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Lessons Learned –April- June 2001

Performance Work Statement (PWS) Development Phase

Historical Workload

Historical workload should be identified in the PWS.  Changes to historical workload due to reduced or increased mission requirements should be clearly explained for all potential bidders.  The CA Team should be able to show to the Independent Review Team how the PWS workload was determined.  Three years of workload data is a safe amount, in that it normally incorporates the effect of any business cycles, or “one-time” or seasonal variations that might otherwise skew the projected future workload estimate. At a minimum, the most current 12 months of workload data support should be available to use as a comparison to the first year of performance.

The DoD 4100.XX-M A-76 Costing Manual, March 14, 2001, states on page 10, paragraph C0.5.4, “cost comparisons shall be conducted using not less that a total of five years performance, excluding the phase-in period”.  Any length of time other than five years must be approved by the Component’s 9.a official.   Although some consultants and CA Team believe that this is a mistake and should be changed, DoD is very specific that 5 years is mandatory.  

Management Plan Development Phase

Reducing FTE, Workload

When the MEO and TPP show reductions in personnel, these should be tied to reduce workload with an equally efficient team, or the same level of workload with a more efficient team.  Efficiencies attributed to Business Process Reengineering must be clearly documented and the efficiencies must be clearly tied to accomplishing the workload in the PWS.  CA Teams have used time and motion studies, and industry standards to aid in determining the size of the MEO.  

Position Descriptions-MEO
A history of inflation in grade levels associated with certain positions is often addressed in MEO development.  Position Descriptions that carefully detail the specialized training, certifications or licenses, skills and experience required must be carefully developed so that the classifier can establish the proper grade for the position.  A common mistake occurs when a CA Team attempts to determine who will occupy the FTE positions.  This confuses the issue. While the potential RIF effects are unknown, the CA team must focus on “spaces” not “faces”.  The MEO can accomplish its mission if the position descriptions are well written, because whoever fills a position must be qualified to do the work.  Careful grooming of position descriptions insures the appropriate grades and salaries are chosen to support the IHCE Line 1 costs.
Using the latest version of WinCompare2 required
 The win.COMPARE2  website (http://compare.mevatec.com/) will often have a notice such as:  “The Official OSD Version 1.4 of win.COMPARE2 is available for release as of today (June 28, 2001).”  Prior to the Independent Review Officer (IRO) signing the final In House Cost Estimate (IHCE), the latest version of win.COMPARE2 must be used.  CA Teams must keep visiting the website as their final IHCE is being prepared to insure that they are using the latest version.

“Effective” and “Year” Columns in WinCompare

The win.COMPARE2   User Manual dated 6/28/01 on Pg.24 of the User Manual states concerning Master Table 8 Inflation Cost Factors and Rates, -“NOTE: This table contains Effective and Year categories.  If the cost comparison has an effective date, then input that date in the Effective column.  If the cost comparison does not have an effective date, then win.COMPARE2 will default to the Year Column.” 

   Essentially, if the standard factors and rates that are entered/updated also have a corresponding effective date, the effective date should be entered in the "Effective" column for that factor.  Otherwise, enter the appropriate year of applicability for the factor.  If there is no effective date listed in Table 8, win.COMPARE2 will automatically default to the Year column to look up the appropriate applicable factor.  Either the Effective Date or the Year MUST be entered in Table 8 for the program to work; both of these fields cannot be left blank. 

Management plan terminology 
Three years ago, studies used the terminology "Contractor" in the management documents.  In 1999, the Navy issued a PA advising CA Teams to use "Service Provider" vice Contractor.

In the same regard, the term Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) in the documents would not apply if the contract were won in-house.  The Navy studies have been amicable in changing the term to "Designated Government Representative" or DGR, with a definition in the terminology section stating that the DGR applies to both in-house or ISSA/Contractor wins.  Since "COR's" do not apply on an in-house win – this is a technical issue much like the Service Provider. 

Support Cost – Line 1 IHCE
The type of support that should be costed in Line 1 of the IHCE, over and above those FTE directly involved in the workload of the PWS, is clearly stated in the DOD Costing Manual dated 14 March 2001, page 23, paragraph C1.1.2

C1.1.2. Also included are other local personnel costs expended in operation of the activity being cost compared, or where responsibilities change if performance is converted to or from in-house from or to contract/ISSA performance. They include management and oversight activities, such as direct and indirect managers and supervisors above the first line of supervision who are essential to the performance of the CA being competed, personnel support, environmental or Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Act compliance management, etc. These costs are not part of the twelve-percent overhead factor detailed in Chapter Four: Overhead Costs.

Solicitation and Source Selection Phase

Signing the Cost Comparison Form
Activity Commanders need to be aware that they are required by OPNAVINST 4860.7C to sign the CCF.  After signing the CCF, the Activity Commander cannot be on the Source Selection Board.

Other

Calculating Payroll – Post MEO review
During Post MEO reviews, payroll costs have to be multiplied by the Fringe Benefits rate (1.3285) to be accurately compared to Line 1.

Coding Payroll for Post MEO review suggestion
One MEO Team created a separate code in the payroll computer system for positions in the MEO.  This made the work to established Line 1 comparison costs much easier during the Post-MEO review.

