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Survey Results

SA - Strongly Agree   A - Agree   N - Neutral   D - Disagree   SD - Strongly Disagree  

1.  Material provided prior to the session was helpful.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


6

A(4)


12

N(3)


4

D(2)


2

SD(1)


0

2.  The length of the session was appropriate, and my time was well-spent.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


5

A(4)


16

N(3)


2

D(2)


2

SD(1)


0

3.  The expectations I had, at the start of the session, were addressed.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


1

A(4)


15

N(3)


3

D(2)


6

SD(1)


0

4.  There were an appropriate number of attendees, representing appropriate Supporting Establishment processes and organizations.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


2

A(4)


13

N(3)


1

D(2)


9

SD(1)


0

5.  Established ground rules were followed.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


1

A(4)


10

N(3)


8

D(2)


5

SD(1)


1

6.  The conference format encouraged participants to express opinions freely.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


14

A(4)


10

N(3)


1

D(2)


0

SD(1)


0

7.  Consensus (group agreement) was achieved or points of disagreement were clearly documented.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


4

A(4)


12

N(3)


2

D(2)


6

SD(1)


1

8.  The Group Systems software, seating arrangement, and onsite technical support were helpful.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


14

A(4)


11

N(3)


0

D(2)


0

SD(1)


0

9.  The Group Systems software exercise following the Process Briefs provided a useful vehicle for identifying, discussing, and rank-ordering potential competition candidates.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


9

A(4)


9

N(3)


3

D(2)


3

SD(1)


1

10.  The Group Systems software exercise on Wednesday afternoon provided a useful vehicle for identifying implementation issues and for developing approaches to address these issues.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


10

A(4)


9

N(3)


4

D(2)


1

SD(1)


1

11.  The overall determination process was fair and equitable.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


2

A(4)


14

N(3)


6

D(2)


1

SD(1)


2

12.  The facilitation team provided useful and relevant advice and direction for an effective session.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


5

A(4)


14

N(3)


6

D(2)


0

SD(1)


0

13.  The facilitation team was impartial and unbiased.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


6

A(4)


13

N(3)


4

D(2)


2

SD(1)


0

14.  The location was suitable.

Choices

Count

SA(5)


13

A(4)


12

N(3)


0

D(2)


0

SD(1)


0

15.  Facilities were adequate for my needs (temperature, comfort, availability of rest room, dining, and snacking).

Choices

Count

SA(5)


10

A(4)


15

N(3)


0

D(2)


0

SD(1)


0

16.  Suggestions for improvement:

Total Number of Respondents (N):

25

Number of responses to this question (n):
17

1. We need to be clear that many of the outcomes of CSWG were strictly opinions not decisions.  There is no consensus with regards to outcomes, which may have been slightly misrepresented during outbrief.  Concur with plans to socialize prior to MROC.

2. The Program Sponsors briefs needed to be staffed prior to coming to this meeting.  Not all of them were, which hindered people's confidence in making decisions.

3. Provide strawman of opportunities to match process WG deliverables to expectations.  In other words, come up with draft proposals that match the numerical goals.

4. Turn up the heat!!!!  Other than that everything was great.

5. Need a more detailed admin message, uniform, provisions for meals (when there would be working lunches).  Normally this is done via message.

6. Concerned that limited funding is avail to support A-76 effort especially given the new circular has more restrictive time frames. All the issues were discussed to some extent, but for sure we need to see a plan that will address how to overcome.

7. Recommend the process to be used during the session be clearly stated prior to attending the conference.  Ensure briefing support the elements to state opinions on to reduce the conflicts between members of the groups and the facilitators.

8. Tables were a little small for all the "stuff" we had…binders, etc.... no arms on the chairs and lots of time sitting... working lunch was cruel.  CNA Brief was too long...

9. Might have been useful to insert an exercise to encourage participants to release their rice bowls.  Much argument was a result of defensive postures rather than considering anything and everything that would be best for the Marines.

10. Next time, go to the reps first for some initial agreement with approach although I know you were rushed.

11. Better direction and guidance needed in the overall process to achieve the goals.  We could have established the baseline for those functions already in a competitive process and moved on.  We did not need to re-do what was already a given.

12. Recommend that Operating Force SME as well as PP&O be well represented at the next session.  Recommend that SE and Process Advocates specifically identify functions and requisite billets that apply to Process (core/non-core) determination.

13. Great lunch speakers.  Great groupware.  Let MCCS go on too long.  For first time it was as good an approach as any.  As usual it need some tweaks. Not sure if MCBE has the staff to support this in addition to execution of A-76.  Hope so.

14. It would be great to have a professional facilitator to keep things moving.   Attended something like this for ITRO in Texas.  The facilitator helped a diverse group to make some hard decisions.

15. Regarding the revisit of the core/CCE/NCMBG definitions, I think the key demarcation line for competition purposes remains whether the function is inherently governmental.  That analysis actually requires the greatest peeling back of the onion.

16. If future sessions are conducted with a requirement to "vote" or express an opinion on the subject, recommend the group software be made available during the briefings in order to make a conclusion while the information is fresh in your mind.

17. Outline of process before meeting would have been helpful.

17.  Other comments:

Total Number of Respondents (N):

25

Number of responses to this question (n):
11

1. Advocates made clear their concerns regarding the process of incorporating the list of 400.  Competitive sourcing decisions in some areas may be best addressed via functional review.  Process is too broad and ill defined.  Need charter and formal WG.

2. The Program Sponsors need to be more involved in the entire process.  They should have spoken to the processes/functions in the ABC/M models that were shown and they should have stayed for the "opinion poll" discussion.

3. Need to align goals to sponsors responsibility areas.  No headway can be made in military conversions until manpower sponsor is assigned the target.

4. There was a lot of complaining from functional managers.  They need to realize we cannot do business as usual if we want to make change.

5. I think that it would have been useful to explain the total process up front.  We burned a bunch of time with people being confused and/or unhappy about the process.

6. Please include all the questions submitted via groupware with answers or a POC for each. There are no bad ideas, and each should be explored. The process briefers are all protecting their rice bowls must change. Why no LANT attendees from installations?

7. Process would have been better if all had started with inventory data... added the Core/ CCE/MBG/AIM designation and risk assessments and THEN briefed that to the CSWG... using groupware to vote & comment as briefs were presented.

8. A lot of hard work went into preparing for this working group and you should be commended for your efforts.  This has never been done by the other services, and they will learn from this exercise.  It doesn't mean that we have to be perfect.

9. Not sure why we did not have advocates brief from their last inventory as a baseline as opposed to allowing a more open format.... it seems it would have connected the data better...but I still believe we achieved success in creating a good first cut

10. Recommend that Active duty representation from Bases and Station be present at next session.

11. From installation point of view it was a great beginning to break mindsets and get all levels into appropriate discussion despite what Program sponsors say.  Need more LANT installations.  Need more of this. Great job.

Questions and Choices in Original Order

1. Material provided prior to the session was helpful.

2. The length of the session was appropriate, and my time was well-spent.

3. The expectations I had, at the start of the session, were addressed.

4. There were an appropriate number of attendees, representing appropriate Supporting Establishment processes and organizations .

5. Established ground rules were followed.

6. The conference format encouraged participants to express opinions freely.

7. Consensus (group agreement) was achieved or points of disagreement were clearly documented.

8. The Group Systems software, seating arrangement, and onsite technical support were helpful.

9. The Group Systems software exercise following the Process Briefs provided a useful vehicle for identifying, discussing, and rank-ordering potential competition candidates.

10. The Group Systems software exercise on Wednesday afternoon provided a useful vehicle for identifying implementation issues and for developing  approaches to address these issues.

11. The overall determination process was fair and equitable.

12. The facilitation team provided useful and relevant advice and direction for an effective session.

13. The facilitation team was impartial and unbiased.

14. The location was suitable.

15. Facilities were adequate for my needs (temperature, comfort, availability of rest room, dining, and snacking).

16. Suggestions for improvement:

17. Other comments:
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