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ISSUES w/ Roles/Responsibilities

1. Structure to support HR role with full-time HRA for study

Funding for HR role.

HQMC should be a checklist for all to follow.

2. Role of the Contract Authority to ensure the PWS is the best it can be versus just putting the solicitation on the street without doing quality control.

Contracting Officers must be full-time participants in the development of the PWS.

Contracting Centers of Excellence must commit to providing the Marine Corps full-time Contracting Officers, experienced with the Marine Corps.

3. Will we be required to use NAVFAC (COE) to do all of our A-76 Studies in FY04 to FY08, and if so why?

4. The BO's and the G-1's need to communicate, many disconnects were noted at the HQ level. 

BPOs and Comptrollers need to communicate also and not be afraid of treading on each other's territory.

5. Role of MarFor's is unclear and seems to be put in place to late or only when problems arise. Their roles should be defined at the start of the study and then they should be required to maintain that role like everyone else. 

Agree MARFORs should be involved from the very beginning.

Assign lead responsibilities to MARFORs in each of the following planning responsibilities of  the CBE.  Assign PWS tiger team development  to PAC.  ATO support development to Base Cdrs to LANT.   IR support structure to CBE.

The roles of the MarFors and HQMC Functional/Program Sponsors need to be defined prior to developing the Marine Corps implementation plan.

They way we did it was base does everything until it gets screwed up. Luckily Yuma, Barstow and MCRD didn't get screwed up because the A-76 staff did a great job.  Way to go guys.

6. The contracting responsibility needs improvement in writing contracts better as well as improving the PWS.   

Contracting Officers must be full-time participants in the development of the PWS.

We need to move away from Performance Work Statements and move towards Performance Requirements Documents. Focus on the outcome, not the process.

7. In many areas, did not see strong local Marine Corps SME representation on Performance Boards.  Need to do a better job of recruiting SMEs in the future. 

SMEs from all levels of the Marine Corps need to participate throughout the competition, the implementation, and the quality assurance.

8. Need MUCH stronger leadership role from M&RA.  This is largely a manpower and structure issue and they have not really engaged to date, except for Lee Gayle.

Concur.  M&RA must be more involved in the Civil Servant side of the Marine Corps.

9. The ATO should be the Commanding Officer/General for each study and the assist to the MEO should come from the Chief of Staff or the Deputy CO to ensure appropriate leadership and conduct of the study. This will also give the base employees the belief that the installation is supporting them.

10. The A-76 office and the SMEs should have continuous discussions before, during and after study is completed.  SMEs could identify problems before they occur.

11. Who does the GFE and what is the role of the GFE. Too many studies do not use the GFE.

12. Who is suppose to ensure that the winning bidder (if private sector) is fiscally sound and able to do the work identified in the PWS.

This is written into the solicitation.  Part of the selection criteria is the fiscal stability of a "bidder".

So it seems to be the Contracting Officer.

13. Functional managers also need to pay attention, vice ignore, A-76 going on at the base.  Up to now, it isn't their problem and they don't help much.

The Marine Corps must commit the funds needed for continuous education of all personnel - including Military leaders - in A-76 to include its political impact.

14. Clearer responsibility is needed for QA and QC after the award of the contract (regardless of who wins).

Recommend mandating that the QA function be performed by the Business Performance Offices.

15. When you are located on Oahu, getting TEB and SSB members is tough and it costs $$$ to fly them back and forth as opposed to driving in SOCAL btwn bases.  Need HQMC support in $$ to cover this. With the Jones Hill rules on firewalls for PWS and Mgt Plan teams, we see having to bring some talent for these also from the mainland. Navy charges the loaded rate for this type of support, and Army and AF would also if even willing  to provide. The cost of any studies in Hawaii will be much more expensive as a result. Same for consultants as they must travel and lodging is expensive. Therefore, HI should receive added funding consideration for support as compared to mainland installations. 

The MarFors/LogCom should budget and POM for these requirements.

16. There should be a HQMC A-76 lead office that provides directions to all subordinate commands.  They should actually visit the command that is do a study and provide guidance & assistance throughout the process. All HQMC advocates for functions (contracts, legal, human resource, supply, maintenance, etc) should be involved from the beginning to the end.

I don't know about all this, but Toms office does need to expand their role. Can't detail it here, but clearly the CBEs A-76 requirements are greater than previously committed.  Not talking 10 FTEs but maybe 3???

All levels of command must make a financial and manpower commitment to manage competitions, implementations, and quality assurance oversight.

17. The PEB, TEB, and SSA need to b e the best we have, not just people that are in billets and "should" know the business being studied.

MUST know the business being studied and must know the customer's expectations.

SMEs from all levels of command should be involved in developing the source selection plan and determining the PEB, TEB, SSA, etc.

Can request SMEs from other Services.

18. What is the support role of DoN and OSD?

19. In addition to HQMC lead office, each intermediate command should have an office providing internal support and guidance to their commands.  No command/base should go off by themselves and perform/submit a study. 

You're right, but this is the way we are doing it TODAY.  10 here, 30 there, 50 there... Uncoordinated and from the lowest level.  Need to have some enterprise input to identify communities.  Hope the effort here this week helps communities look at themselves rather than bases cherry picking 10 here and there.

The MARFORS / LOGCOM must budget and POM for full-time management and oversight of the competition and quality assurance/oversight.

20. Need data analysis before decision on what to announce, therefore, need rigorous analysis before announcement.  Who does the analysis?  What is the minimum level of analysis needed prior to deciding to announce?

Right now this is all pushed down to the local command.  Depends on how bright they are.  The effort we are doing this week helps with analysis at the HQ level, but much more needs to be done at this high level.  We need MUCH more of this type of discussion.

SMEs and Business Analysts from all levels of Command must be involved in the determination of what is to competed, how and what data will be gathered and displayed, and execution plan.

Actually, the last announcement was made at HQMC and adjusted by the field. Would be much better to have field accept the A-76 tool, and submit realistic plans that contribute to the overall goal.  There is a pretty direct correlation between the (2 or 3) bases that recognized the inevitability of A-76, decided to deal with it successfully, and how well the study turned out.  Very much a command issue.  Some commanders took responsibility and commanded/led.

21. Use of the same agency such as NAVFAC for the study and post implementation reviews presents an apparent conflict of interest.  Under no circumstance should the agency being reviewed pay for the costs of the review.    

Concur.

NavFac can be a "support consultant" in performing the reviews, but higher-headquarters should be responsible and accountable for performing the reviews.

22. Is there a conflict of interests with the Business Performance Office being a staff function to the Agency Tender and participating in management of the MEO?

More likely BPO working for the ATO/MEO side of the firewall is probably OK.  BPO managing the A-76/PWS process puts them on the other side of the firewall also!

The BPOs should be treated the same as the functional experts on the base.  Divide the talent between working on the requirements document (PWS) and the MEO (ATO).

23. What is the firewall?  What does it mean in practice?

Divide the command experts into two full-time teams.

24. CMC needs to hold all MC Officers accountable for completion, implementation, and accountability of these studies if they are in such a leadership position as CO or CG. Military members need to have their promotions tied directly tied to the success or failure of these studies.

The completion of a competition and successful implementation of the MEO/contractor, i.e., meeting the requirements/PWS should be a FITREP bullet on the Commanders' report card.

25. We all know that A-76 suffer because Manpower, A-76 team, Comptroller, etc didn't talk enough.  No easy answer to fix that, but having good A-76 leads with communication skills is critical.

Training is also needed.  Continuous training on not just the mechanics of how, but also on the political ramifications.

26. CMFP wants dedicated support from expert Marine Corps PWS writers to Base Cdrs.  Cdrs are inexperienced in A-76 and will be engaged in a single study and not contributing to MC competency.

27. Who and where are we going to get our TEB membership from?  The Navy is requiring that the TEB members be certified, what is the Marine Corps plan?

Disappointed with TEB experience levels.  Luckily others on the TEB overcame gaps.

28. HQMC needs to establish a clearing house for PWS gaining information from DLA, DOD and CNA data pools extracting prototype PWS.  Good area for consultant work.

Benchmarking.

29. Will HR expert be available?

HR personnel must be full-time member of the ATO.

Perhaps we need a full-time HRO person to the PWS team also.

Can we contract out this as part of the tiger team?

30. A hard spot in the MEO development is the bottleneck to get positions classified.

Recommend getting HR involved as soon as possible.  Include them in the POA&M development.

31. In the case of retaining work in-house, the MEO Certifying Official is the recipient of the MEO Obligation Letter from the PCO and assumes or delegates approval (signature) authority for MEO and PWS changes, including any performance standards changes. The approval role should extend to receiving semi-annual performance assessment reports from an installation assessment board. The Continuing Government Activity, which is likely a part of the MEO Certifying Official's organization, includes a Designated Government Rep (COTR) and a MEO-PWS Administrator. Personnel assigned to these positions should be designated in writing by the MEO Certifying Official. 

32. Commanders must take a lot more responsibility.

33. Senior leadership either needs to protect us from A-76 (which they probably can't) or give us leadership/vice lip service.   Put concrete resources/capability in our hands.

34. What is the proper way to announce to the workforce that the organization will be conducting an A-76?  And, who briefs "what is A-76" to them?  Is it a requirement of their immediate supervisor staff, the command A-76 lead office, or another office? 

35. Regarding legal advisor to A-76 study, the firewall restrictions will drive who can provide legal consultations and restrict that support from specific lawyers to each of the firewall protected processes.  This may be an area for retaining legal consultants. 

ISSUES w/ Study 

Make-up/Timing

1. There will not be problems with timelines if roles and responsibilities are clear and leadership is in place to provide the correct amount of oversight.

2. Failure to develop HR POA&M at same time as other study plans.

3. Issue of collateral duty vice "full time" effort.  In many cases organizations are one-deep in critical positions and cannot afford to devote this level of effort.

The Marine Corps must make a fiscal and manpower commitment to the management and performance of these competitions.  This may require HQMC to commit to providing all levels of command with increased LOA and hiring authority.

4. Need clear schedule understanding to meet 12 schedule (or 18 month schedule if you ask for it BEFORE announcing competition).

5. Need clear understanding of what must/can be done before announcement.  Pre announcement efforts may create PAO problem.

OSD has stated that data collection may begin prior to announcement, but analysis cannot.

The USMC must provide an implementation plan prior to commencing any competitions.

6. Need to deconflict brand new next round studies with the upcoming re-competes.

7. Need firm direction from higher hq on business unit development. It should not be tied strictly to the last FAIR inventory for the function under consideration. We all know that employees are miscoded as IG and exempt and these have not been challenged. Recommend all FTE in the function announced be included in the business unit regardless of IG coding. The residual organization should be created by consolidating all the IG work as much as possible, and creating new PDs for this workload. Having everyone in the initial study will drive them all to work together for data collection and team development for PWS and Mgt Plan. 'This plan was advised by our Mgt Plan consultants, but am not sure how it would really work. IF there are 30 FTE total in the function, and 10 are coded IG, and the new IG positions total 5, would we then get credit for competing 30 or 25 positions? Basically, the Fair inventory does not provide clean business units that are severable... so how do we fix this? Can employees who were coded IG successfully protest being included in the business unit, even if it is only initially?

8. Don't forget - must ask for extension BEFORE competition is announced!

ISSUES w/ PWS Development

1. Cited as a problem area, to get these right we have to train folks in how to write them first.  It is essential that they be complete!

The Marine Corps must make a financial commitment to train personnel on developing requirements documents (and ATOs).

The Contracting Centers of Excellence must dedicate full-time personnel to supporting the USMC.

2. Finding workload data at the work site.

Probably more relevant, the accuracy and currency of the workload data.

New circular recommends one year of workload data be available prior to announcing the study.  We need to ensure we fully understand the process and the workload prior to announcement.  This should be standard throughout the Marine Corps.

USMC needs to have a labor cost reporting tool...easy to do...data would be valuable for multiple resource decision making purposes...

We saw data quality problems in the last round.  Some of the data has been fixed for those same functions.  Some data was not fixed. Any new functions (which may not be the low hanging fruit) will have serious data problems.  Just the way it is.  Fact of life.  Have to work around this the best we can.  No solution for this.

3. HQMC and the installations have spent a lot of money on MAXIMO but there was little follow up on the actual utilization of the database which should be able to be used for workload for the PWS.

4. Need a repository of "guide" performance work statements to draw from for all types of studies.

Yes... have experts develop generic templates using successful competitions as a starting point.

Need the HQMC Program Sponsors to participate in the development of the requirements documents to ensure we capture the USMC-wide requirements and goals.

5. With new Maximo at facilities that area should be able to capture more accurate workload data,

Still big problems with Maximo.

6. We are not very skillful at framing and maintaining relations with external service providers.  This is an underlying problem that must be addressed aggressively before we can even figure out what the A-76 problems are.  A-76 is laid on top of very poor A-76 skills.

The USMC must make a financial and manpower commitment to continuous training.

And benchmarking so we know how to use the latest in technology so we continue to be competitive.

7. The DoD should not be expected to be outstanding at contract development and solicitation but we continually to behave as if we should be and we fall short very often in getting the best contract on the street.

Would have to disagree with your assertion...this is the future and we better get good at it...

We need to learn to address the result we are looking for instead of how the work should be done.

Totally disagree.  We have to learn to do this very well.  And we can.

The USMC must make a financial and manpower commitment to continuous training on requirements documentation, writing performance based contracts, writing proposals, performing quality control, & performing quality assurance and oversight.

Another leadership test.  Will we do this right or not?

We will make many mistakes along the way....but we will get it right because we have no other option.

We need to be the engine on this train not the tail.

Will the intermediate commands weight in to help fund the skills development?

8. We need to use the ABC models to develop the detailed consistent data we need to carry forward in future.  Task standards for the model well in advance of the study from HQ and the PWS team carries that forward.  The models also should be used to measure success of cost in that function.

There is a wealth of data and potential in the ABC models that the functional managers at the installations and higher-headquarters must take ownership of.

9. I think that we are also guilty of "selling ourselves short", we may capture the tasks performed but we must also capture the degree of responsiveness required (i.e. "I need this now").  We will find that this is important and expensive.

10. Development of performance requirements should tie to the ABC models.  Align these and we begin to manage by performance. 

11. Customers need to be involved in the development of the requirements.

Customers - Operating Forces - must be trained on A-76 and its impact on them.

12. It is essential that the team developing the PWS identify and work with the customers of the process(es) under competition.  All requirements should be validated by the customers before the PWS is finalized.  It is unacceptable to assume someone else is taking care of the requirements or that workload data is accurate without validation.  This must be made a priority.

Customers, i.e., the Operating Forces, must be educated on not just what A-76 is, but the importance (political) and the impacts on them.

13. Need to learn to write PWS and QASP. 

The USMC must make a financial and manpower commitment to training on all aspects of A-76.

AND in managing contracts/MEOs.

14. Need to understand that QAs function regardless of win or loss of the MEO.

The USMC must make a financial and manpower commitment to training on all aspects of A-76.

15. The PWS team should draw from personnel who are experienced with writing Statements of Work for private sector services.

Benchmarking.

We should also consider ABC performance criteria being developed.  If these are blown off shame on you.  "Manage to performance."

16. Consultants as a second and not the first.  We are the experts in the function and have to take ownership

We cannot not allow contractors to run amuck at the commands trying to sell the Government every gee whiz tool they have to sell.  We have support consultants going native at the installations and directly influencing requirements determination.

If we carefully select a single contractor to support the MEO, and another the PWS, or perhaps two each, then we eliminate that by saying, we aren't looking for help, and when we do, it's a regional or corporate process.

17. Market analysis needed to determine method of acquisition.  Understanding the sector, technology, best practices etc.

18. Performance measurement and evaluation must be considered prior to solicitation.

19. Transition planning has to be included as separate CLIN.  Needs to consider reduction in start-up disruption.

20. Monitoring organization regardless of decision must be thought about in the requirement determinations.

21. Lack of skills avail. in administering the contract (QA).  Need to define what will be monitored.

22. Huge skill gap needs to be closed.  Need to start working on this soon.  Assign accountability to LB to carry this forward and obtain funding.

23. We need to make full use of ABC data.  Recommend we model all non-core/enabler processes using ABC model and develop prototype contract process to the same performance and measures.  Use "as is" cost centers and MCPCs to package government estimate and tweak for exceptions, to include core and enabler restrictions.  Do this for all non-core/enabler processes and prototype a contract basis for all prospective study processes. Once contract model developed, provide to PWS study team to produce written specification. Task MSWG to develop models.

Right on!

Remember one ABC model won't solve everybody's requirement.  This is a separate ABC model.  Can be done, but is an additional requirement.  Not sure what the MSWG has accomplished or what is their charter.

ISSUES w/ MEO Development

1. Expertise in developing PWS.

The USMC must commit money and manpower (POM) for continuous training.

HQMC should develop a checklist for each command to follow.

2. Issue of knowing & understanding market of competition.

This is where consultants' support should be wisely used.  Instead of hiring "accounting firms" hire experts in the functions we are competing.

3. Need SME at high level of organization on team.

Need SMEs from all levels of command.

4. We need to ensure the correct people are put in place to assist in the development of the MEO. This means we should not put military leaders who are in place for a limited time and have no concept of business operations or change in charge of a group of civilians that are and must be determined to downsize themselves with the latest technology and best business practices. 

We need our senior Civil Servants to take these leadership positions and make the hard calls.

Agree, we need a stable working group.  Some of your SMEs may see this as a chance to excel and obtain new experiences for future career development

5. We need to understand that the MEO can try out their ideas rather than operate under the incorrect assumption that "outside industry" is going to "steal" our ideas. They are not going to steal our ideas and in an effort to be offering the best product to the base, the MEO ought to be more than a business on paper. The MEO should ensure they can implement their ideas by trial of those practices.

Agree 100%.  We should also be looking to industry to get the best business practices so we are competitive.  Benchmarking should be a means of doing business.

This requires the Marine Corps to make a financial and manpower commitment to perform benchmarking.

6. Military leadership does not understand how to build a business but they are often tasked with doing so.

Training must be for all levels of the Marine Corps and all personnel.  The military may never perform another A-76 competitions, but they will be customers, higher-headquarters to them.

7. MEO is a fixed cost contract.  PR /comptrollers must recognize that.

A contract can always be modified to increase or decrease the scope of work, which will result in a corresponding cost change.  Prior to the release of any contract solicitation, especially an A-76, the command needs to ensure it can afford what is being asked within the contract.  If the price is too high then the PWS needs to be adjusted to meet funding levels.  Likewise, if the command is distributed a funding mark which will impact the ability to pay for future PWS work of the service provider, then it can only result in reducing the scope.  To play fair, realize that if an MEO fails to meet the PRS it should result in a deduction to their firm fixed contract.  After doing several of the post MEO reviews, I have not seen a deduction even though it was evident the MEO was not meeting the PRS.

The new circular treats the MEO more like contractors and we must think of the MEOs in that term.

8. Internal Review:  What is the internal review in the new A-76?  Does the MEO proposal have to be audited?  Does this IR cause a "time out" during the IR or does the lack of the IR response leave the ATO non-responsive, i.e., not able to submit a MEO proposal in a timely manner?

IR stands for independent review not internal review.

9. Deploy ATO support teams from HQMC CBE via GS and contractor personnel.  Need to respect PWS firewall that should be MARFOR led.

10. ATO support teams develop simplified prototype PDs via consultant (virtual) contracts.

ISSUES – Other

1. Union involvement:  When; how?

From the very beginning and throughout the process the Union should be involved.  (Keep in mind, they don't get a vote, but sharing information will help prevent surprises that can hinder the process).  Everything except the specifics of the MEO should be available from the beginning.

Where is the Operating Forces in this whole CSWG process?  Highly recommend they are allowed to view the results of the CSWG August 2003 voting results.  If not allowed the opportunity up front, they will advise the MROC of their non-participation and they are in need of military and government employees for "X".  The MROC will listen to the regardless of the CSWG report.

2. We have to invest in people necessary to build skills.  Core in house augmented with consultants.

The USMC must make a financial and manpower commitment to continuous training.

3. West coast (PCO's idea) has included Award-Option Plans but not east coast, which provide additional years of performance for better than satisfactory performance. This or other type of incentive plan can benefit Gov't and service provider - contractor or MEO. 

This is always a potential.  Might be limited by the new circular.

4. Let the savings from the studies stay at the installation to fund shortfalls in other areas.

Echo that, if you want to incentivize outsourcing, then allow participants to share in the results...

The decision to keep End Strength is priority to applying savings.

Need to keep in mind; there may not be ANY savings this time around, once we pay for military conversion and A-76 overhead costs.

We need to track TRUE savings, not just the reported.  Because laying out policy before determining how we will capture this data.

5. The Communication Plan is essential throughout the study - not just at the start of the study.

When can we start communicating with employees? Will there be communications before the official announcement?  If so, will be sending a standard answer to Congressional inquiries triggered by the communication.  "Dear Senator:  My command is gathering data, communicating and preparing the PWS before announcing a A-76 study..."

6. Develop some training on multifunction positioning.

7. We need to define the set of skills necessary to support successful competitive sourcing:  service acquisition, cost analysis, performance metrics, personnel issues, etc.  Then invest to make it work.

The USMC must make a financial and manpower commitment to training.

8. Benchmarks, benchmarks, benchmarks…

We've been working on this for a couple of years and we haven't seen squat in any of the areas we have or will be A-76ing.  You're on your own.

However, just because we haven't been successful yet, doesn't mean we should give up.  We've tried a couple of times to work on benchmarks, but the data just wasn't there.  Our data situation continues to improve.

The USMC must make a financial and manpower commitment to perform benchmarking during the preliminary planning phase.

9. We don't really prepare, or hold accountable, installation commanders or department heads, when it comes to completing A-76.

Commanders should have a FITREP bullet on the successful completion of a competition, implementation of an MEO/contractor, and performance of the requirements.

10. Is there a working group for A-76 on each base?  If not, why wouldn't you think a group of all areas concerned meeting monthly would greatly aid this effort?

The Business Performance Offices should be the experts on A-76.

There must be a commitment to funding the training and manning to work and manage A-76 competitions.

11. When you outsource an entire function but keep the "oversight/management" government, how do you develop the next "overseer/manager" when the current one leaves, retires, etc.?

12. When will the A-76 process implement GAAP? There is no reality between what the MEO bids and what the base has to actually pay.

What GAAP principle are you referring to?

Bottom line, we don't do a good job auditing post implementation cost. GAAP (Government Accounting/Auditing Principles) or no GAAP, we don't scrutinize. Considered not as important.

ABC/M models can be used to track actual expenditures.

13. The installations MUST develop a Residual Organization during development of the study. This is often blown off and the base continues to pay for both the SP as a result of the competition but also pays for government staff that are most likely not needed.

The Marine Corps must cost out the Residual Organization.  This should be a part of the Marine Corps implementation plan/policy/order.

14. How did Barstow get close to MEO prior to final completion?

15. Barstow:  you cannot outsource the ownership of A-76.  Must own it at the base.

Right on.

16. HRSC MUST be much, much more responsive to help fill billets.  Can't live with the long time lines.

The USMC must negotiate a commitment for full-time HRO staff on the teams.

17. Can we really do A-76 with such a broken HR system?

We have to.

18. OSD should demand that OPM fix their process problems to ensure the MEO can hire as needed not through the six month hiring process that currently exists.

Believe you will be seeing changes coming fast in this area...more flexible direct hire authority for shortage skills, new process coming from OPM, changes in DoD personnel system...

19. Must educate customers what is going on.

The USMC must make a financial and manpower commitment for training of all personnel.

20. What process did Barstow use to let their customers know in advance what to expect if they won the MEO?

21. Has anyone ever considered the long-term "4th order impact" (Gen Ghormley) of the loss of overall civil service job security?  A lot of people don't like the instability of working for a company "contract to contract"... a lot of good people choose to work for the government...often at lower wages than industry... because of this very factor.  What happens to the Gov't system in the future?  Here we are with an aging workforce worrying about how to attract and retain civilians... A76 undermines our ability to do that.

Concur, and an unfortunate reality is that many of our activities have created "layers" of mid-level management in an effort to offer advancement and retain people.  Competition will weed out this layer (producing large "paper savings") but the end result is those mid-level managers now revert down (but we still have to pay).

The current structure of the Federal Government comes from the New Deal, which was developed for the sole purpose of providing jobs.  Those WG/blue collar jobs have evolved into GS/white collar jobs.  We must ask ourselves, do we still need this structure?

22. HR CYCLE TIME.  HR CYCLE TIME.  HR CYCLE TIME.  MUST GO FASTER.  FASTER.  MUCH FASTER.

23. FAIR inventory is based on a 2001 TO and even that was incorrect.  Base structure has changed by at least 20%.  Need to use current TO even if is not the HQ "official" TO.  TO's are seriously backlogged.

The Official HQ T/O's are updated every six months, if commands submit changes to their Official T/O they will be updated.

How do we account for the discretionary billet that is hired by Commanders if we continue to base the FAIR Inventory on TO?

Commands' G-1 must be held responsible and accountable for maintaining the T/O.

I have been repeatedly told that M&RA and the G-1s do not care about the Civil Servants on the T/Os as they are managed by the LOA.

The Comptrollers do not want the true requirements on the T/Os/LOAs as they are always over/under executing.

24. New process has to account for IRO, but it must.  You must have an MEO to succeed.

The Marine Corps can layer more requirements, however where do we have time to insert an IR?

25. IRO on the MEO is not equal to what the private bidder must go through, IRs are burdensome and done in random motion. We have had IROs that have never even read the PWS and have also not asked about the staffing of the MEO but have spent more time looking to change "dog" to "puppy".

26. The new guidance does not require IR for good reason. The process belongs to OMB and there is not reason to add a layer (IR). The ATO must be assured that the MEO has been costed and built IAW PWS requirements. THE MEO should only go through what the private sector goes through and that is one of the things that drove OMB to make changes to the guidance.

27. IRO should be from within the Marine Corps. Leave NAS out of it...they do not have the skill sets and end up contracting it out. The army and AF used their own audit agencies and limited them to 6 weeks period. We could build our own IRO teams from experienced USMC staff (comptroller, HRO, BPO, etc) and save money and get better and more consistent quality. 

Agree with some of this.  Navy just contracted this out.

28. What about competing ISSA over $1M per the new circular? We have lots of 2275 work requests with PWC.

ISSAs were taken out of the circular for the 29 May final.

29. How do we organize to get a better implementation plan?  Do we leave it up to Tom?  Do we leave it to HQMC and MARFOR/log bases?  Do we form an IPT?  When do we need to get the plan out if we announce our next study in mid FY 04?

The CSWG is responsible for the implementation plan, i.e., plan more trips.

30. What about competing ISSAs over $1M. We must have a lot of these with the PWCs, which are hidden as annually renewed 2275 work requests. The PWC would have to compete if they want to keep the work so we will not have to do much beyond a scope of work? If the workload on these ISSAs can be backed into the FTE from PWC that do the work, we should be able to easily meet our 3K goal without tearing apart our infrastructures with lots of small studies. Think of the money we would save too. WE REALLY NEED TO EXPLORE THIS OPTION. 

I think there is some merit to this idea. Who knows if this counts and we should devote some time to this?  If it doesn't "count", then there are more pressing issues, like A-76 announcements.

Need to read the fine print on large ISSA especially before we accept one.  The HR impacts on Gov't staff if ISSA is outsourced.  ISSA's over $1million must compete like MEOs (unless real estate (host/tenant) or other specified exceptions).

31. How do you get HRC involved when you can't get their phone number?

32. Need to get started soon, and not forget that we have a 9-month pre-planning phase to go through.

33. Commanders must take this seriously.  Where they do, it works a lot better.

Some commanders in past, just didn't care.  And their bases were hurt as a result.

Give a commander a FITREP bullet on the successful completion of a study; implementation of an MEO/contract; and performance of the requirements.

34. Many of the longest, most troubled A-76s appear to be where the commander did not make completion a priority, or where the study took so long, multiple commanders were in place.  Terrible situation.

Give the commanders a FITREP bullet on the successful completion of a study; implementation of the MEO/contract; and performance of the requirements.

35. Functional managers at HQMC need to take a more objective look at A-76.  Some of them are way too emotional about it.

We all need to understand that A-76 is a political must do and that the Marine Corps has no option to do or not do.  The CMC is not going to tell SECDEF that he is not going to comply with the Administrations requirements.

It also is a tool that works.  We'll need to be able to do this right increasingly in the future.

36. PWS team represented by NAVFAC lawyers? (Assuming Navy COE)

37. RCO to support ATO?

Excellent idea.

38. Having worked to get our system certified as GAAP compliant, it is necessary to accept that the government has mandated reporting requirements that differ from GAAP and therefore necessitate a waiver to some elements.  It also requires that your automated information system and your manual processes are compliant.  This is typically a lengthy (multi-year) and difficult process.  If we started now, it is still probable that it would be to late to affect any A76 studies for years.

39. Performance Monitor:  Don't you need to build/start building Performance monitoring into the RO before decision so that it is available to monitor contractor or MEO?  Shouldn't monitoring be very similar if were monitoring PERFORMANCE rather than process?

We need a performance culture.  Goes broader and deeper than any one area.  Can we do this right in case of A-76 but not have this happening elsewhere.

40. Data quality:  with short timeline, poor workload data will kill PWS team.  In PRE-Announcement period, we need to be sure good data is available.

Data quality needs to be improved on a day-to-day basis.  We don't have sufficient information to well manage the base.  That is accentuated during competitions.

41. If possible study/observe a civilian service that you are considering for study, if that is legal.  Your completion will know more about the nitty gritty details of what you need than you may realize.  That is why their bids are so close to government.

42. The mindset and cultural changes are enormously significant.  We need to have "profound" knowledge on managing performance (service contracts).  Customers, contractors, and managers of external support have enormous amount to learn.  We'll be contracting services in the future (e.g. food service) that have not been outsourced before.

43. Who is responsible at HQMC for correcting the service acquisition skills problem?

Roles/ Responsibilities at each echelon 

1. Establish team well in advance of beginning of study in order to train and define roles and responsibilities; develop POA&Ms. Can then hit the mark running.

HQMC needs to come and give each intermediate command the Marine Corps Competitive Sourcing/A-76 Plan, after the MROC decision is approved by CMC.  The intermediate commands shall invite their subordinate command reps and develop a plan of how they will work together.  This needs to happen immediately after the decision.

HQMC needs to develop a checklist and staff to commands for input before finalizing.  This checklist should include at a minimum all of the A-76 requirements and any other requirement by the Marine Corps.  One item to add is to the list is for the customers of an organization to be notified of the study and kept informed on the status and how it may/will affect the service provided.  Once the contract is awarded, the organization should sit down with each customer on what to expect.  This will allow the customer time to contract for missing services from another source in a timely manner to eliminate down time.  Note:  Currently, this is not being done across the board and customers are complaining on the MEO services because they didn't/don't know that service will no longer be provided.

2. Intermediate Commands must be involved in studies conducted at all levels, that is, Installations studies, regional, or centralized.  Active oversight will insure the Commanders and teams are aware of emerging issues.

Concur.

3. HQMC (LR) needs to get the post MEO guidance approved and on the street.  HQMC can't hide behind waiting for the new OMB circular anymore.  Get the guidance on the street. 

4. HQMC sponsors need to be concerned/engaged.  They are not for the facilities studies.

SMEs from all levels of command must be engaged in the development of the requirements (understanding the Marine Corps/DoD goals), the technical evaluation of the submittals, and the quality assurance surveillance.

Right on.  Local department heads are very much responsible for the results of the studies we've had to date. Where it is screwed up, probably lack of attention on part of department head, or resistance to the inevitable.

5. Good idea to use USMC contractor officer to help MEO write proposal & answer ALL of the PWS requirements (i.e. complete proposal).  If not NAVFAC Contracting Officer for PWS, still need fire wall separated contracting officers.

6. Public comment/review process to communicate requirements from ATO to CO? 

7. Where does residual org fit?

There is no residual organization until decision.  There is also no MEO.  Outside MEO Team and outside PWS team all have no inside information to form a conflict of interest.

8. Need to understand Residual Organization.  The RO has the customer responsibilities.  The PWS ACO & team has contract oversight.  The RO impacts on the Contractor/MEO equally.  This topic probably merits thought. 

There is no MEO or RO until decision.  Some of the Team members may ultimately be on the RO.  The teams have to protect their information.

Isn't the RO defined as the appropriate piece of the organization retained outside the competition?  Does the MEO in essence define the RO by what the MEO cuts out and somebody then calls oversight?

9. How is SSCOE delegated?  To EFDs, EFAs, ROICCs, PWCs?   This impacts on PCO, and ACO for contract administration.

10. Need commander's engaged.

11. The SSAs will evaluate ATOs under new circular.  This creates a perception of a conflict of interest especially if the CG is the ATO.  What may be some preventive measures to remedy this?

New A-76 Requirements

1. See timing comments on Make-up timing.  New circular very specific.

Performance metrics with details of how they will be patrolled with action is a key in any PWS.  HQMC needs to make sure they are included in all PWS so we can take action on non-performers during the year vs. the end of the contract.

2. Do we have any additional guidance on putting this in place?

3. Since competitions are required at the end of every performance period, this will be ongoing.  Therefore, we will need continuous training and education throughout the entire Corps.

The USMC must make (POM for) the financial and manpower commitment of continuous training and management/oversight.

4. Need to have someone in leadership position on base "own" the PWS (e.g., Chief) and another person "own" the MEO (one of the department heads).  The tiger teams would fall in to help them.

Concur.

5. When will we have the A-76" guidebooks that the other services (have undoubtedly) developed already to assist them move forward.

Don't think other services have gotten very far ahead in the 3 months since the new circular.  DoD guy thought USMC was getting ahead of others.  CNO has tried to copy all key points from new circular and then set up some pre-announcement roles & responsibilities and milestones for the Navy.

No CSO has been assigned.  Should guidance be put in place without knowing who will be doing what?

6. What to do in the case of vacant billets.  Under new A-76 you can't subcontract new areas.

Doesn't this only apply to changes to the MEO.  We are not actually talking about execution.   Barstow contracting to get the job done after the competition does not effect the competition.

7. In the old Circular, MC was guided without benefit of supplements and regular updates, getting guidelines from CSO, and OPNAVINST 4860.   MC needs to designate rules or issue supplemental instructions.

Concur.  USMC policy/order must focus on implementation and be a living document that evolves, as we know our competitions will over time.  (Commitment to fund for this workload at HQMC.)

8. Will post MEO review be required for the USMC?

The assists prior to the one-year mark helped organizations see how to look at the MEO and develop a formal Change process.

MARFORLANT intends to review every MEO (in accordance with FAR) for all competitions.

9. Independent Reviews must continue.  ATOs will require reconciliation with PWS'.  

ATOs will undergo the same scrutiny that private proposals.  It is imperative that the USMC makes the commitment (financial and manpower) to learning how to create a proposal.

10. Supplemental guidelines needed to establish MC policy for using streamlined cost comparisons.  

The USMC must create an implementation guide and commit the manpower needed to maintain this document.

11. Leadership by commanders and department heads will be key to success.  If they care, it will work; if they don't, it won't.

Make it a FITREP bullet / PAR element for the successful completion of a competition; implementation of a MEO/contract; and performance of the requirements.

DON COEs

1. Assuming we are using these what responsibilities will they have?

They must make a commitment to provide the Marine Corps PWS teams with full-time contracting officers and admin support.

2. Marine Corps need to develop an in house A-76 contracting capability.

Or get commitment from the Navy that the Marine Corps will have a dedicated team for all our studies.  We can't have CO's on a rotating basis if we have to recompete on a continuing basis.

The USMC must make a financial commitment for continuous training on all aspects of A-76 competitions and implementation.

The USMC has already decided we will NOT develop this capability, but will rely on Navy COE.

West Coast has been lucky with the quality of the Navy COE but heard that East Coast and PAC not happy.  This is a critical CORE step in the process that we need control over.  Kind of like relying on Navy HRO. DOESN'T WORK.  If we rely on Navy COE, then why don't we rely on Navy Tiger team?  They have them.

Maybe we should work to develop our tiger teams out of NavFac.  Perhaps SW Div as lead?

3. Recommend use USMC Contracting offices vice NAVFAC. Smaller studies can be done better this way...no doubt who the contracting officer works for…will get first class treatment. If we need to get training for USMC KO's then lets do it.

Use of Contracting Centers of Excellence is a political decision that is beyond the USMC's control.

4. We decided to use Navy COEs before we really understood what they meant.  We should therefore use the Navy COE initially as a test.  Keep thinking about whether we should create our own COE as we observe how the first 1-2 Navy COEs work out.  In a year or 18 months, go back and revisit the decision to use Navy COE.

Use of the Navy's Contracting Centers of Excellence is a political decision beyond the CSWG's ability to influence.

5. The MOA needs to leave an exit clause if later on it turns out we want to do our own.

The use of Contracting Centers of Excellence is a political decision beyond the CSWG sphere of influence.

6. How much is NAVFAC going to charge Marine Corps for being the single source to contract A76 studies?  Is it free or will they charge as they do for facilities contracts?  That fee is roughly 12% + of the cost of study or project.

The USMC must make a financial commitment to have NAVFAC provide full-time contracting officer and admin support.

We understand mission funded but additional support that we put into our MOU will likely be negotiated.

Once completed study what will be CO's responsibility?  Will he delegate?

7. MOU with NAVFAC needs to designate a dedicated CO to each MC study.  This will help prevent constant changing of the CO while the study is underway.

Must also include the admin and follow-up support.

8. What do we want (the NAVY COE) to do for us?

Believe this is a political decision beyond the CSWG's ability to influence.

NACFAC has offered program support in addition to contracting.  Our MOU may be able to differ from the Navy customers. We'll have to see.

9. Best to very carefully check what NAVFAC will or will not provide.  Remember Marine Corps is not the only customer.  We compete will all of the Navy Bases.  Currently NAVFAC is mission funded to contract Marine Corps facilities contracts, but not construction.  We pay for that service.

A-76 Performance

1. Need good metrics and QA.

Need the SMEs from all levels of the Marine Corps to provide the metrics.  We are already undergoing an exercise to develop/identify metrics, we need to leverage this.

2. Needs to tie performance into PWS development.

We need to more to Performance Requirements Documents rather than PWSs.  Performance-Based Contracting.

3. Formal documentation of MEO changes.

The USMC must establish policy on how MEO and workload documentation is gathered and stored.  ABC/M models??

4. Have we trained personnel to in quality assurance evaluation?

The USMC must commit money and manpower to developing these and other skills.

5. Performance tracking is important.

We must move to performance-based contracting and commit the funds and manpower to learning how to do this and how to manage this way.

6. Is there a constraint on the donation of free services in the performance of the MEO?  For example, if the Commander is the ATO, can the ATO leverage other Command assets to augment the MEO?  If so, what is the mechanism to prevent this from occurring?

The Contracting Officer, with the Source Selection Board (TEB), should prevent this.

7. What is the Marine Corps position on the degree of change that would necessitate recompetition of the MEO?  For example, can the PWS change up to 30% of their functions, 30% of their cost, other?

8. Need to determine early where the QA will reside.  Recommend BPO. 

Concur.

9. Need determination on the ability for the MEO to subcontract to private sector for services they are unable to fill with government personnel.

Funding

1. As SecNav stated in his luncheon speech to the CSWG on 25 Aug 03, the commands need to use outside help in developing the PWS, government bids, and selection process.  These are traditionally weak areas of performance in the government and should not go forward without the outside assistance.

2. Need to explain funding requirements better to POM process and at same time keep the A-76 staff at base level advised. 

3. Need to carve out in advance a percentage of the "savings" to support the costs of doing this right.  If we do A-76 we must do it right.

The USMC must not con itself into believing that the estimated saving will cover the cost of competition.  We must think beyond the cost of consultant support and recognize that this is a new workload for all levels of command.  We must commit to funding training on A-76 procedures (politics), contracting, managing MEOs/contracts, Quality Assurance, etc.  We must remember the scope and continuity of this training - all levels of command must be trained and customers must be trained and this will not be a one-time training.

4. How can we obtain additional funds, when current administration is all for outsourcing, but also wants to reduce defense spending,

If this is really important to leadership, it will be funded.

We must write the POM exhibits and provide the justification so that the PWGs/PEGs/etc will understand the importance.

Our leaders must be educated on the importance of this (political) and the magnitude.

5. Where does military buy back money come from?  Need cash to pay civilian marine or contractor; otherwise it's just a cut back in services provided.

We must POM for the expense of implementing, executing, and managing A-76.

6. Must align funding impact with POM process.

Concur.  We are at the perfect place to get this into the POM-06.

Should the installations submit POM exhibits for the cost of implementing, training, executing, and managing A-76, or will the MARFORs, or will HQMC?  We need to decide this immediately in order to make this POM cycle.

7. Assuming no magic bullet from a new personnel system, is it better to pick the ideal grades for MEO positions or low ball the position?  Low ball makes MEO look better in competition.  When save pay folks leave, can we really hire similar level of performance at the low ball grade?  Does bump and retreat cause MEO to go from a highly skilled person in old billet to an overpaid person in a position for which they are minimally qualified but should be able to learn (over time)?

MEOs should be build from scratch.  The ATO should look at the requirements in the solicitation and build their organization based on those requirements.  They must take a cold, calculated look and ignore the individuals they currently have doing the job.  If there is any benefit to A-76 it is a command's (manager's) chance to truly reengineer how they meet their customers' requirements.

8. Need clear guidance on buyback $ as to metrics. Is it still the 1998 Rand study with 70% of the military billets times $56.1K? This is the only written guidance from the round of studies just completed. Does not seem correct to tell base commanders to use savings for buyback.  Conflicts with HQMC scorekeeping guidance on retaining savings.

Scorekeeping needs to go away.  It is an exercise in creative writing.  Nothing more.

9. Once a MEO is established they should be 100% funded, as would a contractor that wins an A-76.

Not realistic.  But we do need a way of thinking/acting on this issue.

We need to manage the requirements not the MEO/contractor.  If funding is cut for a function the command must perform a risk analysis to determine what it can no longer do for its customers and make the cuts.  If those cuts are in the functions under MEO/contract than the change in scope/workload must be documented and the MEO/contract modified as needed.  For an MEO this change in scope/workload must be documented.

10. Need to find a way to ensure the MEOs are funded to support their MEO instead of business as usual which is what some of them are experiencing now.

Commanders/managers should have a FITREP/PAR bullet for the successful implementation of a MEO/contract and for meeting the requirements.

Consultants

1. Centrally fund two consultant teams to augment the two tiger teams (one for MEO and one for PWS).

For one Marine Corps approach, HQMC should award a consultant contract for all commands to use.  The exchange of data and continuity will assist us in being one team.  Otherwise, each command will take their own approach.

2. When studies went wrong, it was the fault of the study managers.  Don't really fault the consultants.  Managers didn't lead them or use them to augment the plan.  Some base A-76 leads were not the right people to run the A-76 process. 

The Government managers are responsible for providing the consultants with their requirements and holding them to providing the CLINS at the negotiated price.

3. HRO Issue Again:  Key point may need consultant to write PD's for changed MEO positions.  Even giving HRO smooth PD that should be validated at the correct grade, HRSC may still be too slow.

4. We now know that the consultant can be helpful, but must be a second, not a first.  The consultant does not own the process. Can't throw it over the fence to them.

The Government managers are responsible for documenting their requirements and holding consultants to performing in accordance with their contracts.

5. Consultant support funding may be underestimated by HQMC because we funded shortfalls from contractor change orders. 

HQMC does not estimate, we use a DoD planning factor.  There is no input to indicate that is wrong (except for this input).

Tiger Teams

1. We need to establish a functional team to study the same process across the Marine Corps, permitting consistency in the PWS and learning from one installation to the other.  This team could be two teams:  one for PWS assist, and another for MEO assist.

We need SMEs from all levels of the USMC to be committed to this process.  We need to ensure we are capturing Marine Corps/DoD requirements.

2. Right now all of our experience is at the installations.  The future workload will remain at the installations.  We need to primarily rely on the installation experts.

Unfortunately not all of that experience is the correct experience.

There will be a workload increase on all levels of command based on the new circular.

3. Need tiger team that is prepared to go in for extended period to assist commands so their limited staffs do not have to stop what they are doing and take on A-76 as additional duty.

The Marine Corps must make a commitment of money and manpower to successfully implement A-76.

4. Independence to ATO must be kept and still give the CG the chance to perform his mission.

5. The benefits of centralized studies and bundling functions are undisputable.  We must be prepared to commit to specialized teams to make this happen.

Be careful bundling functions, if one portion fails the entire bundle must be recompeted.

6. How about a "purple" Tiger Team?  Since A76 studies are being conducted across DoD...why not combine forces and establish "regional" joint service TIGER Teams?

Hmmm. You may have something here.

Great idea.  Did you notice how many studies that Air Force has done?   They must have learned something along the way.

Thanks.  From what I'm hearing here today, the Air Force is doing some things better... like a two-year transition/contingency plan, etc.

In fact, why not "bundle" functions across DoD bases and stations?  The A76 process is the same for everyone.  Let's leverage what the USAF is doing... we could feasibly meet our "plan" (target) without ever having to do a study ourselves!

At least partner with in DoN.  As Miramar has done successfully.

I don't know about Miramar PARTNERING. Navy is providing, but we need to compete the Navy with civilian in the near future. Long story to the PARTNERING relationship.  More of a forced relationship as a result of Base Closure.  But Navy is providing at least comparable service to our previous workforce.

7. Probably need to include some expertise on the "Demo Project" pay banding that will eventually impact all of DoD?

8. Tiger teams can help, but must be within the installation ownership.

Don't know if I agree... my experience is that installation "leadership" often tries... successfully... to stall studies.

Need a mechanism to increase accountability with local commander and the department head of function being competed.

Regardless of firewalls, there will be installation interaction.

Grunt work has to be done at the installation. Agree with Barstow.  In my opinion, installation teams could overcome lack of Tiger team performance, but Tiger Team would have a hard time overcoming a serious lack of installation performance.

Disagree.  Tiger teams should be used for functional or technical expertise that is not bound by an installation.  The team should be able to work regionally or centrally with all installations that will have processes included in the solicitation.

The installation experts must be involved on both sides of the firewall, however all levels of the Marine Corps must be involved.  MFL failed its installations by taking a hands off approach and giving them the knife and ordering them to make pork-chops.

9. Sounds like we need some HR people who are "experts" on those areas most impacted by an A76 study... maybe figure out who these people are (or develop them) and send them out (or assign them...not physically relocate them, but require regular contact/communication... to be the HR SMEs for individual studies) to address the "Town Halls" where studies are being conducted.  Also... if HR people will always be involved in A76 studies, we need to be careful that we don't outsource them (at least not those that work on A76 studies)... it would be unsettling for the Gov't workers to have "outsourced" people "helping" them!

10. From discussions here, at least three support vehicles are required.  1. PWS Tiger Teams, 2.  ATO Support Teams.  3.  Independent Review Teams.

11. MC needs three support vehicles, PWS Tiger Teams, ATO Support Teams, and IR Teams..  

12. LogBase had good success in first round A-76 and prefer that ATO and PWS responsibilities be assigned to their base. Barstow's commander is a logistician with superior quals for conducting PWS.  The same cannot be said for a large base commander who is a war fighter, most without long resume in installation management.  This is not a good formula for success.

13. Since the Navy is creating a East and West Coast Strategic Sourcing Center for Excellence, why can't the Marine Corps partner with these offices and add some Marine Corps A-76 SMEs to this office.

Good point.  LR needs to look at this.

Regional vs. Single Sites

1. Need ECRRB/WCCRB and IAB to identify regional candidates.  We tried to do this before, but no field ideas were submitted.

When everyone was left to their own devices, it was too late to regionalize when bits and pieces were missing.  Coordinated decisions early on would have created regional candidates.  It can still be done, but is now on back burner with new announcements expected soon.

Hopefully leadership will not repeat the same mistake twice.  Good role for intermediate commands!

It cannot be left up to the Installations to identify candidates for regionalization since they are typically not willing to volunteer candidates for outsourcing.  This needs to be facilitated by the Intermediate Commands and Headquarters to identify opportunities and assess the risk.

This must be address from a USMC-wide level during the preplanning phase.

2. Can the fleet anywhere mgt system on east coast be counted for the new fte requirement?

3. Benchmaking should be a requirement PRIOR to developing the MEO.  This will require a funding commitment and can be based on the market analysis done prior to deciding what should be studied.

Generic PWSs

1. Use PWSs from successful competitions for those things that are likely to apply across the USMC at other bases & stations; e.g., facilities maintenance.  Have "experts" develop templates.

There is a concern of applying a template for "facilities" type requirement for a dissimilar function.  Unfortunately our only examples for A-76 competitions are facilities type requirements.  Need to seek out effective examples of performance based service requirements that are similar to the function that will be competed.

This could possibly work if the message came from headquarters.  Believe it or not each base accomplishes facilities in various ways.

HQMC program sponsors must be involved in proving the Marine Corps/DoD requirements that must be met.  These templates must be tailored to each installation.

2. Tie development of Generic PWSs to the tiger teams.

Military

1. For commercial activities, we need to charge the ECRRB and WCCRB to try to align military in concentration areas at the one or two bases on each coast, and shift the civilian personnel to others.  

This is an M&RA duty.  The Regional Review Boards are not composed of the right entities to do this.

2. Commanders need to take responsibility and be held accountable for results.

Make a FITREP bullet for Commanders and Managers to successfully complete a competition; implement a MEO/contract; and meet the requirements.

3. There is a lack of comm btwn installation G-1 and TFSD on which t/o line numbers and billets are being announced for competition. Suggest the G-1 at MFP become involved or that LR ensures that the correct info gets to TFSD, e.g. t/o line numbers, TOCR, which version of the t/o was used etc. whatever is needed. 

4. Need to make sure that military man hours are not counted at the level of civilian man hours in an MEO. The hours that military must spend on other military duties must be calculated.

The DoD costing manual provides a specific formula for calculating military man hours.

5. We REALLY need to get our T/O's synched with the inventory.  This is critical.

Other

1. Any ideas on how the "new" DoD CIVPERS system will impact?

The new CIVPERS system is based on pay for performance - an MEO is driven by performance.  I would suspect an MEO that is performing would be eligible for additional pay for increased performance.

And it will also cause a new way of determining RIF retention credit...

2. HRSC are having difficulty keeping up with existing workload.  HRSC are getting salami sliced again.  Will HRSC be able to do what's needed??? 

Echo that one!...make sure you have written commitment of HR assets in your planning...

This commitment must be at the HQMC level not the command level.

3. Disappointed with Navy training.  Recommend civilian training.

4. Recommend USMC compete (and hire) an A-76 trainer as we have done with BPR and IMPACT.

Do not concur with tying ourselves to one source.

5. If Defense transformation takes place I would say that A-76 for Defense may have to be re-written.  Or maybe it won't, as SecDef wants to be able to hire and fire at will.

6. What is being done to compensate for/consider the fact that RIFs send the youngest people out the gate...and the most experienced people are retiring because of an aging workforce... how do we reconcile this?

Performance will play a greater role in RIF retention credit under the new DoD personnel system...likely coming in FY05...

7. The post implementation review process must include personal contact with the MEO primary customers.  Anecdotal data is not an acceptable alternative.

Customers must be a part of the development of the requirements.

8. Set up an IPT that is specifically focused on improving the cycle time for HRSC.  Installations can't make it with such long turn around for staffing actions when they are down to the MEO.

The IPT could focus only on internal USMC HR issues, if HRSC is beyond our ability to influence, or if already being studied.

9. We can keep telling ourselves that this is about functions and efficiency but we must realize and be sensitive to the impacts that it has on people.

10. It seems that "partial" outsourcing could be the solution to getting to more comprehensive outsourcing in a culture that is a resisting it...have we considered promoting this approach to build on partial successes to perhaps gain more cultural buy-in?

Is there any such thing as a "partial success?"  Does that also mean we have a "partial failure"?

We need to develop the plan, then execute to the best of our ability.  Documenting lessons learned and taking a realistic approach will be the best we can do.

The culture must shift.  Competition is not an option it is a political reality.

11. MCCS FA's? They have been using that excuse since the first announcements in '98.  They are not playing.  The facilities support to the OP Forces took the brunt.  Don't buy that they are already competitive, they are businesslike.  BS. Poll Monterey MBA's re: MCCS supposed business processes and it's smoke, mirrors, yelling and packing up their toys and going home. 

Can we get a copy of the MCCS FA's? Timeline?  That would help clarify their commitment.

I agree.  If MCCS is quality of life, why is the Safety Office taking the hit for suicide's, automobile deaths and alcohol related accidents when MCCS is funded to provide Counseling and off-duty activities?  I think the MCCS functions need to be reviewed in conjunction with identifying what the "Most Efficient Organization" really should be.

As SecNav said on Monday, FAs are only the first step to identifying what needs to be outsourced.  MCCS is not QOL.  QOL is barracks that are not falling down around a Marine's ears, family housing that does not have peeling lead paint, and food sources within walking distance of enlisted Marines who do not have cars and open when they get off duty at midnight.  We need to stop bowing to the QOL cry.

12. TEMPS & TERMS:  Hiring only Temps & Terms, keeps you from getting FECA (people who are willing to come back) off the FECA roles. Temps & Terms policy also keeps you from calling the bluff of those who are milking FECA.

13. Post MEO documentation requirement was underestimated. 

14. Do we need an IRO under the new?

A-76

No. The requirement for an IR has been removed from the new circular.  However, there is nothing in the new regs saying you can't do an IR if you want.

We need to do it.  Unless we get MUCH better at costing.

15. The Lesson's Learned was excellent.  Is any of this posted on LR web?

16. HR departments must be led by M&RA to ensure they do things like:  communicate with unions; complete a companion HR plan, etc.

Concur.  M&RA needs to pay more attention to the Civil Servants of the Marine Corps.  That was painfully obvious when M&RA only briefed the Provide Personnel Services for the Military and did not brief the Civil Servant side.

17. M&RA should develop a training program to prepare the HRO offices.

M&RA must be more involved in the Civil Servant side of the Marine Corps and liaison with the Navy HRO more frequently.

18. We need to figure out how to augment the HR effort through our tiger teams to ensure bases get increased support.  (Of course we need to get a clear understanding of whether or not this would help.  Assume it would.)

19. If all our support is as good as CL we'll be great.

20. When doing public/private competition in the depots, we were not allowed to contest because we would be going against the government. What happens this time because we were forced to give work to the commercial entity because we could not contest against the government?
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