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Issue #1

Portrait of Future DPW

Task Group:  Gary Schanche (CERL)

Issue:  What will the DPW of the future look like?  Organization, work force, contact operation etc.  In conjunction with their Fort Future initiative, CERL will develop this portrait which will be a generic look at the characteristics of the DPW of the future.
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 Issue #2

Build Effective BASOPs Teams

Task Group:  John Brobeck


Jim Godwin


Kay McGuire


Gary Schanche

Issue:  Currently BASOPs functions are executed using traditional hierarchical stovepipes.  This model has multiple layers of management, and redundant execution capacity which can no longer be afforded.  Private sector companies have used matrixed teams composed of staff from a variety of elements of their organization to reduce management positions and more efficiently use limited skills.  To accommodate expected continued reduction in manpower and financial resources, the Army needs to adapt some of these matrix concepts for BASOPs to reduce costs and improve quality. 

Solution:  Use a Project Manager approach to leading matrixed execution teams based on the Corps of Engineer Project Management Business Process model to deliver BASOPs functions and services.  

Implementation Strategy:

Installation focus:

a. Create teams focused on customer identified problems and services.  These teams need to be composed of representatives from the DPW and all organizations that support the delivery of BASOPs functions and services.  Teams are tailored to specific projects or missions.  Employ as a model the Corps of Engineers Project Management Business Process.  The fundamental execution element in this process is the Project Delivery Team.

b. Team members include contractors, other support elements (CT, RM, IM), outside organizations, public/private partners,  and any other resources needed to complete team assignments.

c. Establish a guiding council (e.g. Board of Directors) made up of leaders from the customer community and directors of functional groups to get common “buy-in” from the installation leadership.  Leaders are defined as those who control resources, money, contracts and/or people.

d. Develop a new breed of leader that fosters a culture of teamwork.  Choose, train and develop first line supervisors to be “coaches” not “directors”.  These first line supervisors are the key to anchoring the teaming approach.

e. Use a cascade training approach to teach new organizational strategy, teaming skills, Project Management skills, customer relationship building skills, and effective use of Process Action Teams.  This approach is necessary to show leadership buy-in for this new teaming culture.

f. Develop a recommended training program for team members and Project Managers. 

g. Each team needs to “walk the talk”.  Leaders need to model the behaviors fundamental to this new culture.  Leadership need to fully empower the matrixed team to complete their assignments.

h. Select PMs for their ability to build teams, relate to customers, keep projects on track, and focused on customers needs.

i. The Project Manager controls the resources assigned for the project.

j. PM performs the Government In Nature functions in a highly contracted environment.  PM in this situation focuses in COTR responsibilities to ensure that the customer is satisfied and the Government is getting a “fair deal”.

k. Select Resource Chiefs for their ability to develop technical staff and an adequate supply of appropriate skills.

l. Establish a culture where working on multiple teams and frequently changing projects is an accepted normal practice.

m. Establish a system of metrics that measure the quality of function and services delivered, the satisfaction of the customer, meet the needs of the process owners, and build improvements for the future.  Use a system of linked Balanced Scorecards to organize metrics.

n. Establish criteria for team based awards.  Develop a habit of giving frequent and timely awards celebrating success.  The most powerful awards allow the team to determine how they are rewarded.

Headquarters focus

a. Get ACSIM and/or CSA support to make this part of the training program for Garrison Commanders and all the Directorate Chiefs that support BASOPs functions.

b. ACSIM and MACOMs need to give installations time and adequate resources to make this transition happen.

c. ACSIM needs to establish a mechanism to support installations with consultants and “lessons learned” from other applications.

d. ACSIM and MACOMs support the process by focusing on BASOPs outcomes, not the means of delivery of BASOPs functions.

e. Focus resources on testing these new concepts at a few demonstration installations.  Once successful, use the demonstration results and lessons learned to build an Army wide implementation program.

Benefits:

a. Customer focused work results.

b. Flexible and empowered workforce.

c. Improved quality of products and services.

d. A flatter organization and reduction in number of supervisory roles.

e. Promotes ownership and accountability to commander and garrison staff.

f. Reduced workforce can work more effectively when working in a team environment.

g. Promotes outcome based metrics for all involved.

Impact:

a. One time implementation start-up costs.

b. Concepts are so radical compared to our conventional processes, that we expect there will be great resistance from current process owners. 

c. Current reduced workforce can’t effectively support current or anticipated increased BASOPs mission using existing structure.

d. Metrics currently focus totally on inputs.

e. Headquarters must trust the installations to get work done.

f. Managers must trust workers.

Timeline:

a. Post proposal on Future DPW website.

b. Collect DPW community comments and revise proposal as necessary.

c. Get BPC approval for demonstration of concept at selected installations.

d. Develop a memorandum of agreement for all organizations sponsoring the demonstration program (e.g. ACSIM, ASAI&E, ASAFM, ASALT, ???).

e. Develop demonstration program plan, budget, and obtain resources.

f. Undertake demonstrations.

g. Collect and document lessons learned to share results.

h. Obtain approval for Army wide implementation, and formulate policy and guidance.
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 Issue #3 (a,b,c,d)

Fiscal Policies

Task to:  John Lipham

Issue (a):  Installations retain cost savings from efficiencies

Problem:  If you gain efficiencies you should be able to realize savings in the out years, at the DPW level.

Solution:
Formal submission to ACSIM through the MACOM


Limit to two pages


Description of efficiency realized


How efficiency was realized


Cost Savings analysis


AMSCO effected


POC at DPW

Savings to go into “79.N6 – ACOE” as discretionary funds.

Fenced within the DPW carrier account and for support of the DPW mission.

If efficiency occurs within the AFH appropriation, the savings will be realized in the AFH appropriation.

If there is a joint effort between Directorates, the savings will be shared proportionately.

To encourage this process, recommend that DPWs be allowed to retain dollar savings for a three year period after the efficiency has been realized.

Benefit:

To foster innovative Management & Business practices, thereby realizing efficiencies, some incentive is needed.

Other DPWs may then see what potential efficiencies may be available at their installations.

Impacts:

DPW may not identify efficiencies and no savings will ever be identified, funds will simply migrated within the account.

With increasing mission, declining dollars and manpower, DPWs do not have incentive or resources to look for efficiencies.

Good ideas realized at one DPW may not be shared with other DPWs.


Timeline: 

· 26 Jun 00:  Post to Web site for comments and threaded discussion (Access to DPW community with comment returned to Team POCs).

· 15 Jul 00: Comment and discussion period ends.

· 7 Aug 00:  The final draft completed and submitted to CERL.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Task to: 
Ramon Patel

Jim Godwin

Issue (b):  Repair by Replacement

Problem:  Repair by Replacement is currently defined as construction.

Solution:  Define Repair by Replacement as repair in the law.

Since the facility exists now and only technical upgrades, to meet current code, will be made, these projects should be classified as repair, NOT CONSTRUCTION.

Provision must be made for complete demolition of the existing facility if existing footprint is not used.

The replacement facility is equal to or less than the square footage of the existing facility or facilities.

Submit a 1391, to include an economic analysis, for replacement of existing facility and demolition of the existing facility.

HQ DA approval needed to insure oversight.

Benefits:

Replacement provides:

State of the art energy and space efficient facility.

Eliminate the backlog maintenance and repair for the replaced facility.

Significantly reduced maintenance and repair costs for the replaced facility.

Improved QOL for occupants, pride of ownership, makes improved IPR ratings.

Buildings could be replaced for less cost than it takes to repair them.


Replaced facility is totally code compliant.

Impacts:

Continue to put higher repair dollars into old, technically obsolete and inefficient facilities.  While this is not an efficient business practice, this is our only means to provide soldiers adequate facilities.

MCA program execution is at best a long-term solution with current prioritized requirements greatly exceeding resources.
Timeline:

· 26 Jun 00: Post to Web site for comments and threaded discussion (Access to DPW community with comment returned to Team POCs).

· 16 Jul 00:  Comment and discussion period ends.

· 7 Aug 00:  The final draft completed and submitted to CERL.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

Task to: Heidi Broedel


    Lark McClure

Issue (c):  Bona Fide Need 

Problem: DPWs have 1-N lists for RPMA projects.  Additional project funding traditionally comes at year end.  To execute the priority list in a logical efficient manner, DPWs need to fund these projects in priority order.  Some projects may not be suitable for execution (at year end) due to climate or environmental factors and must be deferred until the following fiscal year to ensure compliance with Bona Fide Need, i.e. exterior shell, pavements, HVAC, excavation.

Solution:  Relief from the 90 day rule, on a case by case basis, to delay start until suitable climate or environmental factors or conditions are present for proper project execution. Relief is granted by installation JAG.  Documents filed in contract file.

Benefits:

Continue execution of the DPW RPMA (prioritized 1-N list) in an efficient business manner.

Improve contractor performance.

Eliminate emergency contracts to accomplish repairs for those projects currently deferred at year end due to Bona Fide Need, that may not be immediately funded in the following fiscal year.

Impacts:

Bona Fide Need forces the continued illogical execution of the RPMA project list.

Continued potential for rule violation however well intended.

Timeline:
· 26 Jun 00:  Post to Web site for comments and threaded discussion (Access to DPW community with comment returned to Team POCs).

· 16 Jul 00:  Comment and discussion period ends.

· 7 Aug 00: The final draft completed and submitted to CERL.

Task to: Doug Jones

Issue (d): Corps of Engineers obligates future year supervision and administrative costs in the contract year and future in-house project work.

Problem:  Current obligation rules do not provide for Corps of Engineers obligation of costs for future year expenditures.

Stakeholders:  ACSIM,  DFAS, ASA (FM&C).

Solution:

Change appropriate regulations to allow the Corps of Engineers to obligate supervision and administrative costs when they obligate the contract to accomplish the project requirements or when the project order is signed for in-house work.

Benefits:

Both Installation DPW and Corps of Engineers may operate in a business manner.  Both organizations are better able to plan and schedule work.

When project execution crosses into fiscal years often there is a delay in fund transfer, while the Corps of Engineers continues to expend funds, (without authority), to supervise and administer contracts.  Or worse cease supervision and administration of contracts.

Obligation of supervision and administration costs at the same time as contract award allows better cost management and cost accounting processes.  The Installation DPW views the Corps of Engineers as a contractor as well as a partner.  The Installation DPW views the Corps of Engineers as providing a total project to include supervision and administration.  Management of projects is best accomplished on a whole project basis.

Impact if not corrected:

Continued separate funding of supervision and administration in a disruptive environment when crossing fiscal years.

Inability for Corps of Engineers to plan and schedule work.  

Will not maintain project team integrity.

Timeline:

· 26 Jun 00:  Post to Web site for comments and threaded discussion (Access to DPW community with comment returned to Team POCs).

· 16 Jul 00: Comment and discussion period ends.

· 7 Aug 00: The final draft completed and submitted to CERL. 

From:
Jones, Doug Mr. (USARC-DCSENG) [JonesDou@usarc-emh2.army.mil]

Sent:
Tuesday, November 21, 2000 10:23 AM

To:
Johnson, David L ERDC-CERL-IL

Subject:
RE: Future DPW Functions & Operations:  progress on issue "Corps of E ngineers Obligates Future S&A Costs"

Hi David,

5

1.
Per PL 106-79 Sec 8084 the Corps may carry over funds appropriated in title II of the Act (O&M funds) for the supervision and administrative costs for facilities maintenance and repair, minor construction, or design, projects may be obligated at the time the reimbursable order is accepted by the performing activity: Provided that for the purpose of this section, supervision and administration costs includes all in-house Government cost.

This allows the corp to carry over the S&A costs on a project order across FY boundaries.

2.
Also DFAS 37-1 Chapter 8 Section 4 para a (2) allows the Corps to carry over contingency funds into the following FY.  “Commit funds for contingent liabilities. (Such as, settlements of contract disputes, bid protests, or in-scope changes.)  An exception to this policy is granted only for situation in which the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) performs construction, maintenance, and repair projects on a reimbursable basis.  In these cases, the amount cited on the reimbursable order will include an amount to keep unforeseen contingencies from stopping work while additional funds are obtained.  See Chapter 9 for obligation rules related to this policy.

Chapter 9, section 6 specifies the obligation rules.

a.
Basically states that USACE determines the amount on a percentage basis of the total reimbursable order.

b.
States they close out the MIPR.

c.
State USACE advises the customer of how much contingency is required in the following FY to cover any remaining anticipated contingencies considered to be “within scope contract modifications” to be obligated by the ordering activity.

Basically the Corps may carry over funds for contingency or expected contingency requirements for a project, whose execution crosses FY boundaries.  The funds my be expended on any in-scope change.

3.
Further many of the Corps activities possess a flexible contract vehicle that allows placement of a bulk order against a time/materials delivery order at year end.  This time/materials delivery order becomes a firm fixed price delivery order based upon the contractors submitted proposal in the next FY.

The above represents three ways funds may be obligated in the current FY for work that is accomplished in the following FY.  This provides the USACE customer’s some flexibility.

I am still researching if any other methods exist to cross FYs with funds.

DJ

Doug Jones

USAR Engineer

Chief, Facilities Support

“Building Pride”
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 Issue #4

Cost of Doing Business

Task to:___________

Issue:  Installations don’t know the true cost of doing business

Problem:  Instllations currently don’t know the true cost (unit cost) of a product/service.  Cannot control costs if you don’t kow what they are.  

Solution:  Implement an activity base costing model installation wide ensuring it incorporates the core processes identified in SBC/ISR III

Establish Army level big picture guidance/framework for:

· minimum standards for expectations on the activities (should start with SBC services) 

· what costs must be allocated to them, i.e., building costs, utilities, GSA vehicles, equipment maintenance, phone service, directorate overhead, and G&A

Establish a team to develop above framework/guidance consiting of personnel from ACSIM, DCSOPS, DCSLOG, DISC4, and installations


Benefit:  

· Ability to know what services really cost, to include overhead

· Have the ability to compare/benchmark with private industry as well as other public sectors

· A basis for developing charges for reimbursement, where applicable

· A basis for controlling/reducing costs to include overhead

· Assist in development of MEO

· Tool to assist in identifying areas for reengineering activities

· Better able to justify and obtain resources

Issues/Impacts:  

No tool to assist in directing management/reengineering efforts thus improving efficiencies

Milestones:  TBD
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 Issue #5

Reinvention of DPW Business Practices

Task to:  Jim Ott, Tim Pugh, Ed Cooke, Dave Johnson

Issue:  How to reinvent DPW Business Practices

Problem:  Installation DPWs need to improve services and costs efficiency by leveraging best business practices within DoD and commercial sectors.   There is no established method for achieving this. 

Solution/Implementation Plan:

· Create a “corporate” lessons learned knowledge base of PW Best Practices – feed info from DoD & private sector into system

· This could be built like DENIX for the environmental community and include chat rooms or other methods for information sharing.  Could include a section on housing, for instance.  We could offer valuable tools along with key information on “how to do things”.  You could also move some of the upward reporting to HQ (ACSIM) on the web page.   This will help to shape the culture which is the key concept.  To help reinforce this, link chat room activities to individual e-mail in-boxes. 

· Will explore contractors that are being used by DoD for knowledge management.   Could ask the contractor for the reinvention center to assist with the development of a strategy for Army-wide implementation.

· Create a way to assist installations to employ PW reinvention idea

· Selection an installations in each command to be reinvention centers.

· Incorporate automation technologies as part of the reinvention effort: this is critical because of extraordinary stress level currently faced by DPW’s in meeting challenges (must buy back time by cutting out unproductive things such as filling out forms).

· Investigate how private sector uses information management systems to improve their PW related functions

· Create a way to assist installations to implement PW reinvention ideas

· Establish an outcome-based metric system to track reinvention projects & success

· Key step is to develop the culture.  Must be forward looking, thinking what we will be doing 10 years ahead.  Look forward to change.

Benefit:

· Improve services and cost efficiencies.

· Provides the flexibility and capacity to meet the challenges of tomorrow’s Army.

· Improved operation and maintenance of DPW facilities.

· Improved service life of equipment and facilities.

· Enhance the quality of life for soldiers, families and civilians through improved.

Impact (adverse effects if you don’t implement the solution):

DPW’s have exhausted all opportunities to improve services and reduce costs at status quo.   Without this reinvention effort, services are going to decline dramatically at installations.  Without this proactive approach using knowledge management, it will ultimately cost the Army much more for its infrastructure.  

Timeline (internal timelines for the actions of the installation group on these issues):

· 26 June 00: Post to web site for comments and threaded discussion).

· 15 Jul 00: Tim Pugh and Ed Cooke will contact some contractors and explore their knowledge management practices (such as “lessons learned for contracting”).

· Information gathering and research: write up notes on what’s needed and send to CERL.

· Comment and discussion period ends.

· 7 Aug 00: CERL conduct field research on DPW’s on ideas they have for actual business practices they would improve if they were reinvention centers and creation of a web-based knowledge base like DENIX for infrastructure.   Also, ask them about the automation technologies in the white paper (are these things they would like to see implemented, ignoring cost of the software)?  What is your reaction to idea to move reporting to HQ (other than IFS reporting, such as McKinney act) to this web-site similar to the way that DENIX provides upward reporting? 

· The final draft completed and submitted to CERL.
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 Issue #6

Strategic Planning

Task to: Simon Kim, Raman Patel, Heidi Broedel

Issue:  Improve Strategic Planning

Problem:
· Lack of resources

· Planning inconsistency

· Defense Planning Guide (DPG) focused

· Lack of integration between directorates, units, etc

· Resources not linked to specific and critical requirements

· Further deterioration of facilities

· All possible fund sources are not used

Solution:

· Identify and develop (model) strategic plan/process

· Planning horizon of 5-7 years with annual/semi-annual updates

· Develop 1 to N requirements list

· Buy in from other directorates, etc

· Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT) analysis

· Linked to POM/Annual Management Plan.  Possible fenced funding?

· Linked to IDG/master plan

· Include measures of success

· Having project management system in place

· Customer satisfaction

· Cost doing business

· ISR ratings

· ABC/SBC comparisons

· Teamwork efficiencies

· With designated resources to do planned requirements

· With supporting automation tools available

· Best planning practice/success stories website

Implementation:

· Look for existing strategic plans

· Collect/publicize success stories

· Review effectiveness

· Develop concept documentation, instruction, and action plan

· Identify training requirements (already available?)

· Identify available consulting support

· Provide necessary funding and resources

Benefit:

· Meet Army installation vision.

· Improve quality of life soldiers, civilians, and family members.

· Prudent use of resources.

· Achieve diverse mission requirements of the community.

· 1-N prioritized list of requirements

· Common understanding of prioritized requirements

· Decrease deterioration of facilities and infrastruction

· Improve efficiency and business practices (MEO)

· Improved teamwork

Impact:

· Mission requirements will not be met

· Pay higher cost in future

· Poor customer satisfaction

· Decreased QOL

· Business as usual

· Disjointed approach at the installation level

· Fix it if broken mentality (reaction mode)

· Decrease soldier retention

Time line:

· 26 Jun 00: Post to Web site for comments and threaded discussion (Access to DPW community with comment returned to Team POCs).

· 16 Jul 00: Comment and discussion period ends.

· 7 Aug 00: The final draft completed and submitted to CERL.
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