U.S. Navy by enabling activities to meet mission requirements. Vehicular transportation and equipment were provided via Navy-owned vehicles and GSA leases that included the use of Alternate Fuel Vehicles. An IPT was chartered to develop, among other things, a more accurate and 



credible BAM by clearly defining the BSV&E requirements, what those requirements provide (commonly referred to as Levels of Service or Service Levels), how much those requirements cost, and the verification of those costs as compared against industry standards. The fiscal year also saw a re-classification in the definition of passenger carrying vehicles and a change in guidance on vehicle leases and lease purchases.

Oversight of BSV&E is conducted by NAVFAC and two Transportation Equipment Management Centers (TEMC; LANTDIV and PACDIV). The TEMCs develop and validate the Inventory Objective (IO) for each activity that specifies the vehicle and equipment mis​sion requirements. The IO is evaluated onsite every 1 to 3 years to ensure the most efficient mix of vehicles and equipment is being pro​cured. A TEMC zero-based review for FY 2004 determined that the total Navy IO is 22,922 vehicles. Vehicles and equipment are provided via Navy-owned vehicles and GSA leases.

The most significant accomplishment stems from the completion of the 4-year conversion plan of administrative vehicles from Navy owned to GSA leases. With the conversion, a cost avoidance of over $20 million is expected. Another accomplishment arises from meeting (or possibly exceeding, as final figures are not yet available) the Energy Policy Act requirement to acquire 75% of new vehicles as Alternate Fueled Vehicles in the larger metropolitan areas in CONUS. In addition, a combined effort by OSD and the military services resulted in approximately 500 electric vehicles being donated to the DoD (77 to the Navy) that are intended for on base use in California only. It should be noted that hard work and dedication by many people in the Navy’s Transportation business made these accomplishments possible.
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FY 2002 also saw some setbacks for BSV&E. The fiscal year saw a re-classification in the definition of Passenger Carrying Vehicles (PCV). The PCV definition was questioned by ASN/FMB and then re-classified to include Sport Utility Vehicles and passenger vans. This change impacted approximately 4000 vehicles in the Navy Working Capital Fund (NWCF) inventory. The reclassification now requires activities to purchase SUV’s and passenger vans with OPN funds. The OPN program remains severely under-funded, forcing the cancellation of approved procurements including eight armored vehicles and numerous passenger carrying vehicles and ambulances. Previously, NWCF activities were able to buy these vehicles and generate funds for replacement through their rental programs. FMB has said there will not be an increase in OPN funding to accommodate the newly defined PCVs, resulting in an un-funded requirement. A change in guidance on vehicle leases and lease purchases presented additional challenges. Revised DFAR requirements now require vehicle lease contracts to be held to a minimum of 18 months (including options) where before the contracts were normally for 12 month periods with several options. The increased administrative burden and costs of these changes have not yet been fully determined, however, they are expected to be significant. Furthermore, lease contracts have been revised to be “capital” (or investment) contracts and therefore only OPN funds can be used for lease purchase options where O&M,N funds were previously utilized. This revision severely restricts the buying authority of appropriated fund activities with lease purchases, as activities do not have sufficient OPN funds. Activities can now only enter into straight O&M,N leases where ownership is not an option. Thus, the restriction strips the ability to acquire quality vehicles with O&M,N funds.

The BSV&E IPT focused on three of the seven sub-functions and captured 80% of the IMAP BSV&E costs. The areas studied were Vehicles (Alpha Codes A-N), Fire Fighting Equipment (FFE), and Refuelers (Aircraft). The BSV&E IPT completed the analysis of their standards utilizing an Objectives Matrix (OM) evaluation tool. It used 18 total standards to evaluate Vehicles (A-N), FFE, and Refuelers (6 standards for each sub-functional area). In FY 2002, a Navy-wide web based Performance Data Call was conducted to collect data on the 18 standards established in the Objective Matrices developed by the BSV&E IPT. The roll-up of the data revealed that the Navy achieved an overall Service Level 3. Additional resources were necessary in order to maintain Vehicles at the Service Level 3 level due to the rapidly aging fleet and shortage of OPN funds. 

The BSV&E IPT determined the linkages between Service Levels and Costs by identifying the “drivers” among the 18 standards. After a thorough evaluation, the IPT determined that vehicle age gives the strongest contribution to Service Levels from the discovery that there is a high correlation between ages and the other evaluation criteria. This correlation stems from the observation that the Navy has relatively low mileage vehicles operating in relatively harsh environments. Continually under funding BSV&E is driving up the age of the fleet and reducing the level of service.

During the development of the POM-02 BAM, a decision was made to fund BSV&E at a C-3 readiness level. The C-3 funding level equated to $94M. The total reported IMAP direct fund obligations in FY 2002 for BSV&E was $109.3M. An additional $15.3M was migrated into BSV&E.

The POM-04 BAM states the full requirement (Service Level 1) as $186M with the FY 2004 Projected Fiscal Control as $120M. BES-04 was forwarded to OSD, recommending funding BSV&E at around 53% of the full requirement, well below the projected fiscal control amount.

As seen in the FY 2002 budget and execution figures, regions and activities are migrating funds to pay the transportation bills, not to purchase higher service levels. Therefore, con​tinued aging of the fleet and further reductions in service level achieved can be expected.
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The BSV&E functional area will continue 
to provide vehicular transportation and equipment services to support the Navy. As Navy-wide cost savings initiatives such as OMB A-76 Commercial Activity Studies, Functionality Assessments, Regionalization, and BRAC are investigated and implemented, BSV&E requirements will adjust accordingly.

Environmental

The Environmental Core Business Area provides environmental services for the instal​lation. It includes Environmental Quality Pro​gram activities required to meet federal, state, tribal, and local laws and regulations, and includes compliance, conservation, pollution prevention, planning, and other installation environmental activities. Environmental has three functions:

	Environmental

	· Compliance

· Conservation

· Pollution Prevention


All management and planning costs associated with the Environmental program are captured under Compliance in a sub-function titled “Management and Planning.” When the instal​lation does not provide its own environmental services, the Environmental functions and sub-functions act as cost centers for installation resources expended in supporting environmental services.
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The Environmental overall program includes funding from a variety of sources. For Environmental there are three established SII codes: CN, EC, and PP. Environmental fund​ing includes O&M,N and O&M,NR as well as RDT&E and within OPN. The total environmental O&M,N and O&M,NR FY 2002 budget was $229.5M and a total of $233M was executed to meet environmental requirements spending $195.6M for compliance, $23.6M on pollution prevention and $10.3M for conservation.

Only the Fleet Commanders and some portions of other SIM claimants track environmental expenditures in IMAP, roughly 60% of the total O&M,N and O&M,NR program. The following examination reviews only the reported IMAP obligations for Environmental. This is done for purposes of comparison with the other elements of SIM funding. The total IMAP direct BOS obligations for the Environmental Core Business Area in FY 2002 were $148.9M. For the claimants that use IMAP, environment represents 7% of the overall obligations for Base Support in FY 2002. For FY 2002, the overall Environmental IMAP direct BOS obligations were primarily in the Compliance functional area as shown. Within Compliance, the Management and Planning area accounted for $39.8M in FY 2002 direct BOS obligations. 

Compliance

The Compliance function includes activities that are needed to comply with environmental regulations. It includes all activities that utilize “end pipe” treatment or disposal methods to meet federal, state, tribal and local standards. It does not include meeting requirements satis​fied by source reduction (pollutant elimination and/or reduction) pollutant minimization, or recycling (included in Pollution Prevention). The sub-functions within Compliance are: Management and Planning, Compliance Recurring Activity Support, Compliance Non-recurring Activity Support. Examples of the U.S. laws that drive environmental requirements and impact Navy operations are:

· Clean Air Act: Regulates air emissions from shore facilities, aircraft and vessels, and phases out the manufacture the ozone depleting substances.

· Clear Water Act: Regulates discharges of wastewater and dredged soil from shore facilities, and sewage and bilge water from ships out to three miles from shore.

· Resource Conservation and Recovery Act: Regulates management and disposal of hazardous waste, and remediation of environmental contamination caused by current toxic spills.

Conservation

The Conservation function includes activities that conserve the cultural and natural resources of installations and surrounding areas. It includes activities to protect and enhance cultural and natural resources. Conservation has two sub-functions, Recurring Conservation Activities Support and Non-recurring Conservation Activities Support.
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Examples of federal laws include:

· Endangered Species Act: Requires U.S. territory and high seas protection of endangered species and designated critical habitats, including ocean habitats.
· Marine Mammal Protection Act: Requires U.S. territory and high seas protection of all marine mammals.
· Marine Protection, Research & Sanctuaries Act: Designates marine sanctuaries and thereby restricts activities that can be engaged on the open seas.

Pollution Prevention

The Pollution Prevention function includes activities that are undertaken to prevent environmental pollution by source reduction (pollutant elimination and/or reduction), pol​lutant minimization, or recycling. It includes the sub-functions Pollution Prevention Recurring Activities Support and Pollution Prevention Non-recurring Activities Support. 

Examples of federal mandates include:

· Executive Order 13148 sets goals in eight areas: use of environmental management systems, use of pollution prevention to achieve compliance, reporting under the Emergency Response and Community Right to Know Act, reporting of Toxic Releases, 50% reduction in the use of toxic chemicals, phasing out of Class 1 Ozone depleting substances and use of environmentally beneficial landscaping.

· Executive Order 13101 requires that waste prevention and recycling be incorporated into daily operations, the acquisition and use of environmentally preferable products and services, and implementation of cost-effective procurement preference programs. 

O&M,N funding for the Environmental pro​gram has been declining from 1998 through 2002. There is a slight increase in 2003 due to new Environmental final governing standards affecting NAVEUR. This increase carries forward across the FYDP.
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In 2004 the Tactical training theater assessment and planning (TAP) program increased the environmental compliance line by $98.8M across the FYDP ($18M in FY 2004). This program is sponsored by OPNAV N43 and N45. 

The apparent decrease 1998–2002 is due to the completion of one-time projects to achieve environmental standards. Once an installation is in compliance there is a somewhat lower cost to maintain this level. The environmental program is now roughly 60% recurring (annual and cyclic) costs and 40% for one-time projects.

Operational support with regard to encroachment, impact of the Endangered Species Act, Marine Mammal Protection Act, and Migratory Bird Treaty Act has Fleet Commander, CNO, and SECNAV interest. Environmental planning and National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) documentation requirements have grown exponentially and are under glar​ing public scrutiny

During the development of the BAM submission for POM-02, OPNAV N4 set the overall requirement for the Shore Environmental program at $204M. This requirement was developed in a coordinated action with the IMCs. As the Environmental program requirements progressed through the PPBS cycle, changes were made at the SECNAV, OSD and Congressional levels resulting in an FY 2002 budget of $230M. The Environmental program executed 101% of this bud​geted requirement. For some IMCs additional funding ($3M) was migrated into Environmental to cover local requirements.

The structure of the IMAP Environmental Core Business Area does not fully match the current elements of the Navy environmental program. The focus has shifted to operational and shore readiness. Compliance, conservation, and pollution prevention represent sub-elements of each, but don’t necessarily apply nor cover all environmental areas. 

Pollution prevention has taken a major hit with the reduction of environmental funds below full Service Level 1 funding requirements. The CNO centrally funded pollution prevention equipment program is essentially gone. Operational support with respect to encroachment, impact of the Endangered Species Act, Marine Mammal Protection Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, etc. has the personal interest of Fleet Commanders, the CNO, and SECNAV. Environmental planning and NEPA documentation requirements have grown exponentially and are under increasing public scrutiny.

Cleanup
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The Navy’s Environmental program also includes funding for Environmental Restora​tion Activities under appropriations for Envi​ronmental Restoration, Navy (ERN). The total DoN ERN funding for FY 2002 was set at $255M with $225M of that total for U.S. Navy. While these funds are not considered a direct part of the total SIM funding for FY 2002, ERN does have an impact on SIM. During FY 2002, these ERN funds were used to complete 200 cleanups at 200 sites. The pro​gram is now 70% completed. Eight installa​tions are completely cleaned up. The Cleanup program is on track to meet the program completion date of 2014. A new program to clean up military munitions and contaminants at non-operational ranges is being initiated and could become a $40M to $50M per year requirement.
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Public Safety

The Public Safety Core Business Area includes functions and sub-functions that provide for the general safety, security and protection of personnel and property at the installation. It includes:

	Public Safety

	· Force Protection

· Federal Fire

· Disaster Preparedness

· Safety


The only major changes in this Core Business Area from IMAP 2000 to IMAP 2003 were the migration of the Crash & Rescue sub-function from Air Operations to Federal Fire and the removal of Disaster Preparedness from Federal Fire to become its own function.

Clearly, the Force Protection function and sub-functions have been one of the highlights in FY 2002 for overall SIM execution and responsibilities. During the preparation of the BAM for POM-02, OPNAV N46 set the funding level for Force Protection at a C-2 
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readiness rating, and the rest of Public Safety at C-3. The Public Safety functions were all included under the overall SII OB with the exception of Force Protection, which is included in the SII CT code. The Public Safety functions do contribute an important portion of the total SIM IMAP obligations. In FY 2002, the total IMAP direct BOS obligations in the Public Safety Core Business Area were 13.5% ($427.5M) of the entire SIM IMAP ($3.2B). The only functional area included as a Blue IPT during FY 2002 was Federal Fire. The other functional areas are Gold IPTs (Force Protection and Safety) or are currently not included in any IPT (Disaster Preparedness). 
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During the development of POM-02, OPNAV N46 set the funding for the functional areas within the Public Safety Core Business Area at a C-3 readiness rating. The funding level submitted was actually 86.8% of the requirement from the IMCs for Public Safety as it was organized for POM-02. The Federal Fire function was the only functional area within Public Safety conducting a performance data call in FY 2002. The difficulty in evaluating the results of the Navy’s investment for nearly 13% of the total IMAP direct BOS obligations, comes directly from having approved standards and service levels for only 47% of the Public Safety Core Business Area (in Federal Fire).

Force Protection

Force Protection includes sub-functions and activities that constitute the commander’s installation security program. Force Protection processes are designed to protect military members, civilian employees, family members, facilities, and equipment. This is accomplished through planned and integrated application of law enforcement, anti-terrorism activities, physical security, and operations security. It includes support from other security programs. The Force protection sub-functions are: 

	Force Protection

	· Law Enforcement

· Physical Security Equipment

· Physical Security Management/Planning

· Anti-Terrorism Force Protection

· Harbor Security Craft

· Security Guard Operations


The scope of Anti-Terrorism Force Protection (AT/FP) has expanded exponentially since September 11, 2001, resulting in significant increases in the Navy program. On the OPNAV staff, N34 is the assessment sponsor for AT/FP, N46 and N7 are the Resource Sponsors for Ashore Force Protection and Afloat Force Protection, respectively. As a natural overlap to force protection, there have been increased requirements generated to resist Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear and High-Yield Explosive (CBRNE) attacks. 


Other focus areas include: Critical Infrastructure Protection, emergency preparedness, con​sequence management, and participation in various Joint Service programs for installation protection and emergency response. 

There are several major AT/FP business issues to discuss:

AT/FP Alignment:

CNO MSG 062250Z NOV02 - As part of 
a Navy-wide alignment, CNO designated Commander Fleet Forces Command (CFFC) as the Navy’s Executive Agent (EA) for Force Protection INCONUS. CFFC will be responsible for control and execution including recommending Force Protection Conditions (FPCON) measure changes to OPNAV, and serve as forwarding authority for Navy-wide AT/FP requirements such as Mission Need Statements (MNS). CFFC will also develop Fleet AT/FP doctrine and Technical Training Publications with OPNAV exercising policy oversight. All INCONUS Regional Commanders will report to CFFC for all operational matters related to Navy FP INCONUS. Unit commanders will continue to report IAW the current chain of command. Commander Combatant Command relationships under the Unified Command Plan remain unchanged. 
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Installation Preparedness Program:

DUSD Memo dated September 5, 2002, Preparedness of U.S. Military Installations 
and Facilities Worldwide Against CBRNE Attack – Establishes DoD policy to protect all personnel on military installations and DoD-owned or leased facilities from CBRNE attacks, to respond to these attacks with trained and equipped emergency responders, and to ensure installations are able to continue critical operations during an attack and to resume essential operations after an attack. Services have provided their recommendations for a Concept of Operations to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, addressing deterrence, contamination avoidance, detection, warning, protection and mitigation.

Defense Emergency Response Fund (DERF) 02:

As part of DERF 02, the Navy (Afloat and Ashore) received approximately $569.5M, with the majority funding Physical Security Forces/Technicians (29%), followed closely Physical Security Equipment (22%) and CBR Equipment (21%). The remainder was divided evenly between Physical Security Site Improvements (14%) and Physical Security and other R&D (14%).

In analysis of DERF 02 by categories, manpower is rolled up into the various programs and Chemical Biological Equipment Upgrades stands out as 20% of the total AT/FP program. 

Since DERF funds were a one-time appropriation, much of the DERF appropriation was used to purchase new equipment or make site improvements. At issue is whether sufficient funds were programmed to cover the future operation and maintenance costs associated with these new investments.

NAVFAC Role in AT/FP:

· Lead the shore establishment in the defi​nition, establishment and delivery of AT/
FP systems, criteria and equipment.

· Coordinated the activities of the SYSCOMs, Fleets, CFFC, N46/N34/NCIS/N70CP, and Regions.

· Supported the development of OPNAV policy, guidance and requirements.

In the OPNAV N46 BAM submission for POM-02, the sub-functions under Force Protection included the sub-function of Disaster Preparedness. In IMAP, Disaster Preparedness was reported under Federal Fire. That sub-function is now a standalone function under the Core Business Area of Public 
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Safety. Force Protection has its own SII code CT for a portion of its funding. In the BAM for POM-02, OPNAV N46 set the requirement for Force Protection at the C-2 readiness rating. For the POM-02 submission, this requirement was $162M for CT. The IMAP recorded value for total direct BOS obligations in FY 2002 for Force Protection is $194.8M. Additional funding was provided during the course of FY 2002 for Force Protection.

Since September 11, 2001, the AT/FP Program has expanded from $943M in FY 2001 to $2B in FY 2002 and is expected to reach $3B for FY 2003.
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Master-At-Arms (MAA) manning increases: Historical events that have led to the requirement for increased manning of the MAA force:

· Beirut

· Long Commission

· NCIS Anti-Terrorism Alert Center (ATAC), NCIS Code 24 

· Khobar Towers

· Downing Commission

· OPNAV N34

· FPCON/THREATCON Methodology

· Facility Vulnerability Assessments
· 4000 Sailors, 4000 Civilian Police
· USS Cole

· Gehman-Crouch Commission

· SECNAV AT/FP Task Force


· Mobile Security Force/Waterside Security, OCONUS (+2500)

· 9/11

· INS Broken Up, BP/Customs Melding, Transportation Security Agency (TSA), CNORTH, DHS

· OCONUS Measures/Posture/Manning Come Home (+4500)

~15,000 Navy Security
Personnel, Worldwide
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Federal Fire

During FY 2002, the Federal Fire IPT established Navy-wide Standards and Service Levels. Significant progress was also made on establishing common Navy-wide IT requirements/solutions for Federal Fire. The Federal Fire IPT conducted a performance data call in the spring of 2002. The resultant Navy-wide Federal Fire Performance Level for 2002 was a high Service Level 3. The performance for Federal Fire of a high Service Level 3 is very much in accordance with the funding level provided through the PPBS process. As with many other parts of SIM, the Federal Fire requirements were stated in the BAM submission, but lost visibility as a part of OB during the process.

The Federal Fire function includes the following sub-functions:

	Federal Fire

	· EMS Response

· Fire Protection Management & Admin

· Fire Protection/HAZMAT

· Crash and Rescue


Navy Federal Fire provides structural, crash (aviation) and other emergency services on Navy installations worldwide.

Navy Federal Fire follows Federal Firefighting, HAZMAT, EMS guidance set forth in a number of Federal and DoD directives and instructions. Major sources of requirements include Code of Federal Regulations – 29CFR, DoD Instruction 6055.6, and DoD Instruction 6055.6M. Director, Navy Fire and Emergency Services (dual-hatted under NAVFAC and OPNAV N46) provides central Navy Fire policy.
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A Fire and Emergency Services (F&ES) Advisory Board was established in April 2001 by Change 1 to OPNAVINST 11320.23F to provide technical advice to the Director Navy Fire and Emergency Services. The recommendation to establish the F&ES Advisory 


Board was approved by the SIPB in March 2001. Membership of the Advisory Board is made up exclusively of Regional Fire Chiefs.

The most significant business issue for the Navy Federal Fire in 2002 was to work on identifying Navy-wide Fire and Emergency Services IT requirements and solutions.

During the course of the year, an IPT subgroup studied IT requirements and current systems in use by various Regions. Several vendor systems have been reviewed for technical merit and a Business Case Analysis (BCA) to determine the best Navy-wide enterprise solution is in progress. Next steps:

· As part of this BCA, conduct data call to claimants to determine:

· Current tools in use for Information Management.

· Current tools in use for Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD).

· Startup costs of system(s).

· Annual costs of system(s).

· Review data and complete BCA.

· Make recommendations to SIPB.

The Federal Fire IPT’s efforts in 2002 focused on establishing Navy-wide metrics and service levels. After considerable effort, an Objective Matrix detailing a concise set of “balanced” performance Metrics and their relative weights was developed and approved. Additionally, Service Level descriptors were developed and approved during 2002.

	Federal Fire Metrics
	FY 2002

Service Level

	Availability
	3

	Responsiveness
	2

	Capability
	2

	Staffing
	4

	Customer Service
	3


The Federal Fire IPT conducted a performance Data Call in the spring of 2002. The resultant Navy-wide Federal Fire Performance Level for 2002 was a high Service Level 3. The staffing performance score was low due to the extensive use of overtime to meet mission requirements. The PR-05 BAM Data Call in late 2002 is making use of these newly developed metrics and Service Level descriptors as we cost out Service Levels 1, 2, and 3, for the major portions of this business area. For FY 2002, the performance at Service Level 3 for Federal Fire resulted in the following:

· Basic response to crash, pier-side shipboard, structural, and munitions fires largely intact with reduced performance levels. 
· Reductions were necessary throughout, with elimination of some Preventive Maintenance, Training, Public Education and EMS Support. 

· Performance Indicators included: 80% of building inspections were conducted and 90% of alarms responded to within 90 seconds.

· Staffing was measured to be at SL-4 due to low scores for (1) manning levels being below allowances and also (2) due to excessive use of overtime to compensate for low manning. 
The Disaster Preparedness sub-function is now a standalone function under the Core Business Area of Public Safety. Federal Fire did not then include the sub-function of Crash & Rescue, which was then a part of Air Operations. Using the sub-functions in IMAP 2003 for Federal Fire as the common baseline, the BAM submission for POM-02 for Federal Fire stated the requirements at a C-3 readiness rating. For FY 2002 that requirement was set at $220.4M (includes Crash & Rescue; does not include Disaster Preparedness). Using these same sub-functions for Federal Fire, the IMAP total direct BOS obligations for FY 2002 were $201.4M. The performance service level of a high Service Level 3 for Federal Fire (reported above) is very much in accordance with the funding provided for Federal Fire through the PPBS process. As with many other parts of SIM, the Federal Fire requirements were stated in the BAM submission, but lost visibility as a part of OB during the process.
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Disaster Preparedness

Disaster Preparedness includes activities con​ducted principally to plan, equip and train the installation to react to large-scale disasters that threaten the installation or surrounding com​munity. In FY 2002, this function was separated from the Federal Fire function in order to ensure proper visibility to Disaster Preparedness.

Disaster Preparedness was previously included in the work of the Federal Fire IPT. There is now no IPT addressing the requirements of this function.
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During the development of POM-02, Disaster Preparedness was included as a part of Public Safety. It did not have its own SII code and was included in POM-02 as a part of OB. In the BAM for POM-02, OPNAV N46 set the 
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requirement for Disaster Preparedness at the C-3 readiness rating. For the POM-02 submission this requirement was $7.4M for FY 2002. The IMAP recorded value for total direct BOS obligations in FY 2002 for Disaster Preparedness is $6.4M. For this sub-function, the obli​gations are reported at 86 percent of the stated requirement. The majority of the FY 2002 obligations for Disaster Preparedness came from Guam ($2M), from NAVSEA installations ($1.6M), and from the Southeast Region ($679K).
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Safety

The Safety function includes sub-functions and activities that provide command managed safety programs. The sub-functions included are:

	Safety

	· NAVOSH

· Explosive Safety

· Traffic Safety

· Recreational/Off-Duty Safety


There are some safety functions, however, which are considered mission vice BOS and therefore not paid for with BOS funds.

During the OPNAV N46 development of the BAM for POM-02, the requirement for the Safety function was set at a C-3 readiness rating. For FY 2002, this requirement for Safety was $29.2M. The recorded IMAP total direct BOS obligations for Safety in FY 2002 were $24.9M. For FY 2002, the Safety func​tion accounted for 5.8 percent ($24.9M) of the total Public Safety ($427.5M) direct BOS obli​gations. The two major contributors in terms of direct BOS obligations for Safety in FY 2002 were Explosive Safety in COMPACFLT at $6.7M and NAVOSH Professional Safety Personnel in COMLANTFLT at $6.2M. 

Safety Alignment: Fragmentation of safety and occupational health on the CNO staff is diluting efforts to prevent fatalities, reduce mishaps, injuries, and illnesses and manage associated costs and risks. Proper alignment would improve organizational risk management. In order to provide an effective safety program within DoN with fewer and fewer resources, Navy needed to evaluate current processes, structure and relationships; address concerns in a National Safety Council report to SECDEF (Dec 2001); and review specific issues currently addressed by separate efforts. A task force was formed in June 2002 
to discuss approach, review current policies/ practices, review private sector/Federal agency approaches, make assignments, and research field level approaches. OPNAV N454 participated in the Task Force as an Advisor and SME on Occupational Safety and Health. OPNAV N454 chaired the Taskforce Subgroup for Database Needs. Eight areas were reviewed including: Private Sector Perspective; Approach to Improve Top Level Involvement; Approach to Increase Funding Levels for Safety; Federal Agency Perspective; Leading and Lagging Safety Metrics; Countermeasures for Reducing Private Motor Vehicle Mishaps; Database Needs; and Approach to Improving Safety in Acquisition. 


Next Step:

· Report recommendations covering most areas (except structure and funding) were agreed to by members on 15 October 2002. The section on structure and funding will be published separately and final results reported to SECNAV, CNO and CMC.
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Workers’ Compensation: There are problems with workers’ compensation claims, resulting in employees not being returned to work when able, not receiving adequate guidance from Navy, and excessive number of employees 
on the long term rolls. Cost of workers’ compensation for DoN is over $246M for chargeback year (CBY 2001), the highest in the Federal government. Coordination of work​ers’ compensation between human resources, safety, occupational health, and line management, as well as Navy regionalization, downsizing, and outsourcing add to the challenge. In FY 2001, OPNAV N4 commissioned a CNA workers’ compensation study that recommended region​alizing human resource case management similar to Southwest Region (the only Navy region running case management on a regional basis). In the SW Region, there 
are about 6 people working as “resource sponsors” claims management. OPNAV N4 briefed the Regional Commanders in June 2001 and OPNAV N45 and N46 are following up from this brief. 
Next Steps:

· CNO’s staff is participating in the DoD Worker’s Compensation Best Practices group to identify initiatives for a coordinated tri-service opportunity. Lessons learned from successful programs for fraud investigation and return to work programs are being promulgated and supported. 
· Regionalizing workers’ compensation will require an investment of 30 people and about $3M per year, but will save $300M over 10 years (according to CNA). More importantly, workers will get the support they deserve.
· OPNAV N4’s success with the Southwest Region should be replicated Navy-wide.
Total/Lost Work Time Case Rates – Civilian lost workday rates due to occupational illnesses and injuries have not decreased over the last two years and remain slightly higher than all DoD. Lost day rates have only been tracked since July 2000, but shows predictable dips each December. The Naval Safety Center’s new web-enabled data collection system will now also collect military lost time, which was never previously tracked. 

Next Step:

· The Naval Audit Service will be reviewing lost time in the Navy in support of the SECNAV goal of reducing lost time from 40.7 to 50% of the best defense agency rate in FY 2001, which was 24.2 lost work days per 100 civilians. The ultimate goal is 12.1 lost workdays per 100 workers. All efforts to reduce mishaps by 50% will directly contribute to this goal.
· CNO’s staff is participating in the SECNAV DASN(S) Lost Time Working Group, developing and taking on action items. 
The SIPB has approved Safety macro metrics for Occupational Safety and Health (OSH), Traffic, and Recreational and Off-Duty. The Safety IPT’s efforts dramatically slowed in 2002 as half of OPNAV N46’s IPTs were put into a “hold” status due to budget constraints. 

The Safety IPT plans to renew its work in FY 2003. Specific tasking will be to develop a consolidated list of performance metrics and appropriate weighting factors. Additionally, formal Service Level descriptors will be developed and approved. The IPT expects to also address further work on establishing the boundary between BOS and mission safety.

Great strides have been made at making our Navy’s Safety program more efficient and effective. As discussed above, we anticipate the Safety IPT to establish performance metric and standardized Service Levels in 2003. Progress is also anticipated in improving “alignment” of Safety in the Navy’s organizational structure. Reducing our Total/Lost Work Time Case Rates will also be a high priority.
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Command and Staff

The Command and Staff Installation Core Business Area provides direction, support, and services primarily to the installation staff, and are not managed as part of another major business area. Command and Staff functions and sub-functions are General and Administrative activities carried out on behalf of the command. Specific functions within Command & Staff are listed below.

	Command and Staff

	· Command

· Resource Management

· Information Technology Services

· MILPERS Services


While these functional areas have not typically received significant detailed review in the PPBS process, they do contribute a major portion of the total SIM IMAP obligations. In FY 2002, the total IMAP direct BOS obligations in the Command & Staff Core Business Area were 20% ($630.2M) of the entire SIM IMAP ($3.2B). The only functional area included as a Blue IPT during FY 2002 was IT Services ($200M). The other functional areas are either covered by Gold IPTs or are currently not included in any IPT.
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During the development of POM-02, OPNAV N46 set the funding for the functional areas within the Command & Staff Core Business Area at a C-3 readiness rating. For what was then entitled “Command Support,” the funding level submitted was actually 85% of the requirement from the IMCs.

[image: image24.emf]Command & Staff for FY 2002

as % of Total IMAP Obligations

(IMAP Direct BOS)

Command 

& Staff

20%

Rest of 

IMAP 

80%


The IT Services function was the only functional area within the Command & Staff Core Business Area with a performance data call in FY 2002. The difficulty in evaluating the results of the Navy’s investment for nearly 20% of the total IMAP direct BOS obligations comes directly from having approved standards and service levels for only 31.7% of the Command & Staff Core Business Area (in IT Services). 
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Command

The Command Function includes sub-func​tions and activities that support the installation staff or the Commanding Officer. The Command sub-functions are:

	Command 

	· Command/Admin

· Religious Programs

· G&A (General & Administrative)

· Legal

· Public Affairs


This is a significant function in terms of FY 2002 obligations ($212.5M), but it lacked requisite oversight and visibility through the PPBS cycle and received little attention as a function within Command & Staff in the overall execution by the IMCs. In terms of execution, many of these sub-functions within the Command function are non-discretionary bills that must be paid and do not fit into any other functional category. In the future, SIM must provide better oversight of these areas both in the programming and in the execution phases.

Command/Admin: All activities providing direct support to the Office of the Commanding Officer. It also includes activities in support of the Executive Officer and the cen​tral command administration office. Specific activities included are Command Master Chief, DAPA, Command Managed Equal Opportunity (CMEO), Total Quality Leadership (TQL), Career Counseling, 1st LT/
Self-Help, and Command Evaluation.

Religious Programs: Includes all of the activities that provide religious support to military personnel, dependents and retirees. It includes religious services, counseling, and other activities conducted by the installation Chaplain and staff.

G & A: Consists of general and administrative activities of the command not reasonably chargeable to other sub-functions at this time. Significantly, it includes civilian leave and fringe acceleration adjustments and undistributed fringe and leave payments (5%); severance and compensatory time payments (20%); civilian awards and training (27%); admin travel (14%); contract over-site (3%); and miscellaneous tolls, equipment rentals, minor property purchases, equipment maintenance/
repair (31%) not reported in other IMAP business areas. Recommend review of this business area to better define costs.

Legal: The activities involved in the operation of the installation’s legal office in support of the command and the installation staff.

Public Affairs: Includes activities involved 
in the operation of the installation’s Public Affairs office.

Both the Command & Administration (C&A) and Religious Programs sub-functions have active IPTs. The other three sub-functions are not currently covered in the work of any IPT. By virtue of being designated a Gold Track IPT, the C &A IPT put its processes on hold during FY 2002. Initially chartered in early 2001, the IPT had some success in creating process flow charts to aid in determining the types of metrics that could be measured by the C&A sub-functions. A macro-metric was developed, but could not be measured in time to support the POM-04 process. Religious Programs is also a Gold Track IPT. This IPT is not developing Cost-based Macro Metrics, but rather approaching from the standpoint of impact on QOL/QOS and/or readiness.
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These five sub-functions had limited visibility in the OPNAV N46 BAM submission for POM-02. They were included as sub-functions within the Command sub-function under Command & Staff. The only change for IMAP 2003 is the migration of the TPU Admin sub-function out of Command and into MILPERS Services. In the POM-02 submission, all five of these sub-functions were part of SII OB as the requirements went forward. The next appearance of each of these sub-functions came in the FY 2002 obligations. All of these sub-functions were funded at the C-3 readiness rating in the OPNAV N46 BAM submission. 


Command/Admin: The OPNAV N46 BAM submission for POM-02 included requirements for FY 2002 for Command/Admin at $60.2M. The total IMAP direct BOS obligations reported for Command/Admin in FY 2002 were $142.7M. 

Religious Programs: The OPNAV N46 BAM submission for POM-02 included requirements for FY 2002 for Religious Programs at $5.4M. The total IMAP direct BOS obligations reported for Religious Programs in FY 2002 were $7M. This is 30% greater than the stated requirement.

G & A: The OPNAV N46 BAM submis-
sion for POM-02 included requirements for FY 2002 for G & A at $90.3M. The total IMAP direct BOS obligations reported for 
G & A in FY 2002 were $44.7M. For this 
sub-function, the obligations are reported at 53% of the stated requirement.

Legal: The OPNAV N46 BAM submission for POM-02 included requirements for FY 2002 for Legal at $6.1M. The total IMAP direct BOS obligations reported for Legal in FY 2002 were $6.5M. 

Public Affairs: The OPNAV N46 BAM submission for POM-02 included requirements for FY 2002 for Public Affairs at $10.2M. The total IMAP direct BOS obligations reported for Religious Programs in FY 2002 were $11.5M.
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Resource Management

Resource Management is a function that provides financial and human resource management services for the installation staff. Sub-functions are:

	Resource Management

	· Business Management Operations

· Manpower Management

· Financial Management

· HRO

· FECA


The overall BAM requirement submitted by OPNAV N46 during POM-02 was $198.8M for Resource Management. The funding level for Resource Management was set at a C-3 readiness rating. As displayed in IMAP, the total direct BOS obligations for Resource Management in FY 2002 were $161.1M, which includes $12.5M for Intra-Station Moves. Resource Management was included in OB as the requirements went forward in the PPBS process.

In November, 2001, the IPT met to review all IPT-proposed changes to the IMAP cost account codes and the CBM. At that time the IPT carefully reviewed and modified the resource management sub-functions and cost account codes as well. In May 2002, the IPT charter was revised to reflect the team’s tasking more accurately. 

During the IMAP 2002 meeting, which was held January 2002, both the CBM and the corresponding CACs were reviewed and modified by the Navy’s resource management community. The definitions of many CACs were refined with the goal of ensuring more accurate collection of cost data. DFAS made the appropriate changes to STARS/FL in time for the new IMAP model to be deployed for use in FY 2003.

Three resource management-related initiatives are being considered as part of the Navy’s overall efforts to identify savings to recapitalize the fleet: 

· Strategic source HRO services;
· Eliminate Shore Manpower Requirements Determination (SMRD) studies Navy-wide for IM functions, utilize OPNAV N46 IPT Metrics for Service Level requirements/
staffing standards, and utilize RMKS to track CIVPERS numbers by claimant OPNAV N46 staff; and
· Strategic source (contractor or in-house MEO) non-inherently governmental RM functions.
The RM IPT will transition to a Blue Track IPT in FY 2003. Their tasking (shown below) will provide a good foundation for POM-06.
· Develop a resource management knowledge system information technology (IT) tool for use by all claimants/regions/instal​lations, and develop an implementation plan once the prototype is finalized and tested.

· Ensure other IPT proposed actions and/or changes are consistent with the IMAP, and as a subset, the CBM and its functional divisions.

· Review IMAP change proposals provided by the claimants and IPTs and provide recommendations to the IMWG.

· Fully support resource management infor​mation needs of other IPTs. Validate the macro metrics for other IPTs.

· Develop Service Levels for the CBM sub-functions of Manpower Management, Financial Management, and Business Management Operations.

· Participate in the process of adopting an Activity Based Cost Management (ABCM) tool for the SIM community.

Define macro level regional organizational relationships for and between the offices of the comptroller, business manager and program manager. Recommend the most effective model.
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Information Technology (IT) Services 

IT Services is a function that includes sub-functions and activities that provide installation-wide information services. There are four sub-functions that comprise the overall BOS IT effort:

	IT Services

	· IT Support & Management/Non-NMCI

· NMCI

· Base Communications

· A/V Services


A significant event in the IT business area in FY 2002 was the long-awaited commencement of implementing the Navy-Marine Corps Intranet (NMCI) at various installations and regions. NMCI is the enterprise-wide initiative that provides the network for BOS applications. In addition, it provides a common hardware/software suite for the desktop and seat man​agement for the nearly 400,000 Navy and Marine Corps users. Another important event was recognition that the Navy needed to join with other DoD and Federal agencies to ensure compliance with the mandate by the National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) that all Federal Radio Frequency (RF) systems shift from wideband operations to narrowband by 2008. Ninety-seven percent of current SIM Land Mobile Radio (LMR) assets are not compliant.

The overall BAM requirement submitted by OPNAV N46 during POM-02 was $147.5M for IT Services. The funding level for IT Services was set at a C-3 readiness rating. As displayed in IMAP, the total direct BOS obliga​tions for IT Services in FY 2002 were $200M, with $54.4M of that total under the Base Communications (BC) sub-functional area. 

The IT Services function was included in OB and in BC as the requirements went forward in the PPBS process. The reported overall service level for IT Services in FY 2002 at Service Level 3 corresponds directly with the level of funding provided by the Navy.

The IPT had success in developing performance metrics for the two redefined elements (BOS Applications and Life Cycle Support) supported by four sub metrics (Availability, Problem Resolution Time, Hardware Refresh Rate, and Software Refresh Rate). Service Level definitions were also developed, commensurate with NMCI standards. A performance data call was conducted in May 2002 with a cross section of installations responding. The results of the data call indicated that overall, the BOS IT function was operating at a mid Service Level 3. At Service Level 3, IT Program Managers met 98.0 to 99.79% of critical requirements and 80 to 89% of non-critical requirements, using NMCI criteria. Depending on location, Legacy Applications could be down for anywhere up to 2.1 days to 7.3 days. The SIPB approved the Standards and Service Levels in August 2002.

The SIPB tasked the IT IPT to establish a sub-working group to comply with the Association of Public-Safety Communications Officials’ (APCO) Project 25, and develop an enterprise wide architecture and funding strategy for LMR. This has become an important issue, and planning is underway without the benefit of a Homeland Defense, NORTHCOM, USMC, DOA, USCG, and USAF.

Because the NMCI contract does not provide funding at the proper level to support legacy systems currently in use, there is a requirement for both IT support and NMCI. 

The IT function continues to be a dynamic business area with linkages to all aspects of SIM. A near term goal is to make IT support as efficient and cost effective as possible. To that end, the IPT will focus on creating bench​marks, best practices, and achievable standards of performance during its FY 2003 work.
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MILPERS Services

MILPERS Services provides base-wide military personnel support activities provided by the installation. MILPERS Services has the following six Sub-functions: 

	MILPERS Services

	· Pay and Personnel Support

· Restricted Barracks Admin

· Brigs

· TPU Admin

· Reserve Coordination/Mobilization

· MILPERS Training Support


Currently, no IPTs address the requirements of these six sub-functions under MILPERS Services.

Pay and Personnel Support: A sub-function that consists of all activities that support pay and personnel services for eligible personnel in the local area. It includes the operation of existing Personnel Support Detachments (PSDs) when assigned to the installation. It also includes activities involved in the operation of base-wide alcohol abuse education programs and other such services provided to military members.

Restricted Barracks Admin: This consists of activities that use installation BOS funds to provide Restricted Barracks services for the local area.

Brigs: Consists of activities that use installation BOS funds to operate a Brig. 
TPU Admin: Includes all BOS resources provided by a host command in support of a tenant-operated Transient Personnel Unit.
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Reserve Coordination/Mobilization: A sub-function that consists of installation provided BOS funded activities in support of mobilization and Reserve Coordination activities.

MILPERS Training Support: A sub-function that consists of installation provided BOS-funded activities in support of training military personnel.

These sub-functions had limited visibility in the OPNAV N46 BAM submission for POM‑02. They were included as sub-functions within several Core Business Areas. In the POM-02 submission, all six of these sub-functions were part of SII OB as the requirements went forward. The next appearance of each of these sub-functions came in the FY 2002 obligations. All of these sub-functions were funded at the C-3 readiness rating in the OPNAV N46 BAM submission. 

Pay and Personnel Support: In the OPNAV N46 BAM submission for POM-02, this sub-function was included as a part of MILPERS Services under Community Support and as a portion of SII OB in POM-02. That requirement for FY 2002 came to a total of $1.5M. As recorded in IMAP for FY 2002, the total obligations for Pay and Personnel Support were $42.8M. Of note, these total obligations have risen from $35.3M in FY 2000 to $38.3M in FY 2001. Clearly there is a major disconnect in this functional area with respect to the difference between the requirement reported and 
the execution reported. For FY 2002, the primary difference is in the reporting for COMLANTFLT Personnel Support Activities (PSA) and PSDs, a total of some $37.8M. This area requires additional attention and study.

Restricted Barracks Administration: This sub-function was also included under MILPERS Services in the OPNAV N46 BAM submission for FY 2002. The FY 2002 requirement for Restricted Barracks Administration in the BAM submission was $18K. The recorded IMAP obligations for FY 2002 are $18.4K.

Brigs: In the BAM submission for POM-02, the Brigs sub-function was addressed under Force Protection as a part of Public Safety. The FY 2002 requirement submitted was $1.2M. In contrast, the IMAP obligations for Brigs for FY 2002 are a much larger $2.6M. This two-fold increase in obligations comes largely from increased Brig operations in support of Operation Enduring Freedom.

TPU Administration: The TPU Administration requirements in the BAM submission for FY 2002 were included under Command & Staff in the Command function. That FY 2002 requirement was set at $1M. The IMAP obli​gations for FY 2002 are $917K.

Reserve Coordination/Mobilization: The re​quire​ments for this sub-function in the BAM submission for FY 2002 were included under Other Mission Support. That FY 2002 require​ment was set at $160K. The IMAP obligations for FY 2002 are much larger at $5.4M. This is a significant increase and resulting from support of Operation Enduring Freedom. 

MILPERS Training Support: The MILPERS Training Support requirements in the BAM submission for FY 2002 were included under Other Mission Support. That FY 2002 require​ment was set at $2.7M. The IMAP obligations for FY 2002 are $4.8M. This is a significant increase in obligations versus requirements, with no clear explanation of the cause for the increase.
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Product of the Plan


Base Support Summary


Facility Support:


Utilities funded at C-2 readiness rating and performed at a very high SL 2, after migration of $56M.


Remaining functions funded at C-3 and performed at SL 3, after migration of additional $130.2M.


$56M migration to fund Utilities in FY 2002.


Completed 4-year conversion plan to GSA leases for vehicles. 


Environmental:


Fully executed program funded to meet all legal requirements.


Public Safety:


All functions funded at C-3 


Additional funding for Force Protection.


Only measured performance in Federal Fire at SL 3.


Command & Staff:


All functions funded at C-3.


Only measured performance in IT Services at SL 3.


Commenced NMCI implementation.


FY 2002 obligations exceeded programmed funding in 3 of 4 functional areas.











FY 2002





Reported Obligations


$452.2M





FY 2002





POM-02 C2 Funding Level


$396.2M





FY 2002





Full Mission Requirement from IMCs


$440.2M





FY 2002





Special Interest �Item for “OB”





Utilities Funding





Utilities:


Funded at C-2 readiness rating and performed at a high SL 2.


Utilities depended again on a migration of funding to pay the bills in FY 2002 – at least $56M.


Met mission requirements for Utilities.


Important progress made on Utilities Privatization studies.


Reduced energy consumption per square foot by 27% over FY 1985 baseline.











FY 2002





Reported Obligations


$179.2M





FY 2002





POM-02 C3 Funding Level


$93.9M





FY 2002





Full Mission Requirement from IMCs


$108M





FY 2002





Special Interest �Item for “OB”





Facility Services Funding





Facility Services:


Funded at C-3 readiness rating and performed at SL 3, after migration of $85.3M.


Refuse Collection and Recycling at SL 1.


Grounds Maintenance at SL 3.


Janitorial met minimal requirements and required MILPERS & CIVPERS effort required for ‘must’ cleaning of workspaces.











FY 2002





Reported Obligations


$226.2M 





FY 2002





POM-02 C3 Funding Level


$196.7M 





FY 2002





Full Mission Requirement from IMCs


$226.2M 





FY 2002





Special Interest �Item for “OB”





Facility Management Funding





Facility Management:


Funded at C-3 readiness rating.


Performed at SL 3, after migration of $29.5M.


Good progress in RSIP program.











FY 2002





Reported Obligations


$109.3M





FY 2002





POM-02 C3 Funding Level


$94M 





FY 2002





Full Mission Requirement from IMCs


$108M 





FY 2002





Special Interest �Item for “OB”





BSV&E Funding





BSV&E (Transportation):


Funded at C-3 readiness rating and performed at SL 3.


$15.3M migrated into this function to pay transportation bills.


Strong Blue IPT for BSV&E.


Completed 4-year conversion plan to GSA leases with an expected cost avoidance of over $20 million. 


FY 2004 Total Navy Inventory Objective is 22,922 vehicles.





Environmental:


Fully executed program funded to meet all legal requirements.


Environmental Restoration funded to meet program completion date of 2014.
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End-strength


FY 03 = 10783


FY 04 = 10783


FY 05 = 10783


FY 06 = 10783





Force Protection:


Funded at C-3 readiness rating.


Additional funding provided through DERF 02.


Performance not measured.


AT/FP alignment under CFFC.


Significant program expansion.











FY 2002





IMAP Obligations


$201.4M





FY 2002





OPNAV N46 BAM Requirement


$220.4M





FY 2002





Full Mission Requirement from IMCs


$253.9M





FY 2002





Special Interest �Item for “OB”





Federal Fire Funding





Federal Fire:


Funded at a C-3 readiness rating and performed at a high SL 3.


Basic response provided.


Reductions in Fire Protection and building inspections.


Staffing shortages a concern and create increased overtime expenses.


Strong Blue IPT.











FY 2002





IMAP Obligations


$6.4M





FY 2002





OPNAV N46 BAM Requirement


$7.4M





FY 2002





Full Mission Requirement from IMCs


$8.6M





FY 2002





Special Interest �Item for “OB”





Disaster Preparedness Funding





Disaster Preparedness:


Funded at C-3 readiness rating in POM-02.


No IPT for this function.


Obligations were 86 percent of programmed funding.











FY 2002





IMAP Obligations


$24.9M





FY 2002





OPNAV N46 BAM Requirement


$29.2M





FY 2002





Full Mission Requirement from IMCs


$34.4M





FY 2002





Special Interest �Item for “OB”





Safety Funding





Safety:


Funded at C-3 readiness rating.


FY 2002 obligations were 85 percent of the programmed funding.


Performance not measured.


Gold IPT in FY 2002.











FY 2002





IMAP Obligations





$212.5M





FY 2002





OPNAV N46 BAM Requirement


$172.2M





FY 2002





Full Mission Requirement from IMCs


$202.6M





FY 2002





Special Interest �Item for “OB”





Command Funding





Command: 


Funded at C-3 readiness rating and perfor�mance not measured. 


Obligations for FY 2002 exceeded pro�grammed funding and are not well aligned by sub-function.


Two Gold IPTs address only Command Admin and Religious Programs.


Greater visibility/attention required here.











FY 2002





IMAP Obligations





$161.1M





FY 2002





OPNAV N46 BAM Requirement


$198.8M





FY 2002





Full Mission Requirement from IMCs


$233.9M





FY 2002





Special Interest �Item for “OB”





Resource Management





Resource Management: 


Funded at C-3 readiness rating and perfor�mance not measured. 


Met mission requirements.


A Gold IPT that is very active with signifi�cant initiatives in progress. 


Successfully developed IMAP 2003 Core Business Model.





IT Services: 


Funded at C-3 readiness rating and performed at SL 3. 


Met mission requirements.


Active Blue IPT. 


Commenced NMCI implementation.


Obligations exceeded programmed funding due to NMCI.



























































MILPERS Services Funding





MILPERS Services: 


Funded at C-3 readiness rating and perfor�mance not measured. 


Met mission requirements in period of greatly increased demand.


Obligations for FY 2002 significantly exceeded programmed funding for:


Pay and Personnel Support.


Brigs.


Reserve Coordination & Mobilization.


MIPLPERS Training Support.


Greater visibility/attention required here.
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