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I.  INTRODUCTION

This Guide, collaboratively developed by the Headquarters Marine Corps Departments of Programs and Resources (P&R), Installations and Logistics (I&L), and Manpower and Reserve Affairs (M&RA), provides an overview of the Marine Corps’ planning and programming process.  The reader will gain a fundamental understanding of the process that begins with planning and cascades down to the funds-flow of resource allocation and the various appropriations that constitute the Marine Corps’ budget.  

Other features of the Guide include a walk-through of the Marine Corps’ Program Objective Memorandum (POM) workflow and how a functional community such as Marine Corps Community Services (MCCS) engages in this process.  Primary focal points include the conduct of Program Assessments used to validate requirements - that in turn support the justification for resources that are clear, concise, and defendable.  While MCCS is used as an example, the Guide emphasizes how the institution of the Marine Corps prioritizes requirements to ultimately formulate a balanced Marine Corps program.  


Points of contact from each of the Departments are:


Captain Don Sanders, Programs and Resources, PPBS, DSN 222-5868, Commercial (703) 692-5818, or email at sandersdr@hqmc.usmc.mil


Major Jim Leighty, Installations and Logistics, ABRM, DSN 225-5768, Commercial (703) 695-5768, or email at leightyje@hqmc.usmc.mil  


Mr. Ray Winkelhausen, Manpower and Reserve Affairs, MCCS, DSN 278-9517, Commercial (703) 784-9517, or email at winkelhausenrp@manpower.usmc.mil    

Copies of the Guide are posted on the internet at:  www.usmc-mccs.org.  Proceed to the Plans, Policy, and Analysis link and click on the POM Training icon.

II.  PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, AND BUDGETING SYSTEM (PPBS) 

PPBS is the process by which program managers within the Department of Defense and military services obtain resources.  PPBS defines the missions that support our National strategy, identifies needs to accomplish the mission, and allocates resources to meet the needs.  PPBS is characterized as a centralized planning and programming development process for the Department of Defense and Military Departments, with decentralized budget development/execution.  Particularly as the Marine Corps practices it, PPBS is a dynamic and competitive process for resources.  PPBS produces a realistic and responsible department-wide plan that extends for up to six years into the future.  It also produces a viable budget in context of that plan.  PPBS, as the name illustrates, has three phases including Planning, Programming, and Budgeting.  [image: image5.wmf]Army
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The chart below provides an illustrative view of the PPBS in action.  Each phase of the PPBS is described below.  While it is important to understand the entire process, the Guide focuses[image: image6.wmf]USMC
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 on the Programming phase of PPBS for this Guide’s purposes. 
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Planning.  Represents the long-term vision for the Defense Department and is based on the President’s National Security Strategy and corresponding National Military Strategy.  It provides Force Planning Guidance and defines requirements at the macro level. The final output of the Planning process is the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG), which sets the ground rules and parameters for building the Program. 


Program Managers must be cognizant of planning guidance that could feasibly influence both program and resource requirements.  Key planning documents in PPBS include the Defense Planning Guidance (Secretary of Defense-level guidance for POM development); POM serials; Office of the Secretary of Defense/Office of Management and Budget (OSD/OMB) Submissions; and the President’s Budget (PresBud) Submission.  Another recent example of planning guidance is the National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD) focused on improving Quality of Life (QoL).  The NSPD tasked the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) to undertake a review of measures for improving the quality of life for military personnel and provide recommendations for their implementation.  The resulting actions were:


· The Secretary of Defense incorporated an extensive review of QoL in the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), resulting in the military Services and OSD embarking on a strategic review of QoL services.  The review’s intent establishes the direction for providing support to service members and their families for the next 20 years.  

· 2001 Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) Studies focused on QoL Support Services Infrastructure and Metrics.

· 2002 DPG places priority on QoL to mitigate force management risk.
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A New Social Compact – “A Reciprocal Partnership Between the Department of Defense Service Members and Families” is a work in-progress with the development of overarching goals and measures in approximately 24 QoL programming areas; (i.e., Underwriting Family Support, Children and Youth Development Services, Fitness, Recreation Opportunities, Financial Literacy, Voluntary Higher Education, New Parent Support and Family Advocacy, etc.).    Several of the review areas fall under the direct purview of DC M&RA and consist of various MCCS program components.  Once the Social Compact-related requirements are endorsed by Service leadership, they could feasibly constitute initiatives for POM consideration.  

The below graphic provides an overarching view of Planning Guidance:
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Programming.  Is an open, competitive process and produces the six-year POM.  Because of fiscal constraints, the overarching goal is to produce a balanced program that meets Marine Corps needs.  This often requires trade-offs and prioritization.  Programming decisions are guided by plans and policy decisions that are linked to budget, and translate concepts and capability objectives into a definitive (balanced) program. 

Budgeting.  Is built from the POM and becomes the appropriations (public law) for resourcing the Marine Corps.  It consists of the first two years of POM with an emphasis on the first year.  The budget flows through DoN, OSD, and ultimately becomes part of the President’s Budget. 

PPBS Manager
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The Marine Corps’ executive agent for all matters pertaining to PPBS is the Deputy Commandant for Programs and Resources (P&R), Headquarters Marine Corps (HQMC).  The chart below depicts P&R’s organizational diagram.     
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 III.  RESOURCE ALLOCATION

The Marine Corps money trail starts at the Department of Defense with a letter from the Secretary of Defense to the Secretaries of the military departments.  This letter contains Fiscal Guidance, and tells each department how much money they should plan to spend in the coming five to six years of the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP).  Significant activity precedes this letter, but this is the basis for the activities associated with “programming”, and the start of the Program Objective Memorandum (POM) and Budget submissions.  It is relatively easy for the Army and Air Force Chiefs of Staff to determine how much money they have to spend.  Each of their departments has only one Service.  Conversely, it is different for Marine Corps because of the requisite division of Department of the Navy (DoN) money that occurs between the Navy and the Marine Corps.  This is accomplished by a mechanism known as the “blue-green split.”  By letter of agreement dating from 1978, and modified as required since, a specified formula produces a division of resources that changes over time, but is roughly 86 percent to the Navy and 14 percent to the Marine Corps.  These dollars become the basis from which the Marine Corps POM and budget are built.


Of the $2.23 trillion in President Bush’s FY 2004 budget submission, $380B funds the Military Services and the Defense Agencies.  At a little better than 30 percent of Department of Defense (DoD) resources, the Department of the Navy (DoN) receives the largest share of the defense pie.  The Air Force is a close second, receiving 30 percent of DoD funds.  The Army receives 25 percent, and the Defense Agencies such as the Ballistic Missile Defense Office, Defense Information Systems Agencies, the National Security Agency, Defense Logistics Agency, and the National Imagery and Mapping Agency, among others, receive 15 percent.  
Ten percent of the Navy budget is spent on the Marine Corps (Blue in Support of Green, or BISOG).  Six
 percent is spent in direct support of the Marine Corps and four percent is spent on indirect support.  The money spent by or on behalf of the Marine Corps, is divided in three parts:
    
· Green Appropriations:  is controlled directly by the Marine Corps (green dollars).  This funding is used to pay Marines, develop and procure equipment, pay for training, buy food, fuel and spare parts, construct military buildings, build and operate family housing, pay civilian salaries, and to support other quality of life requirements such as community services.


· Blue Appropriations:  is the direct support portion of the Navy’s budget that is spent on the Marine Corps.  It pays to procure, operate and maintain Marine Corps aircraft, and also pays for Corpsman and Chaplains.
·  Indirect Support:  
· is the money that the Navy would have to spend even if the Marine Corps did not exist.  It pays to construct, operate, repair and man amphibious shipping, and also funds Naval Surface Fire Support.
FUNDS-FLOW
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The Marine Corps appropriations previously depicted are divided into four appropriation sub-categories.  The percent each sub-category receives of the Total Obligation Authority (TOA) is in bold.  You will note that as a people intensive force, the largest percentage of the budget supports military manpower.

1) Military Manpower (59%)
- Military Personnel Marine Corps (MPMC)
- Reserve Personnel Marine Corps (RPMC)  

2) Investment (15%)
- Procurement Marine Corps (PMC)
- Research Development Test and Evaluation (RDT&EMC)
- Procurement Ammunition Navy and Marine Corps (PANMC)

3) Operation and Maintenance (23%)
- Operation and Maintenance Marine Corps (O&MMC)
- Operation and Maintenance Marine Corps Reserve (O&MMCR)

4) Infrastructure (3%)
- Military Construction Navy and Marine Corps (MCNMC)
- Military Construction Navy Reserve (MCNR)
- Family Housing Marine Corps (FHMC)


Note:  
There are no Reserve-specific investment accounts.  Equipment is purchased for both the active and reserve components from the same money.  Military Construction, Family Housing, Procurement Ammunition Navy and Marine Corps, and Research Development Test and Evaluation are actually shared with the Navy, but by agreement, the Marine Corps manages their portion, and determines the Total Obligation Authority (TOA) requirements, for each one.
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As previously stated, the O&M category is the predominant source of MCCS APF funding.  It is further divided into three primary mission areas:  Bases and Stations, Supporting Establishment, and Operating Forces.  As depicted, 
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MCCS is a critical sub-mission area for two of these three mission areas: Bases and Stations, and Supporting Establishment.
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Marine Corps Programming Codes (MCPCs).  MCPCs are established within the O&M categories.  These codes are the data elements used to capture all funding for a program regardless of appropriation or other data elements for each of the Marine Corps accounts.  POM requirements are submitted by MCPCs and local comptrollers maintain these accounts.  The MCCS Program Sponsor (Personal and Family Readiness Division) budgets for the program and coordinates with the Programs and Resources Division and comptrollers to ensure accurate expenses are captured for such areas as labor, supplies, and equipment.  Understanding where you and your program priorities stand in relationship to the Total Obligation Authority (TOA) of the Marine Corps is essential.  The TOA must cover many priorities and needs.  The following depicts the MCCS MCPC structure: 

· Bases and Stations 
· 690102:  Marine Corps Family Team Building

· 690202:  Semper Fit

· 690302:  Lifelong Learning (less Tuition Assistance)

· 690502:  Personal Services

· 690702:  Children and Youth

· 690802:  Business Operations

· 690902:  General Support

· Supporting Establishment
- 690402:  Lifelong Learning (Tuition Assistance)

Marine Corps Operating Budget Holders (OPBuds)

All POM initiatives/requirements flow from subordinate commands through their respective OPBud Holder for formal consolidation and prioritization prior to submitting to HQMC.  The OPBud Holders are:


· MARFORPAC/LANT/RES

· MCB Quantico

· MCRD Parris Island

· MCRD San Diego

· MAGTFTC

· MCSA

· Henderson Hall

· Eighth and I

· Albany/Barstow

· M&RA

· MCRC


MCCS Resourcing
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FY03 Projections for MCCS/MR Programs -Total (in $000)
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MARFORPAC

24,128

3,874

1,207

5,149

832

2,916

11,856

1,150

2,874

1,376

3,808

9,892

PAC HQ

0

27

0

0

0

0

0

237

0

0

0

0

0

Camp Pendleton

6,732

827

719

1,629

196

755

3,163

383

660

369

0

1,066

1,767

Camp Butler

4,624

806

146

970

127

736

4,060

322

1,030

615

0

1,104

1,962

MAGTFTC 29 Palms

2,828

765

12

814

124

338

1,546

83

236

77

0

196

1,665

MCB Hawaii

4,056

539

136

682

107

338

1,443

28

484

172

0

660

1,864

MCAS Iwakuni

2,663

345

96

363

17

233

808

23

151

77

0

265

621

MCAS Miramar

2,182

236

4

388

174

332

299

70

214

66

0

347

1,289

MCAS Yuma

1,042

330

94

303

87

186

538

3

99

0

0

170

723

MARFORLANT

10,873

2,619

341

3,276

485

1,419

6,185

677

1,676

478

2,279

5,483

LANT HQ

420

71

0

0

0

0

0

231

1

0

0

2

187

Camp Allen

64

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Camp Lejeune

6,308

1,048

59

1,602

173

603

2,283

195

856

249

0

689

1,752

MCAS Cherry Point

1,512

293

176

518

144

295

1,678

169

456

223

0

576

1,420

MCCS So. Carolina

1,466

873

67

743

157

291

1,488

81

252

4

0

755

1,612

MCAS New River

1,103

335

39

413

11

231

736

0

111

2

0

258

513

MARCORMATCOM

613

770

2

207

24

299

1,566

3

195

66

1,376

1,283

MCLB Albany

437

395

1

104

14

154

897

2

116

2

0

731

685

MCLB Barstow

176

375

1

103

10

145

669

1

79

64

0

645

598

MCRD San Diego

1,220

230

78

228

77

152

8

134

255

2

0

429

185

MCB Quantico

1,977

525

2

472

106

286

1,153

71

12

159

0

562

1,523

H&S BN Henderson Hall

997

599

2

110

14

211

219

3

0

119

0

27

674

MCSA Kansas City

242

249

0

68

12

105

121

2

0

1

0

0

71

MARBRKS, 8th and I

112

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

1

0

0

158

MCRC

0

0

0

0

48

0

0

12

0

0

0

0

0

MARFORRES

723

78

0

0

50

45

0

77

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL Field

40,885

8,944

1,632

9,512

1,648

5,433

21,108

2,133

5,012

2,202

0

8,481

19,269

HQMC (I&L)

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

485

0

HQMC (AR)

87

565

0

498

185

207

542

0

82

0

0

957

0

HQMC (MR)

555

7,379

0

1,123

2,409

4,062

914

347

272

0

30,700

957

9,943

TOTAL Marine Corps

41,527

16,888

1,632

11,133

4,242

9,702

22,564

2,480

5,366

2,202

30,700

10,880

29,212
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In the broad sense, MCCS is supported by three different resource buckets, as depicted below:  





    
NAF is predominately generated through MCCS Business Operations via sales and fees.  The use of NAF is restricted to the MWR segment of the MCCS organization.  NAF earned at the installation remains for program requirements except for two system-wide sales assessments.  The assessments are maintained and used at HQMC (MR) for construction of NAF facilities and operation of centralized support and programs.  A total of $800M in MCCS sales were generated in FY02.  The net profit for the revenue generating business operations was $43.9M, producing a dividend of $30.7M, or, $200 per capita.  This is our return to shareholders, the portion of the money our customers spend in stores, which is returned to them in the form of enhanced MWR programs and new or renovated NAF facilities.  Our commitment is to conduct business in such a manner as to enhance value for our customers and maintain the strong return to shareholders that is required to continue our support to Marines and families.  


O&M funding is the primary source of APF funding for MCCS programs and the focus of MCCS programming (POM) efforts.  Authorized expenditures of O&M (APF) within MCCS are outlined in MCO P1700.24.  The following graphic depicts the FY03 MCCS Projections that includes both O&M and DoD funding for MCCS.  These projections are coordinated with the Programs and Resources Department and are reconciled with data presented in the Marine Corps budget.  With the exception of the DoD funds, MCCS funds are not ‘fenced’ and it remains a commander’s prerogative on how much is actually allocated to MCCS.   Deviations to the projections normally occur when emerging priorities occur during the year of execution, which requires the commander and/or MCCS Directors to make difficult trade-off/reprogramming decisions.  









MCCS FY03 Projections



DoD funding represents fenced funds targeted for specific program support; i.e., Family Advocacy (FAP), Drug Demand Reduction (DDR), and Transition (TAMP) and Relocation Assistance Programs (RAP).  The appropriate channel for program funding is through the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD).  MCCS Program Managers having oversight of these programs/activities are encouraged to work with the Personal and Family Readiness Division to address deficiencies and forward requirements through the appropriate OSD Program Management office.  As noted in the projections, the total OSD funds are approximately $21M. 

Note:  In the absence of sufficient OSD funds, O&M is authorized to support FAP, TAMP and RAP requirements.  As such, program assessments should include two courses of action to address resource requirements: 1) the preferred approach is for MR to engage OSD in their POM; and 2) engage during the Marine Corps POM development.  


This synopsis of Marine Corps and MCCS resources provides the foundation of programming.  The following section on Activity Based Resource Management (ABRM) will outline Marine Corps strategies to improve resource allocation and budgeting decisions by leveraging investments in Activity Based Costing (ABC).      

IV.  ACTIVITY BASED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (ABRM)

The ABRM initiative began in January of 2001 to capitalize and leverage the data within the installation’s Activity Based Costing (ABC) models for the programming and budgeting process.   


Setting the Stage – POM 2004

In order to provide a common financial picture of installation costs, a plan was developed to classify the many activities that were resident at each installation.  In February of 2001, a working group composed of the ABC modelers, HQMC LR and HQMC P&R met to finalize that classification, as illustrated below.   After considerable staffing, the classification scheme received consensus and has since been referred to as the Installation Process Model (IPM).
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The IPM was the first step, next was integrating the IPM with the MCPCs used during the programming process.  Much of the non-facilities maintenance funding on the installations was resident into two large “buckets” of money known as ‘Other Base Operating Support’ and ‘Administration’.   With the exception of MCCS, those old MCPCs have now been realigned to MCPCs that follow the IPM, as depicted below.
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Preparations for POM 2006

On 25 September 2002, DC I&L and DC P&R signed a charter to create an ABRM working group (WG).  The mission of the ABRM WG was to:

· assess opportunities to integrate ABC data and performance measurement information into the current USMC POM and Budget process (“as-is”); and,

· identify and recommend possible improvements to the current POM/budget processes (“to-be”), in order to leverage ABC/M information to best support resource allocation decision-making.

From October 2002 through February 2003, representatives from I&L, P&R, MR, C4, MARFORPAC, MARFORLANT, and MATCOM met on a regular basis to determine where and how cost and performance data could be used in the programming process.   Since its infancy in POM 2004, the data in the ABC models had matured to a point that using the information to measure execution could be realized.  The fundamental problem that would need to be addressed during POM 2006 is displaying the data in a meaningful context so that decision makers could immediately understand the relationship between the cost of performing a process and the performance or outcomes required by the Marine Corps.  Missing in the current analysis was a standard set of performance metrics to relate funding levels to performance.


 A decision brief was provided to DC I&L and DC P&R on 27 March 03 to formalize the recommendations of the ABRM WG.  During that brief the following recommendations were forwarded to the Marine Requirements Oversight Counsel (MROC) who approved the recommendations.  The following recommendations are being implemented in preparation for POM 2006:

1. ABC and Performance Measurement data will be used in addition to SABRs execution data during core development, initiative development, and initiative review in order to: provide another point of discussion for a well-rounded analysis, support analytical based core setting, show the historical workload or performance of the process, and begin to relate funding levels to process performance.

2. Develop a standard set of output and outcome performance measures for each process.

Note.  The focus during POM 2006 will be the standardization of performance measures that are currently captured in a system, or are readily available.  In preparation for future POM and budget drills, in September of 2003 all processes will have standard output measures established.  Finally, by February 2004 program sponsors will establish outcome measures for each process.    

3.  For POM 2006, Program Sponsors will be expected to actively engage their communities to standardize the performance measures and also participate in the analysis and standardization of the cost and performance data.







4.  Three other supporting functions will be implemented to formalize the “systems” that support ABRM.  The first is an annual review of the Marine Corps Program Codes that are used as the decision elements in the POM, following that a review of the Cost-Account-Codes (CAC) in SABRS to ensure that CACs exist for every MCPC, and that each installation CAC is mapped to a process & MCPC.  ABC models will be standardized at a high level to support the MCPC decision elements.  Finally, the Programming & Budget Documentation Database (PBDD) will be modified to allow the yearly display of performance measures and the results of the program sponsor analysis.  These actions will take place during the summer of 2003 and will be overseen by the ABRM working group.  Based on the lessons learned during POM 2006, HQMC will update the PPBS order or publish a new Marine Corps Order or bulletin to codify and institutionalize cost and performance management in the resourcing process.


V.  MCCS PERFORMANCE AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Programs are important to Marines and families, but it is only when the Program Sponsor and Program Manager can translate that importance to well-defined requirements, supported by key performance measures and program data, that one can effectively (and responsibly) compete for resources.  To this endeavor, MR is committed to institutionalize the MCCS Performance and Resource Management Plan that can be summarized via a walk through of the graphic below:  



This graphic illustrates how ABC/M is imbedded within the framework of the MCCS Performance and Resource Management Plan.  It projects how these collective efforts relate to and compliment resource strategies and performance improvement.  Major elements of MCPCs, Information and Financial Systems, Performance Measures, and Workload Indicators all feed into ABC/M models, which ultimately are used to help validate resource requirements.  This effort is supported by assessment tools such as Program Standards, Functionality Assessments (FAs), and Research.  MCCS can expect that future funding requests will require the support of performance measures and metrics.  

Performance Measure Development

Performance measurement has become increasingly critical within DoD to demonstrate the return on investments for quality of life programs.  Historically, organizations requested funding based on how they planned to expend their resources.  Today, organizations must demonstrate their effectiveness through documented program performance.  In other words, to justify current resources or compete for new resources, solid performance metrics and measures are a necessity. Development of performance measures is a dynamic, ongoing process to help an organization define accomplishments and demonstrate progress towards their objective.  Additionally, through ABC/M, measures can also help define and measure unit costs (efficiency measures) or costs per participant, etc.  Through Functionality Assessments and program conferences, several relevant metrics have been identified using this illustrated formula.

A workload indicator is defined as the actual activity performed or the service rendered by an employee in support of a program objective.  This is typically the "how much, how many" portion of the performance measurement equation.  Indicators chosen should reflect the core functions of the program and represent the most salient work performed in support of the objective.  Indicators should reflect the output, a quantitative result that describes relevant work performed.   

An outcome measure is the actual result or impact directly attributable to work performed.  This is the "what happened" part of the equation.  While there are many types of outcome measures, the current focus for MCCS is to establish a direct link between work performed (workload indicator) and the direct result of those efforts (outcome measure).  This involves translating the data collected into a meaningful, quantitative statement that describes how the work performed is associated with the mission of the Marine Corps.  The following provides an example of a workload indicator and outcome measure for the substance abuse program:



Workload Indicator:   Number of Marines referred for substance abuse services.



Outcome Measure:
Percentage of referred Marines who completed the prescribed treatment plan and are returned to readiness.







High Level Processes.  Each installation has 37 High Level Processes that will be supported by various degrees of measures.  For the purposes of MCCS resource allocation/POM decisions, performance measures will align to both the existing MCPC structure and the MCCS High Level Processes, as depicted.  All MCCS activities and services are mapped to one of these processes, with additional mapping to the current MCCS MCPC structure used for POM development.  

The MCCS ABC/M Steering Committee has been chartered to standardize enterprise-wide measures for each MCCS MCPC.   The measures will be provided via separate correspondence for use during POM 2006 core briefs, initiative development and initiative review.  

Measures of information, such as demographics and population-based metrics are also useful when assessing community-wide requirements such as those resident within MCCS prevention capabilities.  For example, MAGTFTC has a higher proportion of single and junior enlisted Marines, while Quantico has a higher proportion of senior enlisted and officers.   It is feasible that select programming strategies would be proportionately aligned to address these unique demographic and population-based metrics.  From a Program Sponsor and Operating Budget Holder perspective, it is important to be cognizant of these differences especially when challenged with benchmarking and resource allocation decisions.  During assessments, Program Managers are encouraged to seek out local demographic information from their Manpower/Personnel Offices.  Appendix (a) illustrates select demographics from an overall Marine Corps perspective and can be used as a reference point to drill down to base/station specific details.  
This next section of the Guide brings together the various processes of the PPBS, while incorporating the tenets of the ABRM and MCCS Performance and Resource Management Plan.   The linkage of each action optimizes the ability to effectively and responsibly engage in resource allocation and budgeting decisions.  









VI.  PROGRAM OBJECTIVE MEMORANDUM (POM) PROCESS

The POM represents the process by which program advocates compete for resources and how the requirement ultimately leads to the Marine Corps budget submission.  This chart reflects how the POM is constructed and approved.  The tasks associated with POM construction are further explained as we start with the Baseline (lower left) and step through each of the blocks below.  The bold italic text will direct the reader back to the stepladder graphic as we proceed through the workflow:


Baseline.  The baseline represents the beginning point or the pre-existing resource profile/budget for Marine Corps programs.   Moving to the right, the baseline is assessed during core analysis.

Cores.   To understand the funding source for POM competition, one must first be cognizant of the fact that there is NO new money to support POM initiatives.  It is a zero sum game as the Marine Corps ‘reshuffles’ the baseline to identify discretionary funds to set aside for POM competition.  P&R accomplishes this through the conduct of core analysis.  The prelude to core analysis comes in the form of core briefs where Program Sponsors (MR Division) and other advocates brief each of their programs to analysts from P&R.  These briefs must convey the program’s overall contribution to the Marine Corps, thus the ABRM caption depicted in the yellow box.  As previously discussed, ABRM initiatives include the development of standardized performance measures that can be used to define a program’s contribution to the Corps.  The inability to articulate the value/benefit of resources could feasibly result in a corresponding decrement to the respective MCCS MCPC profile: MCFTB, Semper Fit, Personal Services, Children and Youth, Business Operations, Lifelong Learning (Tuition Assistance), Lifelong Learning (Libraries), and General Support.  Once P&R completes all core briefs/analysis, the Deputy Commandant, Programs and Resources Department makes the final determination on the source and amount of discretionary funding (discretionary funding generally applies to materials and supplies - where non-discretionary funding generally relates to labor; i.e., fixed costs), to set aside for POM competition.  

The graphic to the right illustrates the outcomes of POM 2004 core setting, which resulted in ‘freeing-up’ approximately $9B for POM competition.  During POM 2004, 387 initiatives were submitted totaling $19.2B.  The 2:1 ratio was a vast improvement from the POM 2002 4:1 ratio, but remains a clear indication of the competitive nature of POM.  


Once P&R sets core for POM, formal requirements development begins at the HQMC and Installation Program Manager level.  As the Program Sponsor for MCCS, MR will determine what requirements are appropriate for development at the HQMC level (i.e., centrally managed programs).  The installations are responsible for the planning and programming aspects of local MCCS requirements to be submitted through the local chain of command on their way to the OPBud Holders.  Referring back to the yellow ABRM box of the stepladder graphic and moving to the right, the results of the core analysis will set the stage for initiative development – whether core buy-back or new initiatives.   Program Managers must be cognizant of the two types of initiatives as they begin their respective requirements development:


· Core Buy-Back:  Articulating the impact to programs, personnel, and mission if current funding is decremented during core setting.  For MCCS, POM 2004 core setting resulted in decrements to the Education Center and Substance Abuse Center funding profiles.  It is important that Program Managers be cognizant of outcomes of core setting, otherwise there are unintended consequences of not addressing the impacts of decrements; (i.e., perceptions that funding was not important; therefore funding is not restored during POM development).  


· New Initiatives:  Articulating the funding requirements to support new requirements and/or supporting unfunded requirements for existing programs.  

The following MCCS examples are used to walk through the remainder of the stepladder graphic beginning with the upper left hand box titled MCCS Initiatives/Assessments.  






Program Assessments.  As previously stated, initiatives are submitted by MCPC; therefore a competitive advantage is realized when Program Managers work together to conduct timely and continuous Program Assessments.   A Program Assessment should contain sufficient analysis to validate the existing "As-Is" program status against requirements to achieve the "To-Be" state.  The results of a quality assessment can be used to validate and justify program requirements necessary to meet patron needs, and applicable plans, strategies and program goals.  Ultimately, MCCS requirements focus on providing quality programs and services to Marines, their families, and other authorized patrons.  Local assessments must also incorporate MCCS outreach responsibilities (i.e., independent duty) such as those found at the recruit depots’ at Parris Island and San Diego.  Appendix (b) provides a template to guide Program Managers through the assessment process and concludes with a Deficiency Justification Worksheet and sample MCCS core buy-back and new initiatives.  

Initial Prioritization.  There are three initial levels of prioritizing initiatives as they flow through the local chain of command to the respective OPBud Holder:

1. Program-level Prioritization (MCCS Directors).  The MCCS Director should conduct an internal review of all MCCS initiatives and submit them in priority order.  To not do so risks unintended consequences of the command inadvertently prioritizing MCCS requirements that do not meet the most urgent needs.  During this internal review, MCCS Directors should also scrutinize all submissions and determine whether select requirements should be funded (absorbed) internally, thus focusing efforts on the most urgent needs.  For example, when assessing requirements for 2006 and the out-years, efficiencies and cost savings that have been identified during the Functionality Assessment (FA) process may mitigate requirements for additional resources.  This is where Program Managers should be help accountable to implementing actions stemming from the FAs. 

2. Local-level Chain of Command Prioritization.  When engaging in POM, one must be respectful of the big picture and the challenges associated with developing a balanced Marine Corps program.   Like the internal MCCS review, which includes the filtering and prioritization of initiatives, the command must also prioritize and balance all requirements prior to submitting the package to their respective OPBud Holder.  MCCS initiatives are stacked within this prioritization based on their overall contributions/importance.  It is important that MCCS leadership track the initiatives as they go forward in the workflow.   Once approved, MCCS Directors are also requested to submit copies of their initiatives to MR. This ensures maximum visibility of the base/station submissions that are sometimes lost when all initiatives are rolled-up at the OPBud level.  This level of detail also assists MR in the preparation of briefs to the various POM Working Groups.   

3. OPBud Holder Prioritization.  Once initiatives are formulated and prioritized at the installation level, they proceed through the workflow process to each respective OPBud Holder.  For MCCS initiatives, the OPBud Holder consolidates their subordinate command initiatives by each of the MCCS MCPCs.  As previously stated, MR encourages the OPBud Holder to breakout an initiative as a stand-alone requirement if one command’s requirement is considered more of a priority than the other commands combined.  The OPBud narrative should also highlight the prioritization, which maximizes visibility during all stages of the POM workflow.  The database used by OPBud Holders and HQMC to enter, track and forward all initiatives/issues is called the Program-Budget Documentation Database (PBDD).  

Note:  The PBDD database was newly implemented in PR-05 to replace the Program Documentation System (PDS) used since POM-02.  Its primary purpose is to allow the Program (RP) and Budget (RF) personnel to work in a common database in order to provide unity of command and effort.  This database will continue to be used by OPBud Holders and HQMC to submit initiatives/issues.  Web-based, it serves as the primary clearinghouse to collect, staff, track, and archive initiatives/issues.  Once initiative/issues are submitted through the installation and intermediate level chain of command, they are widely staffed throughout HQMC.  Using a workflow chain, the initiatives/issues begin with the Author level, then proceed to Editors, Reviewers, Advocates, and finally conclude with the Program Developers in RPD for final chop and preparation for the PEG.   As previously stated, MR tracks initiatives via the PBDD and inserts comments in the Program Sponsor/Advocate block.  Such comments add validity to initiatives/requirements and play a roll in ultimate prioritization.


Formal Prioritization.  Once the initiatives complete the initial three stages of prioritization, they are submitted to the appropriate HQMC department to begin formal prioritization and packaging for the various POM working groups.  Referring back to the stepladder graphic, the formal packaging and prioritization of MCCS initiatives begins with the MR scrub.  

Program Sponsor Scrub.  Initiatives are forwarded to MR via the Program-Budget Documentation Database.  As the Program Sponsor, MR is responsible for reviewing and endorsing each MCCS initiative prior to forwarding to the Manpower and Reserve Affairs (M&RA) POM Officer.  If questions arise during the MR review, the initiatives will be sent back to the OPBud Holder asking for clarification.  Because of the compressed timeline to submit initiatives and to complete the review process, it is important that the narratives clearly define what the money will buy and the value of the investment (additional guidance on drafting narratives is provided later in the Guide).  Once the review and validation of initiatives is complete, MR is responsible for formulating the brief to be given to the Program Evaluation Group (PEG).  Prior to the briefing, the Director of MR prioritizes requirements by factoring a multitude of factors (i.e., corporate guidance/plans, internal strategic goals, etc).  PEG members are requested to preserve the Program Sponsor’s prioritization as they prioritize MCCS requirements against all other initiatives.  For example, if MR cites Children and Youth requirements as the organizations overall priority, the PEG is requested to not elevate another MCCS MCPC above Children and Youth.  It must be noted, however, that the PEG has ultimate authority over formal prioritization.  

Program Evaluation Group (PEG).  To make the task of prioritizing initiatives manageable, the process begins by grouping and evaluating initiatives in logical categories such as Manpower and O&M.  The committees used to make this initial evaluation are called Program Evaluation Groups, or PEGs, comprised of field grade officers or civilian equivalents.  For POM 04, the M&RA PEG received briefs on MCCS initiatives, along with other ‘manpower-related’ requirements.  Examples of other PEGs include Investment, Facilities, and Family Housing.  For an initiative to receive resources in a POM, it must first compete successfully within its own PEG.  The PEG draws on subject matter experts to review initiatives and to draw on professional judgment and consensus building to assess the relative value of each.  The PEG’s primary focus is on the benefit side of the benefit/cost equation.  PEGs are instructed not to consider the cost of initiatives during prioritization and evaluation.  The benefit/cost ranking occurs at the POM Working Group (PWG) level discussed below.  The PEGs receive briefs on initiatives, reviews all guidance, and delivers a prioritized list of initiatives with relative benefit values assigned and normalized on a scale of 0 to 100.  

Realizing the PEGs prioritization focuses on “benefit” and not “cost” amplifies the importance of quality narratives that cite performance measures when justifying requirements.  Once the PEG completes its prioritization, initiatives are forwarded to the integration PEG responsible for merging like initiatives (same appropriations) submitted from the Operating Forces and the Supporting Establishment.  When this task is complete, the integrated list is forwarded to the POM Working Group (PWG).
POM Working Group (PWG).  The PWG is chaired by the Program Development Officer from P&R (Prince of the POM) with the remaining body comprised of field grade officers or civilian equivalents.  They are charged with focusing on inputs submitted by the PEGs.  The PWG transitions to a focus on the resource requirements that support each initiative and ultimately produces the draft Program for review by senior leadership.  When the PWG receives the output of the PEGs, this signals the beginning of the 4-week endgame from completion of the POM.  During this final stretch of program development, the PWG clears up any remaining initiative questions and merges the PEG lists into a single, integrated benefit-only list that includes all appropriations.   The individual benefit-value of each initiative is now factored against the cost of the initiative resulting in the readjustment of the order/priority from the benefit-only version.  The readjustment is based on the PWGs professional knowledge, judgment, and experience.  This is where the Marine Corps process excels, because it strives for the proper balance between objective information and subjective opinion.  This product is called an “order of buy,” because the PWG begins at the top and starts “spending” money until all dollars are gone (emphasis on maximum bang-for-the buck).  At this point, the PWG identifies and recommends unresolved issues to be resolved by the next phase of review – The Program Review Group (PRG).


Program Review Group (PRG).  The PWG’s recommendations are combined to form a single Marine Corps POM and briefed to the PRG.  The PRG is chaired by the Deputy Commandant for Programs and Resources (P&R), with General Officer and Senior Executive Service (SES) participation.  The PRG evaluates the PWG’s efforts and recommends changes where appropriate.  The Commandant and the senior leadership are provided an advanced look at the Program, and after adjusting based on senior leadership recommendations, DC P&R presents the program to the Marine Requirements Oversight Council (MROC), chaired by the Assistant Commandant.  The MROC is comprised of the Deputy Commandants for Plans, Policies and Operations (PP&O), Manpower and Reserve Affairs (M&RA), Aviation (A), Installations and Logistics (I&L), Programs and Resources (P&R), and the Commanding General of the Marine Corps Combat Development Command (MCCDC).  The PRG and MROC reconciles the Marine Corps POM submission against higher headquarters planning guidance to ensure compliance, where appropriate.  Once the MROC has approved the program, the Commandant is formally briefed. With his approval, the Marine Corps POM is delivered to the Secretary of the Navy for approval and inclusion in the departmental (Department of the Navy (DoN)) POM.  


Note:  The DoN POM combines the Navy and Marine Corps program that is then forwarded to OSD for inclusion in the Department’s POM.  The DoD POM is then reviewed and revised as necessary and shapes the defense portions of the President’s Budget, released during the following January.  It is important to note that adjustments can be made during each stage of the hand-off requiring the Services to ‘adjust fire.’  This requires diligence on the part of P&R who is often faced with short timelines and the ultimate challenge of protecting the integrity of the original Marine Corps POM/budget submission.  

POM Committee Functions and Timelines

The following two charts provide a macro overview of POM committee functions, along with the key milestones used to build the POM.  The third chart in this series provides a comparison between the POM and Program Review (PR) process.  While not a focus of this Guidance, the PR cycle is included for situational awareness of an additional resourcing cycle.    







VII.  PROGRAM REVIEW (PR) PROCESS


The chart depicted below provides a comparison between the POM and PR cycles.  Differences include:


POM:  During even-number years, DC P&R coordinates development of the six-year resource plan known as the POM.  

PR:  In years between POMs, DC P&R conducts a Program Review (PR) of the last five program years of the six-year plan.  Based on the issues identified during this review, DC P&R recommends changes to the POM.  PR issues differ from POM initiatives in that 

issues are defined as “fact-of-life” occurrences and/or “broken programs” that drive the requirement for program adjustments.  The Commandant is the ultimate decision authority for all programming adjustments to the Marine Corps POM.  The “adjusted” POM is subsequently merged with the adjusted Navy POM to form the DoN PR.  Like the DoN POM, the DoN PR is vetted within the Defense Department during a summer review process, which concludes with a handoff to the DoN/DoD budget process for inclusion in the overall defense portions of the President’s budget.   One example of a PR issue involved the Marine Corps Tuition Assistance (TA) Program.  In the years between POM 2002 and POM 2004, OSD promulgated policy to increase TA benefits beginning in FY03.  Because the policy implementation occurred after the POM 2002 cycle but was enacted before POM 2004 development, the issue was submitted and ultimately funded during the PR-03 review.  It is important to understand the differences between POM and PR and be knowledgeable of their associated criteria and timelines.  

VIII.  SUMMARY
 

Financial stewardship is a trust requiring the prudent expenditure of scarce resources that not only benefit the greatest number of personnel but also contributes to the personal, family and mission readiness of the Marine Corps.  Program Mangers are encouraged to seek improvements in managing resources that have been entrusted to their care, which involves continuous program assessments, enhanced baseline management and education.   Responsible financial stewardship also involves the internal filtering and prioritization of requirements prior to requesting additional resources.  

Program Managers are encouraged to begin planning now with the conduct of program assessments and stay engaged in the resource management process.  The formal window to submit POM initiatives generally opens in the mid-December timeframe and must complete the staffing process to HQMC by mid-January.  For POM 2006 preparation, the deadline/target for internal initiative development and review must also take into account the holiday season and vacation schedules.  Advanced planning is imperative.
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USMC PB-04 ($108.01B across FYDP)





This graphic depicts an approximation of the Department of Defense’s resource allocation that cascades down from the Department of Defense - to the Department of the Navy (Navy and Marine Corps split) - and finally to the Marine Corps split of resources by appropriation.  ��Note: The O&M segment is the predominate source of MCCS program funding.
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Installation Process Model 
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THESE ARE THE 37 STANDARD PROCESSES BEING UTILIZED BY THE MARINE CORPS IN OUR ABC MODELS.  WE ARE ALSO ORGANIZING OUR POM DATA CATEGORIES IN THIS FRAMEWORK.
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Marine Corps Programming Codes & Installation Process Model
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THESE ARE THE 37 STANDARD PROCESSES BEING UTILIZED BY THE MARINE CORPS IN OUR ABC MODELS.  WE ARE ALSO ORGANIZING OUR POM DATA CATEGORIES IN THIS FRAMEWORK.
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Challenge

		Transforming data into understanding that can be used to make more informed resource allocation decisions
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