SIM Stockholders’ Report FY 2002


Chapter 1 – Introduction

The Challenge 

As the Navy moves forward to meet the challenges of the 21st century, it is important to consider not only budget trends since the end of the Cold War, but also fleet readiness, recapitalization, and modernization requirements. It is in this context, therefore, that significant restructuring of both fleet and shore activities has been undertaken and will continue. This, however, must be done without adverse impact on the ability of our Navy forces to execute the mission. Now, more than ever, it is imperative that we achieve the proper balance between force structure and the supporting infrastructure, and that we operate the force establishment as efficiently and effectively as possible, thereby leveraging our limited fiscal resources for recapitalization and modernization. This will continue to be an exceedingly difficult challenge given the complexities of today’s world climate and the increased attention on force protection and security.
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Purpose – The Product of the Plan

This report represents the first comprehensive examination and capability-based assessment of the state of Shore Installation Management (SIM) in the Navy. In short, it is intended to provide the important feedback loop, and answer the question: so how did we do in SIM in 2002? It will identify:

· The historic levels and trends in SIM funding

· The levels of service provided in each business area across the full shore infrastructure spectrum at FY 2002, funding levels: i.e., what did we get for the dollars invested?

· The potential impact of funding at either higher or reduced levels

· Lessons learned 

· Planning factors to achieve still greater efficiencies

Background

Naval installations are major components of the shore establishment and are complex enterprises. Some are comparable to cities, with airports and harbors; others incorporate shipyards and aviation depots. Most provide family housing, hospitals and/or medical clinics, child care, and commissary facilities. Typically, an installation commander and his or her staff are responsible for a myriad of specific activities that often include even additional specialized support to numerous tenant organizations. 
Large enterprises in the private sector rely on management techniques and business practices that are based largely on the latest advances in information technology, systems and industrial engineering, operations research, organizational design, knowledge management, accounting, production scheduling and economics, management of human resources, and environmental management. Similarly, we must continue to invest in the use of these techniques and others, not only to capture efficiencies and dramatically reduce overall operating costs, but also to prioritize the investment in the areas that optimize readiness and support to the operational forces. 
Moreover, savings achieved in improved operation and management of the infrastructure can be reinvested in warfighting capability. The Navy Strategic Planning Guidance (NSPG), used for the development of the budget for FY 2002, summarizes the issue succinctly in stating requirements:
 “Shore facilities and services – necessary to support operational units. It includes the capability to provide waterfront and air operations; community support, including housing, medical, morale/welfare/recre​a​tion (MWR), and child care services; readiness support, including shipyards and Naval Aviation Depots (NADEPs); ranges; and shore force protection. As the Navy sails into the 21st century, our challenge will be to find ways to support our infrastructure using a smaller percentage of Navy resources while maintaining acceptable quality of profession, quality of life, and operational standards.” 
Given the face of today’s austere fiscal climate and imperatives for maintaining forward-deployed and ready forces, the SIM community clearly has a challenging task ahead.
Mission and Vision

Navy Shore Installations exist for only one reason: to support our Navy ships, aircraft and sailors. SIM involves among other things the coordination of policy, planning, budgeting, execution and reporting of all shore installation activities. It is imperative that Navy maintains and operates our shore installations efficiently and effectively in order to provide optimal operational support to the warfighter, and meet requirements for both the current and planned future Navy force structure. In so doing, the Navy also must maintain critical facilities and make non-facility improvements incorporating technological advances wherever possible.
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Navy’s Shore Installation Programming Board (SIPB) approved SIM Strategic Plan describes the overall Mission and Vision as follows:

Mission: “Provide consistent effective and efficient services and support to sustain and improve Fleet Readiness.”
Vision: “Our Navy ashore team – the bedrock of Naval Operations worldwide – exceeds expectations Everyday – Everyway.”
SIM Priorities 

Key SIM actions and initiatives undertaken in 2002, have been in full consonance with the CNO’s articulated Top Five Priorities for the Navy. In the area of Manpower, efforts continue to ensure that our installations and activities are manned properly with the right mix of quality people – military (active and reserve), civilian and contractor support. In-house reviews, efficiency studies, functionality assessments (FAs), and various strategic sourcing initiatives (e.g. A76) have been conducted to ensure we are operating as most efficient organizations (MEO). Other ongoing initiatives are examining the SIM billet structure to identify key training and experience requirements for specific billets. This effort has included career progression considerations, qualifications and educational prerequisites. For senior leadership positions, command opportunity, qualifications and experience considerations are being examined under several proposed concept plans. Across all SIM core business areas, a major focus has been on providing improved quality of life ashore facilities for Sailors and their families. Substantial progress toward meeting DoD goals for Family Housing and Bachelor Housing has been made. In addition, on-going programs address improving the Quality of Service environment. There is clear recognition of the important and direct linkage of both quality of life and quality of service not only on personnel retention, but on propensity for recruitment as well. 
SIM directly supports Current Readiness by providing the most effective and affordable shore support possible. This report is an important step in articulating that support. The SIM Integrated Process Teams (IPTs) have been significant in the development and identification of the true requirements for SIM functions, while leveraging best business prac​tices from industry. SIM likewise has been engaged fully in the homeland aspects of com​bating [image: image1.jpg]


terrorism, while simultaneously improving the security posture at our shore installations worldwide. In terms of Future Readiness, ongoing efforts will help to size and shape our shore infrastructure further to bal​ance with anticipated changes in force structure. The “Vision 2025” plan addresses the full panoply of potential issues and considerations in this regard. Future BRAC actions, pro-active legis​lative initiatives, new-design training ranges, plans to ameliorate encroachment, and environmental stewardship are but a few examples. 
In addressing organizational Alignment ashore, a number of SIM actions continue. Within OPNAV, staff alignments have been made which align the key staff functionally and more closely to the organizational alignments of the Fleets. Recent actions have been undertaken to consider further reductions in the number of installation claimants (currently eight) with BOS funding responsibility. Several options for reductions are under consideration and include potential Regional realignments.
Aligned to Support the 
Warfighter

Perhaps the first question that many will ask upon seeing this report is “Why does the Navy need a Stockholders’ Report?” There are several answers:
· To better understand what the Navy received for the money it invested.

· To evaluate if the Navy attained the capability (Service Levels) expected from the investment.

· To provide feedback on the credibility of the requirements development process.

· To examine the impact of lessons learned on future budget cycles.
In the corporate world, Stockholders’ Reports are used to measure performance, and to show investors that their money is invested and managed wisely. This SIM Stockholders’ Report has a similar objective.
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SIM is definitely big business. In FY 2002, the Navy allocated close to $8.5B dollars to support the various ashore installations and facilities shown below. While this number is relatively small when compared to the $85B total Navy budget in this current fiscally challenging environment, it represents an amount in which potential savings through efficiencies could be significant. Additional questions abound: Can we eliminate some duplicative or excess infrastructure? How can we do things more efficiently? What are our requirements? What are our priorities? How do we plan to get there? How can we maintain and/or improve the levels of service?

As shown in the accompanying pie chart, the majority of the overall SIM funding in FY 2002 was executed by the Installation Major Claimants (IMCs) as non-discretionary in terms of obligations. The greatest portions of these non-discretionary obligations are either must pay bills, such as utilities or con​tracts, or 


other appropriations for functional areas like military personnel and military construction. The IMCs executed the remaining 30% of FY 2002 SIM funding as discretionary. While this may seem a relatively high percentage of SIM funding, IMC discretionary funding deci​sions were also limited. Each claimant was required to meet the minimum requirements spread across a wide variety of functions, with each requiring some portion of that funding. Worth mentioning is the fact that 35% of the Federal Budget in FY2002 was discretionary, very close to the SIM percentage shown below.
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Prior to 1997, Navy claimants were responsible for providing Base Operating Support (BOS) to their supported activities, and for managing Operations and Maintenance, Navy (O&M,N), Operations and Maintenance, Naval Reserve (O&M,NR), and Other Procurement, Navy (OPN) funds received as part of the annual appropriations process. While this arrangement gave claimants control over their respective BOS programs, it was inherently duplicative, and as a result often inefficient. This arrangement also resulted in considerable variation in the level of service within a given business function because of differences in priorities, resources, and requirements among major claimants.

Faced with the need to reduce Navy infrastructure costs, the CNO in 1997 directed the streamlining of SIM, centered on two fundamental changes. First, the eighteen IMCs were consolidated into eight. Benefits of this initiative include the overall reduction in shore infrastructure costs, greater intra- and inter-regional parity in the level of service provided, and an overall improvement in the quality of service. The second change was the process of consolidating the delivery of BOS functions within Navy Concentration Areas (NCA) and outlying regional areas under a single command.

Migration of Funds

While these two actions marked significant progress, the ability to identify exactly where and how allocated funds were spent remained unclear. This is because a major portion of SIM business, referred to as OBOS (Other Base Operating Support), has grouped together for many years a large amount of money ($2.4B in FY 2002) to support a wide variety of functions. The figure on the next page demonstrates the scope of the problem. There are presently 20 different functional areas that comprise OBOS. Budget reductions in this area occur because there has not been an adequate (or accurate) means of expressing the impact of these cuts. Historically, one result has been the migration of funds from one functional area to another to cover bills that must be paid – moving ships, utilities, fire fighting, contracts, and airfield operations – and to address emerging or under funded requirements. When must-pay functional areas are under-funded to start with, the problem becomes even more pronounced. 
Another form of migration that can occur, and frequently has (e.g., Sustainment, Restoration, and Modernization – SRM), is when funds are “borrowed” from one functional area early in a fiscal year to fund another bill. These are [image: image8.wmf]IMAP 2003 INSTALLATION CORE BUSINESS MODEL

July 1, 2002

Command

& Staff

Command

Resource

Mgmt.

Info. Tech.

Services

MILPERS

Services

Facility

Support

Utilities

Facility 

Mgmt

SRM

Facility

Services

Base Supp. 

Vehicle 

& Equip

Airfield 

Operations

Aviation 

Support

Air 

Operations

Port 

Services

Other 

Port Ops

Port 

Ops

Bachelor

Quarters

Ops

Family 

Housing

Housing

Personnel

Support

MWR

Galley

Fleet and 

Family 

Support

Child 

Develop

-

ment

Other

Community

Support

Operations

Support

Supply

Other 

Ops 

Support

Environ

-

mental

Com

-

pliance

Conserva

-

tion

Pollution 

Prevention

Public

Safety

Force

Protection

Federal 

Fire

Safety

Disaster

Prep.

Operating Forces Support

Base Support

Community 

Support

then repaid much later in the same fiscal year, sometimes as late as the last few days of the fiscal year. For example, the phasing of SRM funding in FY 2002 by quarter indicates inefficiencies—in that the phasing of the funds forces a “back-loading” of execution vice executing in accordance with the original plan for SRM projects. Indicative of this “back-loading is the following table of quarterly obligations of RPM data for FY 2002 which approximates SRM for FY 2002:
	SRM Quarterly Obligations

	1st Qtr
	2nd Qtr
	3rd Qtr
	4th Qtr

	$269M
	$252M
	$190M
	$593M

	Source: IMAP FY 2002 Obligations shown for RPM


Over the years, migration of funds in several OBOS functional areas (airfield and port operations, utilities, and ashore force protection) has often occurred. Migration is determined by comparing claimants’ total OBOS expenditures at the conclusion of a fiscal year with their initial budget, as well as examining the actual quarterly phasing of funding compared to planned phasing. Migration of funds does allow the local commander to address emergent requirements.

Integrated Process Teams

To counter this effect, the Navy’s SIM leadership (OPNAV N4, Installation Claimants) agreed on the need to establish Navy-wide standards of services and metrics, and a com​mon strategy for Program Objective Memorandum/Program Review (POM/PR) mechanisms to share ideas. In April 2000, SIM created IPTs for 21 of the functional business areas identified in the Installation Core Business Model (CBM).

The IPTs were launched under the vision of enabling clear business decisions (i.e. decisions based on clear cost visibility), better defining requirements, and defining readiness links, standards, and levels of service. A two-tracked (blue and gold) IPT focusing plan was adopted. This approach for FY 2002 concentrated the limited SIM fiscal and personnel resources on a smaller number of IPTs covering approximately 80% of Installation Management Accounting Project (IMAP) obligations.

Blue track IPTs focused their FY 2002 efforts to develop Navy-wide standards, levels of service, and associated metrics using either an objective matrix or alternative flat spreadsheet methodology. IPT members are a collection of subject-matter experts, both active duty Navy and civilians, drawn from every region and numerous bases across the country.

The focus for gold track IPTs was to refine on-going POM-04 initiatives. Specifically, these IPTs will use Baseline Assessment Memorandum (BAM) lessons learned and feedback to refine the process to produce their macro metrics and BAM data. Rather than setting termination dates, the intention from the outset was to institutionalize the IPT process, thereby allowing them to serve as the Navy’s primary advisory group for their respective functional areas. 
Key IPT goals include:

· Identify true requirements and macro metrics (for building the BAM)

· Establish Navy-wide standards

· Develop key performance metrics (quality and quantity) that enable an assessment of how well we are doing in meeting Navy-wide standards

· Provide links to readiness through Levels of Service and representative “descriptors” for each Service Level (i.e., outcomes)

· Provide representative costing for each Service Level

· Identify and integrate “best business practices”
· Benchmark against other Services, Govern​ment Departments/Agencies, and industry

Eighteen IPTs have produced macro metrics, which were integral to the OPNAV N46 POM-04 BAM development. PR-05 will be influenced heavily by the standards, service levels and other associated granular costing data developed by these IPTs and approved by the SIPB. In essence, the IPTs are methodically building the arguments that can be used in developing present and future BAMs (or Capabilities Plan) – and more importantly, they are establishing credibility based on the ability to set and establish valid requirements in each of these functional areas.

SIM Strategic Plan 

The initial SIM strategic plan, created and ap​proved in 1997, was primarily a Headquarters-



focused document that over-emphasized effi​ciency at the expense of addressing customer and effectiveness issues. There was no process to evaluate progress towards the stated goals, and the plan was not used to coordinate the efforts of the entire SIM team. 
To remedy this situation, OPNAV N46, with support from each of the eight IMCs, initiated a process to revise the plan beginning in February 2001, with an estimated completion date of September 2001. The intent was to create a plan incorporating the coordinated efforts of the entire SIM team, emphasizing customer-related issues, and stressing consistency, efficiency and effectiveness. 

The planning process included key stakeholders from all IMCs, the Master Chief Petty Officer of the Navy’s (MCPON) office, OPNAV N40, N41, N44, N45, N46, N81, NAVSUP, NAVFAC, SECNAV, various Navy Regions, and the NAVY IG. By mid-October 2001, this process produced the new SIM mission and vision statements.

The Balanced Scorecard (BSC) approach was adopted to ensure that the plan was balanced (i.e., not just focused on funding or inputs but also outputs or service levels) and that investments in key areas would produce long-term benefits to the Fleet. See Chapter 7 for a more detailed discussion. The BSC has been in use in industry for almost 10 years as a management system to help clarify vision and strategy, and to translate objectives into action. This is achieved by viewing the organization from four perspectives, and developing metrics, collecting data, and conducting analysis rela​tive to each of the perspectives. 
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The resulting four goals established using the BSC are: 

· Customer: “Provide shore facilities and services that meet or exceed expectations.”
· Investment: “Focus shore investments to maximize Fleet readiness.”
· Process: “Align our processes, structure, and standards, and employ best business practices to provide effective, efficient Navy shore facilities and services.”
· Workforce: “Foster a highly skilled, valued, and aligned team in an environment where they can succeed.”
The product is an updated, coordinated SIM Strategic Plan. The process has created a higher quality product, with greater buy-in among the Navy’s SIM stockholders, than prior efforts. Strategies, Action Items, and Performance Measures have been developed to achieve the four stated goals, with the focus on the highest priority items first (the top action items are addressed in more detail in Chapter 8). The result is a structured, coherent plan listing what we want to achieve, how to achieve it, and how to measure our success. 
This revised plan was approved by the Navy’s SIM board of directors (the SIPB), and forwarded through OPNAV N4 to VCNO on 14 Oct 2001, and the VCNO briefed in December 2001. Answers to questions raised by the VCNO were provided in February and April 2002 through the DNS, primarily addressing dates and the feedback mechanism on actions (this Stockholders Report). Execution of this strategic plan has commenced, and the full text of the approved plan is available electronically via the SIM Clearinghouse web site at www.navy-im-clearinghouse.net.

One question raised during the process has been, “Since the SIM community consists of eight different claimants with a total of sixteen Regions, how do we align the efforts of all these activities within the SIM Strategic Plan?” It was determined that collaboration of the key stakeholders in the development of the Strategic Plan was the first step to this alignment effort. Since some commands have robust Strategic Plans/Business Plans already in place, the second part of this alignment is expected to proceed over a longer time period, as the SIM Strategic Plan is incorporated and assimilated. By 2003 though, there should be very little misalignment on the priorities being pursued throughout the SIM community.
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Standards, Metrics, and Service Levels

Central to the work of the IPTs has been the creation of a methodology to quantify the key aspects of each functional area. The goal was to establish Navy-wide service delivery stan​dards and, equally as important, the associated metrics. The first step in this process involved researching and collecting existing standards and metrics, and comparing the degree of 
applicability to any related DoD/other service standards and metrics for possible use/
adaptation by the Navy. Each standard, metric and performance measure was then assessed to determine areas of commonality, and to identify gaps. IPT members met with regional service providers to ensure the range of BOS services provided was consistent with the standards and metrics, and assessed any gaps. Working with this preliminary data a baseline template was created to ensure complete coverage of external support requirements.
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The IPTs next identified the key processes within each functional area. Performance metrics, both quantitative and qualitative, were determined for each key process area and assigned “prototype” relative weights based on importance and impact. This data was applied to an Objective Matrix and the overall service level determined based on the cumulative scores of each functional/sub-functional area. To validate these figures, Navy-wide data calls (or in several cases, representative [image: image10.wmf]SIM Funding for FY 2002, $8.5B
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data subsets) were conducted. The elements for these data calls were derived from the performance metrics. After analysis of the data call results, it was sometimes necessary to adjust the weights for both the key process areas and the performance metrics in a number of areas. Finally, with the data and formulae validated, the Objective Matrices were populated using Navy-wide data (see Appendix B).

The ten performance levels in the Objective Matrix (ranging from a low of 1 to a high of 10) were divided into four Service Level categories, each broadly described in terms of the resources and expertise required to perform the mission (see chart).

Each IPT, in addition to crafting the Objective Matrix, drafted a written definition for service levels one through three, each describing what could be accomplished at that level. The intent was to clearly define the increasing “level of pain” incurred as the service level declined. 
The approved service level descriptors are available in the chapter-associated appendices at the end of the report.

IMAP 2003 Core Business Model 

Another important development has been the use of the IMAP 2003 Core Business Model (CBM). The CBM was developed to provide more accurate and consistent cost accounting at installations within the Standard Accounting and Reporting System/Field Level (STARS/FL). The IMAP team uses the CBM to define business areas, functions, and sub-functions that provide the basis for Navy-wide areas, functions and sub-functions that are managed by the installations and funded through a consistent approach to installation cost accounting. The model addresses only BOS business areas. These functional area descriptions are used for building accurate requirements for the BAM.
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IMAP provides commanding officers and their line managers with accurate data on the costs incurred to operate bases and stations. Cost information furnished by IMAP is both structured and standardized, allowing installation managers to make meaningful comparisons of past performance and identify areas where resources can be applied in the most efficient manner. IMAP also addresses the increased scrutiny recently directed at base support expenditures. As concerns mount about the cost of supporting the Navy’s infrastructure, IMAP will provide a valuable means to review and align support funding with mission needs.

MPN/RPN

The Military Personnel, Navy (MPN) and the Reserve Personnel, Navy (RPN) appropriations account for a significant portion of the overall SIM funding in FY 2002. The Navy’s SIM community provided sailors with jobs 


and experience for the “shore” side of Sea-Shore rotation for many ratings and for the officer community as well. 
OPN

The Other Procurement, Navy (OPN) account provides for many different aspects of SIM funding. 
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The total OPN authorized in FY 2002 was $154.4M. The OPN growth in FY 2002 was largely for increases for Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection (ATFP) and ATFP-related issues. These items included the following:

	FY 2002 OPN Categories
	Funding

	Physical Security Equipment
	$108.5M

	Small Boats
	$21.8M

	Operating Forces Support Equipment
	$7.75M

	Firefighting Equipment
	$5.25M

	Command Support Equipment
	$1.9M

	Construction & Maintenance Equipment
	$2.21M

	Passenger Carrying Vehicles
	$1.34M

	General Purpose Trucks
	$1.84M

	Armored Sedans
	$0.75M

	Items less than $5M 
	$2.94M

	Initial Spares
	$0.05M


DeCA/PRMRF
OPNAV N46 provides the BOS funding support to the Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) for the entire Navy’s portion of the commissary operations bill.  The commissary benefit has long been rated as the second most important non-pay benefit to the sailors, their dependents, and retirees.  The FY 2002 Navy portion of the bill was $287.9M, amounting to over 26% support for a Department of Defense (DoD) bill totaling over $1B to support commissary operations worldwide.  

DCNO (Fleet Logistics and Readiness) is the senior Navy voting member on the Commissary Operating Board (COB).  This Board of Directors (BoD) provides Service representation, strategic oversight of DeCA, and approves the agency’s annual budgets and capital plans.  

The Pentagon Reservation Maintenance Revolving Fund (PRMRF) finances the activities of Washington Headquarters Services in providing space, maintenance, protection, renovation, and a full range of building services for DoD Components, including the Military Departments and other activities housed within the Pentagon Reservation. It is designed to operate on a break-even basis over the long term. Revenue is generated from various sources, but is primarily dependent upon funds collected via a basic user charge for space and building services. The Navy’s portion in FY 2002 was $40.4M
Report Organization by Chapter and Content

The FY 2002 Stockholders’ Report organization is based on the IMAP 2003 structure described above. The intent was to provide a logical approach for this report, and to lay the baseline for future reports. 
The Chapters: Most of the Chapters follow the major groupings in the IMAP 2003 Model and the nine Core Business Areas in these three major headings:

· Operating Forces Support

· Community Support

· Base Support

There are some deviations. Community Sup​port has been split into two separate chapters – one covering Housing (in order to highlight its importance and detail the major FY 2002 actions) and the other addressing the Personnel Support portion. Chapter 5 covers Facility Investments, which, although not a functional area under IMAP 2003, contains the significant areas of SRM, MILCON, BRAC and demolition. Combined these facility investment categories represent nearly 25% of the total SIM funding for FY 2002 and have therefore been addressed separately from the other Base Support functions covered in Chapter 4. The overall SIM approach to the Balanced Scorecard and the Priority SIM actions for FY 2002 are addressed in Chapters 7 and 8 respectively. The report concludes in Chapter 9 with a review of key lessons learned and a look toward the future.

Appendices: At the end of the report, several Appendices provide additional details to sup​plement the information included in the Chap​ters themselves. Service Level descriptors are included for each functional area where the SIPB has approved them. In addition, there is an appendix that shows the procedures followed by the IPTs in determining Service Levels, Objective Matrices, and Navy-wide standards. Lastly, there is a glossary of terms and a list of acronyms used throughout this report.

Product of the Plan: The sub-title of this re​port is “The Product of the Plan.” This phrase has been used to describe what the Navy has done with its $8.5B in SIM funding in FY 2002. At the end of each chapter over​view is a shaded box, titled “Product of the Plan,” which contains the key highlights of that functional area. Each subordinate section also contains a “Product of the Plan” box, as well.
Perhaps the main component of these key highlights is the comparison of the Service Level achieved for a particular function with the Status of Resources and Training System (SORTS)/C-Level Readiness Rating used in the OPNAV N46 BAM submission for POM‑02. These C-Ratings were used in POM-02 by the IMCs for the development of their overall requirements as follows:

While there is not a direct correlation between the C-Readiness Ratings and the Service Levels, there are close parallels for rough parity. Future Stockholders Reports will incrementally include expected versus actual comparisons of Service Levels vice use of C‑ratings. 

Funding Comparisons: Throughout this re​port, there are references to different portions of the Planning, Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS). The report addressed the changes made during the process from BAM submission to Navy Budget to OSD to President’s Budget to Congressional Appropriation, and finally to obligations. For some appropriations there is good visibility throughout the process MILCON for example. For other functional areas, the visibility is not currently clear as a number of functional areas are rolled into the OB Special Interest Item (SII) code including Air and Port Operations for example. For these less visible functional areas, the report provides a “Cloud Chart” 
to show the requirements and the overall FY 2002 obligations. 
The obligations shown as “IMAP direct BOS obligations” for FY 2002 are all taken from the most recent IMAP funding report available on the SIM Clearinghouse website as of 16 December 2002. These obligations are total BOS obligations, but do not include reimbursable funding, since the BAM requirements are based on direct funding only. Comparisons are made in the report relating to the total IMAP direct BOS obligations for FY 2002 which total $3.2B in OM,N and OMN,R funding. SRM obligations are addressed separately and total $1.1B in FY 2002.

Much has been achieved this past year for our Navy installations. There is, however, considerable work remaining which 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 90% of the requirement, 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.






SORTS/C-Level Readiness Ratings Definitions


C-1: Unit possesses the required resources and is trained to undertake the full wartime mission(s) for which it is organized or designed – meets 95 to 100% of the mission requirement.


C-2: Unit possesses the required resources and is trained to undertake most of the wartime mission(s) for which it is organized or designed – meets 90 to 94% of the mission requirement.


C-3: Unit possesses the required resources and is trained to undertake many, but not all portions of the wartime mission(s) for which it is organized or designed – meets 85 to 89% of the mission requirement.


C-4: Unit requires additional resources and/or training in order to undertake its wartime mission(s), but it may be directed to undertake portions of its wartime mission(s) with resources on hand – meets 84% or less of the mission requirement.








Generic Service Level Definitions


SL 1: Installation possesses the required resources and expertise to execute its full mission (full quantity and quality requirement).


SL 2: Installation possesses the required resources and expertise to execute most of its mission (with degradation in both quantity and quality).


SL 3: Installation possesses the required resources and expertise to execute many, but not all portions of its mission (with degradation in both quantity and quality).


SL 4: Installation requires additional resources and/or training to execute its mission but may be directed to execute portions of its mission with resources on hand.
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