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Lessons Learned –July though September 2000

Independent Review Lessons Learned: 

OSD has asked that the services collect Lessons Learned in five categories:

· Performance Work Statement (PWS) Development Phase

· Management Plan Development Phase

· Solicitation and Source Selection Phase

· Cost Comparison and Administrative Appeal Phase

· Implementation and Transition Phase

The following Lessons Learned have been developed from the Navy Independent Review Process during the period July through September 2000 and arranged by these categories plus an additional section for Independent Review administrative requirements.  

Independent Review Administrative Requirements 

1. Previous Lessons Learned contain many items that are still applicable to current studies under review.  The lessons are not being applied by the CA Teams, but they could use the information.  

The document produced by N465 and Naval Audit titled “Guide for Reviewing Cost Estimates Prepared Under the Commercial Activity Program” contains valuable information and should be reviewed by all study teams when approaching Independent Review. 

STANDARD CA STUDY DOCUMENTATION

The following documents are generally required in the independent review of CA studies.  This list is not all-inclusive as specific documentation requirements may vary depending upon the function(s) under study.  The underlying requirement for all studies is that if official supporting documentation is not available for a specific cost item, there should be written justification stating why supporting documentation is not available and the rationale used to develop the estimated cost.  This rationale must pass the “reasonable person” test. 

· CNO/CMC approval to conduct a study (message)

· Solicitation and all amendments

· Certified Management Plan providing MEO, Transition Plan, Technical Performance Plan and Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan

· Certified In-House Cost Estimate

· Certified Position Descriptions (HRO or authorized representative, make sure to include contract administration PDs)

· Historical workload/staffing data - Three years data desired but if not available most current 12 months with statements addressing any expected fluctuations from the documentation provided.  “Technical estimates” are considered testimonial evidence and will require additional written support/logic.  

· Evidence that the current standard cost factors/inflation rates were used

· Support for Salary Table Data and Locality Pay

· Historical material usage and cost data (Where applicable include subcontract and/or lease costs.  Identify any exceptional or one-time events that would skew the data.)

· Past funding authorization/documents for function under study and Comptroller certification that there are no known significant future programmatic changes.

· Historical payroll records, for verification of premium pay

· Collective bargaining agreements including a CO certification that there is no conflict with MEO implementation. (We already have the USMC Military Labor Agreement dated 14 Aug 98.)

· Detail support for One-time Conversion Costs (Work with local or regional HRO and make sure to use local commuting area costs.)

· Any legal opinions or advisories resulting from the CA study   

Performance Work Statement (PWS) Development Phase

2. Some studies have used  “certified contractible” PWS’s rather than solicitations that have been issued formally.  This requires a longer process because the IRO must also review the final solicitation including all amendments before his signature.  In a recent study, 12 action items involved questions that would have been satisfied if the solicitation had been on the street.  Examples include the following:  the bid periods were not defined, the transition period was not defined, and the key personnel clause was not defined.
Management Plan Development Phase

3. In most instances, the PWS is a much better document than the Management Plan.  Several CA Teams have stated that they spent a long time on their PWS and rushed through the Management Plan.  A more balanced approach would make the time and effort more nearly equal and produce a higher quality Management Plan.
4. CA Teams propose displacing their “As Is” staff with MEO Subcontracts.  There are many restrictions in the OMB Circular A-76 and OPNAVINST 4860.7C, which the CA Teams should review.  A conversion of more than 10 FTE needs to be treated as a separate study. A conversion of up to 10 additional FTE must include the conversion differential in the MEOs costs (10% of Line 1 costs).
5. CA Teams continue to include joint inventory costs, which have not been approved by N465, in their In House Cost Estimate.
6. One of the checklist items in the “Guide for Reviewing Cost Estimates Prepared Under the Commercial Activity Program” that causes CA Team problems is reproduced here:  “Analyze budget information for the function/business unit under study to determine whether there are any significant changes in workload or mission that should be reflected in the PWS.  As a minimum, first year of performance should be compared to recent historical costs.”  CA Teams have difficulties finding the person with such information, and in convincing the owner of the information that it needs to be shared.  The lesson is to start such coordination early in the process and use the information during development of the in-house cost estimate.
7. Another of the checklist items in the “Guide for Reviewing Cost Estimates Prepared Under the Commercial Activity Program” that causes CA Team problems is reproduced here: “Evaluate the adequacy of the QASP by determining whether performance indicators, primary method of surveillance, level of surveillance, acceptable quality levels, and performance criteria have been established.”  
8. The current Master Tables as of this writing are 09 Aug 00 and the latest inflation factors are 1 Oct 00 on the COMPARE web site. You can find them at http://www.afmia.randolph.af.mil/xpms/cs/compare/index.htm.  The IHCE must use the latest factors during the Independent Review.
Solicitation and Source Selection Phase

9. The IRO’s letter and the signed Cost Comparison Form are sent to the Contracting Officer and comprise the bid by the MEO.  Many CA Teams are unaware of this procedure.

Cost Comparison and Administrative Appeal Phase
No comments on this phase.

Implementation and Transition Phase

No comments on this phase.
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