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Lessons Learned –October though December 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 of October through December 2000 and arranged by these categories plus an additional section for Independent Review Administrative Requirements.  

Independent Review Administrative Requirements 

1. The following documentation required for an independent review is listed in the "Guide for Reviewing Cost Estimates Prepared Under the Commercial Activities Program" Section B. paragraph 4. 

CNO approval to conduct a cost study 
CNO approval to exclude part of function studied (if applicable)
Certified Contractible PWS 
Management Plan (includes the Technical Performance Plan, the Transition Plan, the Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan, the Quality Control Plan, and the In House Cost Estimate with the Commander’s signature on line 21, which certifies the Management Plan)
The complete In House Cost Estimate
Certified position descriptions for all position in the MEO and the contract administrators.

To allow the review to proceed expeditiously, this information should be provided to the review team in a printed format, with all changes and amendments at least seven days prior to the review start date.  Due to the number of studies that must be done quickly, final scheduling of the site visit may be withheld until all documentation is provided as listed above.  


The following additional documents are generally required in the independent review of CA studies:  

· The solicitation and all amendments

· Historical workload/staffing data - Three years data desired but if not available most current 12 months.  Addressing any expected fluctuations.  

· 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 stating that there are no known significant future programmatic changes.

· Historical payroll records, for verification of premium pay

· Collective bargaining agreements including a CO certification stating that there is no conflict with MEO implementation. 

· 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. The Naval Audit Service Review Teams continue to see quality PWS’s.
Management Plan Development Phase

3. Activities should consider developing a Crosswalk Table as a part of their Management Plan showing the transition from the announced positions to the MEO with an explanation for each line.  A Crosswalk Table is easy to prepare and it allows the CA Team a single reference to track the necessary approvals from their Commander, their Claimant and from CNO (N465).  Although not imperative, it provides a handy tool.   Several CA Teams have been unfamiliar with OPNAVINST 4860.7C, page I-21, Chapter 3.A.3:  “Activity commanders have authorization to expand an announced CA function if the expansion is justifiable and it does not significantly increase the study effort.  Any significant expansion, to include previously unannounced functions or a substantial increase to the number of studied positions, requires congressional announcement.  Minor decreases in the number of positions under study does not require additional reporting: however, significant decreases to the number of announced positions, or removal of congressionally announced function from a study, requires CNO (N4) approval.”

4. In general, activities write good PWS’s.  Most activities do not write their Management Plan and supporting In House Cost Estimate to the same level.  These documents, which are usually written later, appear to be rushed.  These documents constitute the Governments “bid” on the work to be performed and should put forth the Government’s best  effort.
5. To obtain clarification and/or additional source documents, the Naval Audit Service Independent Review Team may request interviews with the Contracting Officer, the HRO and the Comptroller.  
6. A common problem that CA Teams have is in preparing a QASP that will meet the requirement of:  “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.”  
7. Currently, the latest COMPARE software program is Version 2.0c.  This program was last revised on 27 Jun 00.  Programs installed prior to that date should be reinstalled. The current Master Tables as of this writing are 02 Jan 01 and the latest inflation factors are 02 Jan 01 on the COMPARE web site.   These can be found at http://www.afmia.randolph.af.mil/xpms/cs/compare/index.htm.  The IHCE must use the latest factors during the Independent Review.  This is especially important since the latest civilian pay tables are 13 Jan 01.  When using the latest tables, it is essential to avoid double inflating.  To do this, change the base year date to 13 Jan 01, and then go out of COMPARE to a spreadsheet and inflate Line 2, 3 and 12 costs manually prior to putting them in COMPARE.  Document this work very carefully.
8. The acceptable way to figure the average relocation cost is to compile all the relocation costs from all personnel who moved from that base in the last year and to take the average cost of these moves.  This is current and is felt to be able to withstand protests.
9. In spite of earlier lessons learned, the following needs to be repeated.  Demonstration Projects pay banding issues are covered by the same general guidance which was approved by OMB and Navy M&RA:  See OPNAVINST 4860.7C Part II CH 2.B.2 last sentence: "Express salary/step for pay banded or demonstration project employees at the mid-grade or mid-band level.”

10. If a military FTE provides first level support to the MEO, the cost should be included.  If the support is less than a FTE, for example 0.2 FTE, the current COMPARE will only allow a whole number to be entered.  To handle this, put 1 in as the FTE and go into the study table and enter the correct amount of 0.2 times the salary for that grade.    Carefully document this work. 
11.  Carefully review the Tax Rate Table industry used for line 12 of the CA Study.  This should be consistent with the classification code used in the solicitation. Recently counsel has provided valuable changes, backed up with justification that could easily overcome a possible protest.  Do not participate in the earlier common practice of asking, “What have other studies used?”  The PWS probably is not identical to those other studies.  
Solicitation and Source Selection Phase

No input

Cost Comparison and Administrative Appeal Phase
No input

Implementation and Transition Phase
12.  Post MEO reviews have shown that the most common problem that MEO’s have after implementation is documenting the quality of their work.  The Quality Control Plan and the Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan are still in force, because the Management Plan says they will be used whomever wins the cost competition.  MEO’s provide quality work, but if there is no documentation, there is no good way to show that MEO provided the quality of work required by the PWS.

