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Actions BEFORE 21 October 2003

1. Develop list of core, critical enabling, and non-core processes.

This is what we have spent this week on.  Next step is to staff these recommendations out so as to obtain the experts at all levels of command can comment upon.

Core is outcome capabilities to win wars...

Core Critical Enabling is ANYTHING that directly enables Core to occur...

Non-Core is ANYTHING that enables or supports CCE to occur...

That means the SE, by definition, is at most, CCE and OF is where Core occurs...

We have some adjustments in our process labeling to make...

2. We must come to agreement on definitions of core, critical enabling, etc.

ACMC letter of 18 Apr 03

The definitions for these categories are self-explanatory and have already been established---read your documents.  What we need to come up with is the list of functions within the USMC that will fall into each one of these definitions.  Let's be honest brokers!  I wish Program Managers would quit trying to put themselves into these categories because we clearly know they are not core or critical enabling.

There are a lot of guys that are very smart about what is legitimately coded Core/Non-Core (like Mr. Dominguez) and the Marine Corps will not look good if we use the advocates ratings Navy, DoD, etc will be scrutinizing.  Let's do a better job of labeling these processes.

It's normal to want to protect your program.  However, the low-hanging fruit has been picked and we need honest brokers to determine the Marine Corps of the future.

See comment 6 relative to core competencies and core products.

Documents conflict.

It's true, while we are in the early stages of this process, we are still settling on the definitions.  There is only one document that "adds to" but does not conflict with the SEC core list.  That document is enclosure (2) of the ACMC letter of 18 April.  That supplementary information (not conflicting info) helps understand core competency, et al, in terms of its implications on manpower mix.  In other words, it begins to actualize the original abstract definitions.

3. Develop list of core, critical enabling, and non-core processes.

This is what we have spent this week on.  Next step is to staff these recommendations out so as to obtain the experts at all levels of command can comment upon.

Core is outcome capabilities to win wars...

Core Critical Enabling is ANYTHING that directly enables Core to occur...

Non-Core is ANYTHING that enables or supports CCE to occur...

That means the SE, by definition, is at most, CCE and OF is where Core occurs...

We have some adjustments in our process labeling to make...

We have a good start, but have more work to do.  The process is:  LR takes results back and assembles opinions/notes from the conference shareware and starts to build the MROC briefing in a collaborative way.  The next step is to work on improving the 4 competency lists.  Those four lists are core, critical enabling, and non-core.  Non-core will have to be subdivided into available in market and must be governmental,

4. Before we leave today, we must come to agreement on the functions/processes that are classified as non-core (at a minimum).

This must be staffed farther than just this group.  What comes out of here will be a draft that will go back out for staffing.

5. We cannot talk numbers with the processes we have ID'd, to get to the numbers Bases and Stations will have ID T/O line numbers within specific functions.

Isn't T/O number of authorized?  If so wouldn't you want to use on board or historical average of on board.

Using On-board numbers does 2 things.  1) It brings the total number of personnel under review and we can do a more thorough review.  2) It makes the Marine Corps Inventory inaccurate since we used T/O for the inventory.  Are we going to address the total on-board this year for the inventory?

6. Ground rules for determining military conversions must address the simple process of determining the need for military billets in base organization processes without reference to career progression and rotation.

Agree.  If Marine Corps is to meet target that DoD has given us, we will have to be tough.

7. Probably need to identify "core competencies" & "core products".  Suspect that core competencies would look much more like the DoD core competencies briefed by Mr. Dominguez.  Suspect "core products" would look very much like Tab E slide labeled "Core Competencies - Marine Corps."

We use "core" for core products & core competencies very loosely.  This clouds our communication and clarity of thought.

8. We need a policy from HQMC on how and if NAF billets can or will be competed. San Diego competed childcare APF and NAF positions in recent studies and took credit for both.  There are many NAF positions now paid for with APF funds as NAF USA reimbursables which comes from materials and services dollars and not the labor pot of $$ and not on the LOA or T/O. This obscures the true picture of our manpower structure in the USMC. 

NAF IS CLEARLY OUTSIDE THE AOR OF THIS REVIEW.  #7 IS A SIGN OF IGNORANCE AND FAILS TO UNDERSTAND THE INTENT/VALUE OF USA AND SOON TO BE UFM.  NAF FALLS UNDER THE DIRECT PURVIEW OF M&RA AND STRONG OVERSIGHT OF BOD.

Agree.  NAF has a precedent of being subject to A-76 competition.

It is time for the MCCS community to align themselves with the competitive process.  MCCS continues to game the system, and our senior leadership needs to realize NAF is not always the most competitive.  There are many examples of foot dragging and failed leadership, such as the study to combine all exchanges within DoD.  What happened?  The Marine Corps determined this is a core competency or critical enabling and we needed to maintain control and oversight.

Why does MCCS get to provide a "recommended strategy" in the MROC Brief when no one else does?

9. MilPers opinion poll is anecdotal at best.  Need to push the feedback out to the Program Sponsors/Intermediate Commands/Installations as quickly as possible for review.

10. An FA type scrub has not been done at the installations in many years.  We have focused only on the A-76s.  There are a lot of civilian Secretary and both military and civilian clerk type positions that could and should be identified for an "easy" score.  It definitely is not easy, but it is an approach that will not hurt the mission support.  The hard questions of core/non-core can continue, but there are easier quick wins that can happen now and separate from A-76 and all other analysis.  

Chart at T tab supports this; it shows both civpers and milpers in admin.

I only have one question to this...is it cheaper to have a GS12/13 running around with travel orders and trying to type and staff their own letters than having Admin assistance?  Lets work smarter than we have in the past.  This cannot become a number drill at all cost.

If good analysis is done, the pre-planning before competition analysis would be better and easier.  (This is not just applicable to clerical.)

So we recommend that the CMC tell SecDef that we are not going to execute an order to do competitions?  Is the CMC ready to retire?  We all heard Mr. Sikes on Mon, FAs are only the first start to determine what needs to be competed.

Agree.  First start.  Quick start.  Not the end.  If we wait for program sponsors to hash out specifics to this process, we won't get there anytime soon. FAs are much faster and easier.

11. Military personnel in the SE should be scrubbed by every Program Sponsor/Intermediate Command/Installation for positions that can be converted.  Emphasis should be on positions that fell into the questionable categories identified in the GAO Audit.  Rotation should not be a consideration, Manpower will make this determination.  

12. The process for conversion of military billets to civilian-Marines should be identified ASAP.  This could significantly relieve the fears of functional managers that they will not lose total manpower by identifying a conversion candidate.

13. We must come to agreement that there will or will not be a FY04 announcement in an effort to provide adequate lead-time to the candidate.

To the lucky candidate. Actually, don't some of the Lejeune and Pendleton FTEs qualify for the 04 announcement?  If not, some unlucky base will have to be sacrificed.

Are we saying we have to formally cancel and reannounce the competitions at Lejeune that have transitioned to the new circular?

14. Who will be responsible for tracking savings from competition and how it can be applied to buy-back of military billets?  There must be a prioritization methodology that identified the billets that are eligible for conversion and when they can be converted.

15. The South West Region Fleet Transportation (SWRFT) should be the prime target for FY04.  I know Camp Pendleton will object because of their ongoing study but HQMC should put in the tiger team to support this entity.  The SWRFT has been studying themselves since 2001, have collected workload data, removed all military and are at MEO.  This entity with over 200 FTE's  is low hanging fruit---so let's go after it.

Agree, SWRFT has done all the prep work.  Big body count. Gift wrapped for this effort.

Thought that fleet anywhere that stood up at Pendleton was the end all for managing motor t fleet on west coast.  That effort put Marines back to war fighting but cost over $33M….no tangible savings

16. Note:  Need reference on why competitive sourcing must be used.  A-76 is not statute.  FAIR lays on some statutory requirements.  Issue of is there a statute says competitive sourcing must be used for military.  Perhaps "required" rather than statutory method.  Discussion led to words "mandated method" vice "statute". 

17. Why is GOJ on list of FTE on chart 6?  That is free labor to Marine Corps.  Wouldn't GOJ just put those billets elsewhere, as they like to have a full employment.

18. Agree 100% with SWRFT being the prime target for FY04 or FY05 A-76 target.   Based on the SWRFT having good workload data and having a good handle on being very efficient, they seem to be the best candidate to compete under the revised OMB circular A-76.

19. There is a typo on slide 10 - OpFor Processes - LP should not be developing it.  HQMC Ops with the MARFORs' G-3/5s should be held accountable for this data.

Agree.  LP does not have this information.

20. Slide 13 needs to add Global Sourcing and estimate of tax that Combatant Commander will probably lay on Components.   Folks got sucked out of MEF Command Element to fill jobs at Combatant Command HQ.  We need good after action on this.  We also need to flag the reserves that got pulled from bases for 1 year.  This creates temporary civilian-marine vacancies at peak workload times..   Casualty replacement was not the primary draw down of SE marines.  Global sourcing sucked out a lot of marines that I served with at CENTCOM and MARCENT.

Individual augmentation and long-term use of reservists are hot political buttons.  We will only see more of this as NorthCom, StratCom, and JFCom shake out their roles and responsibilities with Homeland Security.

This is definitely something we need to address.  However, the Marine Corps (TFSD/MROC/CMC) needs to develop a plan for this.  Currently we tend to operate off-the-cuff when these things happen.  We don't even know the real cost of these things and its not gonna get better till we develop a plan.  We get in trouble if we staff for contingent operations.

Does the Marine Corps know its staffing need (Civ and Mil)?

Can it justify the need?

21. Ensure we POM for all of the expenses of Competition - training, Military buy-back, manpower, consultant support, transition, benchmarking, reengineering from a corporate standpoint, etc.

POM requires good numbers that can be justified.  Bringing this to POM is good, but we need good back up for the dollars we say it will cost.

22. I'm not sure Camp Pendleton would disagree on SWRFT--especially the managers in the function.  

The PWS tiger team effort would benefit by having a west coast/east coast time-phased regionalized SWRFT initiative.  One study would prototype the other.

The Camp Pendleton competition has been agreed to already.  In writing.

23. FA's aren't creditable as MID 907 initiative.  It also hasn't been proven as a positive cost benefit to the Navy who used this process over the last three years.  The savings weren't there, so Navy is now required to compete a percentage of all FAs.

True.

24. Do recompetitions count to toward the 3000 billets to compete?

25. Generally speaking, we have two viewpoints that can be used to come to a final list of candidates for competition and candidates for military conversion.  The process review provided by the process advocates is one look, that includes information of value, and the groupware list is a consensus view of the information that was briefed.  Both are valid and should be used together to determine what is core/non-core and potential for competition or conversion.

26. Request for final scrub of lists should emphasize need to be completely objective and keep in mind the best way to support the core competencies of the Marine Corps.  Probably should again come from the ACMC.  Need to get away from protecting rice bowls and think out of the box.

27. We need to look at the potential competition candidates and determine which can be assembled into competable business units.  I suspect that any one installation does not have the potential to compete some of their non-core functions because they have too few billets to offer up (too few = less than 15).

Actions AFTER 21 October 2003

1. Ensure we POM for all of the expenses of Competition - training, Military buy-back, manpower, consultant support, transition, benchmarking, reengineering from a corporate standpoint, etc.

2. AFTER THE CSWG HAS DETERMINED THE FUNCTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED ELIGIBLE FOR COMPETITION, THE FAIR INVENTORY FOR THE USMC SHOULD BE ADJUSTED SO THAT ACROSS ALL THE INSTALLATIONS SHOW THE SAME CA CODING FOR THOSE FUNCTIONS. CURRENTLY, THE MIX SHOWN DOES NOT HAVE ANY CONSISTENCY. SOME SHOW IG, EXEMPT OR REVIEWABLE FOR THE SAME FUNCTIONS AND POSITIONS. BEFORE WE RECEIVE THE T/O FOR THE CA INVENTORY THIS FALL, WHICH REFLECT LAST YEARS CODING, IT WOULD SAVE ALL OF US A LOT OF EFFORT IN TRYING TO SELL OUR DEPT HEADS ON THE NEW CONCEPTS IF WE CAN EXPLAIN THAT THE HQMC CONSENSUS IS REFLECTED IN CODING SHOWN. IF WE HAVE TO MAKE CHANGES FROM THE FIELD WITH JUSTIFICATIONS, IT WASTES A LOT OF TIME AND EFFORT THAT CAN BE BETTER APPLIED TO CURRENT A-76 REQUIREMENTS.

The inventory cannot be effectively completed by the Installations.  The Program Sponsors should provide their guidance on how/why the functions should be coded in a specific criteria such as civilian direction and control or subject to review.  The Intermediate Commands must be responsible for facilitation of the inventory for their installations to insure consistency across all areas.  Individual Commanders/Departments in the past have taken the position that their personnel are inherently governmental for advice and council however this has a lack of credibility in many cases.

Next FAIR inventory guidance should include results of the conference with an intention to further standardize the inventory across the Corps.

3. We need to stay on top of the efforts to "re-invent" the DoD CIVPERS system.  Commanders/Advocates/Sponsors need to know what this new workforce will look like and what they will be able to do with them.  If the new rules work there may be less reluctance to convert from military to civilian for critical inherently Governmental functions.  

The "new" rules under DoD transformation will years before we can use.  Many are fighting this and even if Congress passes and SecDef puts into use, there will be numerous lawsuits.  Suggest everyone read the entire proposed changes to Congress.

4. Time - CA /process studies were difficult and time consuming.  Currently for PW/Fac maintenance there is a core of "expertise" - some good, much that can still be improved.  This latest cycle was over 5 years.  In looking at other organizations and business on the base the USMC is going to have to determine "who" is going to conduct the study.  I would assume the first couple if not all will have a terrific amount of scrutiny especially if they eliminate or convert military structure.

Also requires scrutiny to ensure our improved implementation works.

5. Need to think about contract work statement development, possible "guide" specs, process improvement organizations, QA processes and QA resource requirements, source for "lessons learned", review process to include military manpower review where applicable.

This is smart to use experience and past documentation as a primary resource.  Further recommend we prototype to all DOD specs and factor in measures of success of those contracts.

6. Culture change for USMC would be to mandate more effective use of Marines serving in SE billets. They are very ineffective as workers when compared to civilians. Reason is the early morning PT, still taking 90 minute lunches, taking time off during duty hours for reasons that civil service must take annual leave, securing early on Fridays at noon. We all see it on a daily basis. Understand that Marines need military training to maintain warfighting skills; Marine leaders at unit level would be able to accomplish the mission with fewer Marines if a simple 40 hour workweek was mandated. Our culture has been to consider SE billets as payback for deployed time, but as taxpayers observe, it skirts close to fraud waste and abuse.  Our young Marines need to be provided better work ethics that will serve them better in their future careers in the real world where such behavior would not be tolerated. Civil service has a low opinion of Marine productivity in the SE. The 1998 Rand study that shows a replacement rate of 70% for Civ to Mil is probably conservative. We could realign a lot of Marines (Cat 2 /3 FAPS and permanent positions) back to the FMF.

I could have written this... my experience has been the same... the young Marines do not seem to perform well working in a civilian environment... and their absences for duties, training, PFT, etc. more often than not puts a burden on the civilians trying to get the work done now with less than the required resources.

Efficiencies is an interesting concept.  Is a fire department efficient maintaining its own vehicles or cooking it's own meals?  Yes if you look at marginal cost since they're on "standby" and a sunk cost.  No if you look at their hourly wage (for cooking) or their hourly wage and quickness (for maintenance tasks).

7. Marine Corps continually says we need to do better contracting/PWS/QAE, but it doesn't appear to ever happen.  Could we send personnel for training, that Army/Air Force uses? Once trained then have those personnel work solely with A-76 groups for 1-2 years for experience.  If that not possible, why not contract the service from Army or Air Force.

Good point.  Marine Corps has known about the weakness in this area for at least 5 years and we haven't done anything to correct the situation.  We will be talking about this deficiency in another 5 years if we don't take action on this now.

NAVFAC as the designated SSCOE should make this training available wide and far.  NAVFAC contracts are designed in facilities support format that make training requirements unique to a specific process.

8. Core/non-core coding determinations will be more difficult if you track processes instead of functions.  Processes aren't accurately tracked to billet titles as we saw in process briefs, so suggest at some point in time we convert coded process data to FAIR Inventories.

We are being urged to move towards process, vice program.   This is a change that is occurring.  We are adjusting to this now.

9. When processes have been identified for competition, need to identify team members who will be involved with developing and implementing the strategic level planning to prepare for the future competitions.  This team will need to identify who will participate in preparing for the competitions - if processes crosses across a region will need to determine who will be involved, what training they need, who will pay for that training, and when it will be accomplished.  Can possibly have a team representing a number of bases.

10. Comment from floor: ~ need process diagram of approach to selection of what to compete~.  From the floor comment, it might be helpful to have a process diagram for the brief.  The shape might be 2 parallel processes, rather than one sequence... I don't have enough clarity on process (even after experiencing it) to brief it as a process(s) rather than as a revised agenda of events. .

11. Re Dave Clifton's comment re HQMC needing to be more aware of CA studies going on at the bases & stations.  Is it possible that LR can be the central organization to convey that information to the HQMC process advocate?  Need to have a communications plan in place to keep HQMC process advocates engaged in this.

12. LR needs to produce and publish a "flow diagram' which shows everyone the approval process (go or no go) on how a particular function was approved for study/conversion at a base.

The core of most of the conference discussions dealt (my opinion) with the functional sponsor's concern with having input into the process of determining candidates for study.

Core/Non-Core Process List

1. Include an "Assumptions" slide that defines core/non-core for the purpose of the effort.

2. What is the break between what will be presented to the MROC as should be looked at for competition and what is a potential but have some issues for consideration?  Will it be the Non-core and Non-core must be government?  

3. I'm glad we started on this now.  If we keep working on this, in 5 years many of the functions listed will have moved because our thinking or the DoD thinking will have changed.

4. The core/non-core process list needs to be aligned with the IGCA inventory function codes.  The Inventory is the basis for FAIR and how we announce future studies.

5. Next/future step - needs to be linkage of functions designated likely/possible/unlikely to functional classification (core.... non-core critical, etc.)

6. Absolute consensus on what processes are core/non-core may not be achievable.  However, if the intent of the CSWG is to achieve a "comfortable" level of agreement on what is core/non-core then that should be clearly stated and discussion or "groupware" session conducted to reach that level of agreement.  This is critical before anything is placed on a slide for the MROC that states what is core or non-core.

7. What is the cutoff for what is "off the table" for competition or mil-civ conversion?  Is that cutoff at the non-core AIM or non-core must be govt. level?  If no clear link between "off the table" and one of the four categorizations of core/non-core that we used; then why even go through the trouble of determining what is core and non-core?  Suggestion:  CSWG must clearly establish that "off the table" is anything that is core, core critical enabling and must be government.  

Competition Candidate List

1. Bases have candidates. But as Judi Fernandez said, they are not talking with HQMC, specifically TFSD, to satisfy both requirements.  More communication would help.

The Marine Corps as a whole needs to improve its staffing skills.  Walk outside our cubicles, pick up the phone.

Email is a big part of the problem.

2. Once Defense Travel System (DTS) is implemented across the Marine Corps, travel should have only enough personnel to man a help desk.  DTS allows travelers to enter their data, forward to head of office that approves and applies funding.  Then traveler picks up orders and tickets, completes travel and enters claim into DTS.  Disbursement is automatic fund transfer.  May not be a huge number, but until we known inventory by function that knows.

3. Bases generally agree that Supply, Transportation, Maintenance and Community services are the top candidates for PMA 907.  The common issues or conflict is the high percentage of military populating these functions that need to be deconflicted.

4. Despite the disagreement of some passionate advocates, I believe the process approach we took this week has yielded creditable first cut results that have been validated by the data results of the groupware review.  Housing and facilities remain at the top of the list and under them there was large consensus regarding what should follow.  I think the proposed staffing of these results will provide both appropriate opportunity and accurate review to further refine them.

5. Assign BSA responsibilities to MARFORs to conduct once you complete MROC brief of candidates.  CBE should not be doing these.  

Military Conversion List

1. Some of the first places we may want to look are:  Financial and Supply.

2. Personnel may also be a place to look.

3. We do not need Marines as SACC counselors, PMO pass and ID clerks, safety technicians, visiting aircraft line baggage handlers, guard mail runners, environmental inspectors. 

SACC counselors, admin clerks, safety technicians, baggage handlers for visiting aircraft line, drivers, guard mail runners, PMO pass and ID/impound lot/admin support.

4. Will need to align MOS's to the functions that have been identified as not a military performance requirement.  There may not be a direct link of several as there will not be a clear alignment.  When this happens, will need to review that MOS manual and determine if it needs to be rewritten.  I'm sure there will then be a need for a study to determine the feasibility of changing the MOS and its impact on grade shape, etc. etc. etc.

The genesis of the MOS Manual is front-end analysis of the functions actually being performed by Marines in the operating forces.  In some cases this is done by a wide-ranging occupational survey, in other cases we rely heavily on subject matter expert inputs.

5. Also look at GME.

Agree    Contract vehicles now so why not the personnel.

6. Now that the list of likely candidates has been identified, need to bounce off the risk rationale that was provided by the process advocates.  There are some functions listed as likely, but the risk factor is quite high, which would change its priority level.

7. Sea shore rotation is quantitatively described in the Navy as 3 to 1 by rated billets (E-5 and above), homebasing ratios specifically by concentration areas such as San Diego, Pearl Harbor, etc.  The Marine Corps manpower advocates should clearly define and communicate rotation ratios to sponsors so the entire MC has a clear picture of what the requirements are.

8. One thing we might keep in mind is that quite often because of the other duties and training our Marines have to do, will it actually be a one for one replacement?

9. Before putting numbers/savings against the processes, we have to do the manpower/occ fld experts scrub to see what potential 3d and 4th order effects would occur.
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