Department of Commerce Green Plan

-- DRAFT – FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY -- 


Vision

The objectives of the Department of Commerce (DOC) Competitive Sourcing program are to:

· Support DOC’s mission by using the Circular as a management tool

· Be fair to DOC employees

· Improve efficiency of each targeted function

· Plan, manage and perform competitions efficiently and effectively

· Provide the best value to tax payers

In FY 2005, DOC, through the centralized competitive sourcing Office of Acquisition Management and Financial Assistance (OAMFA), initiated a feasibility study approach to accomplish the above objectives.  The outcome of this approach is to provide analysis on whether an activity is good candidate for competition based on return on investment (ROI) findings (see Appendix A for feasibility study report template).  If final analysis shows good basis for ROI, then the activity moves into the pre-planning phase.  If not, it is put on docket for future feasibility review.

As a result of this approach, two activities moved into the pre-planning phase in FY06, with final outcomes resulting in the announcement of two streamlined competitions by the end of the 2006 fiscal year.  

The long-term vision for achieving “green” status is to institutionalize a feasibility study approach, with the Department and Bureaus partnering to conduct the analysis and prepare functions for pre-planning.

DOC included the scopes, and as applicable, outcomes, of the FY05 feasibility studies in its Green Plan submission to OMB on September 30, 2005 and progress on FY06 activities were captured in quarterly scorecard submissions.

FY07 Competition Plan

	Bureau
	Function / Activity
	Estimated FTEs
	Estimated Timing

	Census
	Information technology (server and network maintenance)
	30
	Announcement on or around September 30, 2006; Extension granted for 45 days to accommodate holiday scheduling challenges and ensure quality MEO preparation

(estimated wrap-up by February 23)

	Bureau
	Function / Activity
	Estimated FTEs
	Estimated Timing

	Photo Services
	Information technology (server and network maintenance)
	4
	Announcement on or around September 30, 2006; Extension granted for 45 days to accommodate holiday scheduling challenges and ensure quality MEO preparation

(wrap-up by February 23)


NOTE: Though this is pre-decisional, the NIST feasibility study in the CIO’s office (approximately 30-35 FTEs) is concluding and an announcement decision will be forthcoming during the first quarter of FY07.

	Bureau
	Function / Activity
	Estimated FTEs

	NOAA: NOS


	R & D
	13

	NOAA: NMFS


	Admin. Support
	69

	NOAA: NMAO


	Augmentation Pool


	36



	NOAA: NMAO
	Installation & Warehouse
	9

	NIST
	Fabrication Technology Division (Shops)
	20

	BIS
	Program analysis (includes some IT specialists)
	27

	TOTAL
	
	174


NOTE: ITA has committed to feasibility studies in FY07, though the Department does not yet have specifics on functional areas and FTEs.  The A-76 program coordinator is leaving ITA.  New update promised as soon as the new point of contact is identified.

Handling of other Reason Code “B” Activities

DOC will study the remainder of all “B” coded activities at a rate of at least 20% per year from FY2009 through FY2012.  Each year by August 1, DOC will update this document and show specific activities and associated FTEs for the following three fiscal years (as displayed on page 9).

Overall Progress Against “Green” Criteria

	“Green” Criteria
	Progress

	Has an OMB-approved “green” competition plan to compete commercial activities available for competition
	Draft completed and submitted for OMB comment by September 29, 2006.

	Publicly announced standard competitions in accordance with the schedule outlined in the agency “green” competition plan
	Ongoing throughout the fiscal year as noted above.

	Since January 2001, completed at least 10 competitions (no minimum number of positions required per competition)
	Yellow plan provided in FY04 and future activities provided in this document demonstrate DOC’s compliance.

	In the past year, completed 90% of all standard competitions in a 12-month time frame
	Yellow plan provided in FY04 and future activities provided in this document demonstrate DOC’s compliance.

	In the past year, completed 95% of all streamlined competitions in a 90-day time frame
	Yellow plan provided in FY04 and future activities provided in this document demonstrate DOC’s compliance.

	In the past year, cancelled fewer than 10% of publicly announced standard and streamlined competitions
	Yellow plan provided in FY04 and future activities provided in this document demonstrate DOC’s compliance.  At end of Fiscal Year 2005, DOC Competitive Sourcing Official cancelled NOAA’s National Logistics Service Center competition.  

	OMB-approved justifications for all categories of commercial activities exempt from competition and has OMB reviewed written justifications for categories of commercial activities determined to be unsuitable for competition (by June 30 annually);
	Taking this a step further, the DOC Competitive Sourcing Office meets with all bureaus and offices to discuss written justifications and if determined to be insufficient, asks for and receives either (a) changes in the inventory, or (b) revisions to the narrative justifications to more thoroughly support the coding.

	Structures competitions in a manner to encourage participation by both private and public sectors as typically demonstrated by receipt of multiple offers and/or by documented market research, as appropriate
	DOC has instituted a requirement that all A-76 competitions go before the Acquisition Review Board to ensure maximum competition, proper risk mitigation/management, etc.  As a result, our on-going and future competitions go through the same rigor as our multi-million dollar procurements.  Furthermore, DOC’s feasibility study approach includes a requirement to conduct market research and canvas the private and public sectors to determine the potential for robust competition.

	Regularly reviews work performed once competitive sourcing studies are implemented to determine if performance standards in contract or agreement with agency provider are met and takes corrective action when provided services are deficient
	DOC’s contract management process is now more robust to ensure that proper performance standards are in place and that our contracting officers and contracting officer representatives (COR) are ensuring that those standards are met and exceeded (e.g. performance-based contracting training, COR training).  These initiatives clearly align with the above goal.


	“Green” Criteria
	Progress

	Submits quarterly reports to OMB’s competitive sourcing tracking system regarding status of pending competitions and results achieved
	To be completed at the end of each quarter, and as required after database release.

	Has positive anticipated net savings and/or significant performance improvement from competitions completed either in last fiscal year for which data has been officially reported to Congress by OMB or in the past three quarters (ongoing).
	DOC has and will continue to report savings in accordance with section 647(b) of the Transportation, Treasury, and Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, FY2004 (Division F of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, P.L. 108-109). Overall, DOC showed a $4.8M estimated savings in its FY05 Report to Congress resulting from our implementation of this initiative.

	Has expressly coordinated “green” competition plan annual updates with agency’s Chief Human Capital Office (September 2006
	DOC coordinates with the Office of Human Resource Management and associated bureau HR offices to ensure “green” plan integrates best practice human capital management activities that successfully progress both program initiatives.

	Through sampling, independently validates that savings to be achieved for the prior fiscal year were realized (ongoing throughout the fiscal year).
	DOC is currently looking at the best source for savings validation, either through independent private sector audit firms, Office of the Inspector General, or another source.


General Decision Making Process
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 Six-step model:

1) FAIR Act inventory drafts complete, meetings between bureau and Department leadership to discuss issues, complete analysis

2) On time inventory submission to OMB

3) Bureaus nominative feasibility studies for DOC CFO Council review, CSO approval

4) Studies selected

5) Department provides guidance, coordinates resources

6) Studies monitored, pre-planning initiated, competitions announced and monitored
Relation to Human Capital Plans

The Director of DOC’s Office of Human Resources Management (OHRM) has assigned the appropriate leadership and staff to the effort.  DOC recognizes the opportunities inherent in Competitive Sourcing as it relates to human capital management – especially in the areas of non-core activities or those that are hard-to-find occupational series (e.g., specialized IT fields).  As a result, OAMFA and HR are partnering to ensure our efforts fit in/support Office of OHRM human capital efforts.  To that end, an OHRM representative has a seat on all competitive sourcing related board/groups.  OAMFA also has OHRM’s deep commitment to making this a joint effort.

Given the close link between the competitive sourcing and human capital initiatives, DOC continues to use competitive sourcing, where appropriate, to ensure the agency is meeting its human capital need in the most efficient and effective manner to further DOC’s mission.  DOC sees Competitive Sourcing as a good management tool for several scenarios such as:

· Addressing core competency gaps as they are identified in studies

· Determining whether the private sector can provide service in a way that is most valuable to the taxpayer as well as the agency as a whole

· Encouraging departments to develop their most efficient performance plans

· Achieving and monitoring savings

All of these scenarios, of course, are closely related to our people and the human capital link starts at the first phase of the competitive sourcing cycle.  Working with OHRM representatives throughout the inventory process, DOC can help ensure that both CS and human capital initiatives compliment and support each other to allow DOC to fulfill its mission.  In addition, human resources representation is included in all studies to ensure that all human resources considerations are taken into account and proactively managed through the process.  OHRM will play a critical role in our communications strategy planning and implementation to ensure proper and on-going communication of the program, its link with human capital, and its value to DOC as an effective management tool.

Adoption of Lessons Learned 

OAMFA staff is capturing lessons learned as we meet with Bureaus and Offices and because the process is cyclical, are documenting these lessons for use during the FY2005 cycle.  Because the OAMFA plans to use Tiger Teams – made up of resources with subject matter expertise and the capacity to take on study management – staff expects that members will become best practice / lessons learned “owners” and will use that information to continually improve study approaches.

OAMFA staff is also actively networking with other civilian agencies, the Department of Defense, and other entities to ensure that we share and keep abreast of best practices and lessons learned so that we can then incorporate into DOC’s program.

Participation

DOC has a Competitive Sourcing Working Group made up of several representatives from each Bureau / Office, that meets quarterly and on an ad hoc basis to focus on various activities.  In FY05, for example, working group members developed a communications strategy and wrote standard definitions for FAIR Act inventory function codes used by DOC.

From a management perspective, the Department management also actively participates in the Interagency A-76 Coordinators Group (“Sewing Circle”) sponsored by the Chief Acquisition Officers Council.

As mentioned, DOC is actively working with OHRM to link to its human capital plans as well as with the Budget Office to identify savings that can be re-programmed to high priority DOC mandates.  As a result, we are “vetting” our interim FAIR Act findings with both communities to find commonalities and areas of potential interest/needs that are supported by the competitive sourcing principles.

Appendix A: Feasibility Study Report Template

Determining Scope / Agency-Specific Factors:

	Data Questions to Answer
	Recommended Data Source(s) / Approaches
	Status of Data Collection / Challenges

	· How are you grouping the positions and why (e.g., by activity, by geographic location, by function)?

· How many positions are included in the study?

· What are the positions coded as (OMB reason and function codes)?

· Based on the scope, briefly describe the mission and tasks performed at the activity / location / function (NOTE: this information will be used by person conducting the market research).
	· FAIR Act Inventory

· Management Determination

Web Sites:

· http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/procurement/fair/2004_reason_codes.html
· http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/procurement/fair/2005_fair/2005_inv_function_codes.html
	 

	· What are the job series / titles for each position? 

· Briefly describe the job duties for each position.  What is each position responsible for?

· How many people make up these positions (FTE and part-time)?

· Are there other functions / activities closely tied to the positions under review?  If so, list and briefly describe the relationship.

· Are managers and / or supervisors part of the positions under review?

· Do contractors support the function / activity positions?  If yes:

· List the company name and briefly describe the scope of work

· Number of contractors on-site
	· FAIR Act Inventory Coordinator

· HR Information System

· Human Resources Staff

· Position Description review

· Function / Activity management

· For contractor data, Contracting Officer Technical Representative
	


General Assessment:

	Data Questions to Answer
	Recommended Data Source(s) / Approaches
	Status of Data Collection / Challenges

	· What are the performance delivery standards for these activities? 

1. Is workload data available (reports on volume, system time, customer satisfaction, data accuracy, etc.) to measure against standards?

2. Does the function / activity meet the standards?

· Are "customers" happy with the performance?  Provide examples, if possible.

· Is there any relevant report that provides useful information (e.g., GAO, IG, PART)?  Provide relevant highlights.
	· Function / activity owners

· Select customers

· Performance survey results
	 


Market Assessment:

	Data Questions to Answer
	Recommended Data Source(s) / Approaches
	Status of Data Collection / Challenges

	Based on the task descriptions (gathered in the “Determining Scope / Agency-Specific Factors” Section), conduct market research:

· Is there an established market for delivery of the service / tasks described?  

· What is the level of competition or potential competition in that market (e.g., based on the number of vendors listed, is the function / activity widely available in the market)? 

· CALL THREE VENDORS AND DOCUMENT THE FOLLOWING:
Company Name

· Contact Information (person contacted, date contacted, company address and phone number)

· Estimated price

· How is pricing determined (e.g., number of staff dedicated, fixed price per employee served / number of systems maintained, square footage, etc.)

· Would the vendor bid on the function / activity?

NOTE: When calling vendors, say that you are conducting preliminary market research to determine the feasibility of an A-76 competition.
	· Contracting Officer

· (If contracting officer or others are conducting the research) GSA E-Library:

· http://www.gsaelibrary.gsa.gov/ElibMain/ElibHome
· Enter a key word in the Search field (e.g., information technology support) to bring up a list of schedule holder vendors that supply the service / product under review

· Could also research whether Government Wide Acquisition Contracts (GWAC) and JWOD contracts are available

· Jefferson Solutions

· jtress@jeffersonconsulting.com
· tpena@jeffersonconsulting.com

	 


Service-Specific:

	Data Questions to Answer
	Recommended Data Source(s) / Approaches
	Status of Data Collection / Challenges

	· Is there an existing vehicle to easily procure such services (e.g., blanket purchase agreement, or BPA)?  If so, what is the contract number and what is the award performance period (e.g., established in FY 2005; base year plus four option years)?

· Could you specify the contract in performance-based terms (e.g., Government states the results desired and allows the vendor to detail the approach)?

· How serious are the consequences of service interruption arising from contract failure? How likely is such a failure? 

· Are there any sensitive data issues that must be considered?  If so, briefly describe.
	· Contracting Officer

· Function / activity owners
	


Identification of Constraints:

	Data Questions to Answer
	Recommended Data Source(s) / Approaches
	Status of Data Collection / Challenges

	· Are resources available to conduct a streamlined or standard competition?

· Does the agency have, or have access to, the skills required to prepare specifications, evaluate proposals, and manage the contract?

· What are the likely implications of moving from direct government delivery to competitive sourcing?

· Are there timing issues, e.g., is there a large initiative now or in the near future that hinders the ability to conduct a competition (e.g., reorganization, peak work times, new responsibilities, etc.)?

· Would a potential competition reduce the number of managers / supervisors and how does that impact the ability to retain institutional knowledge and expertise?

· Generally, is the work severable from other activities performed by government employees?
	· Function / activity owners
	


 Cost / Benefit Analysis:
	Data Questions to Answer
	Recommended Data Source(s) / Approaches
	Status of Data Collection / Challenges

	· Determine potential savings:

· Document the basic cost of the function / activity as it stands today.

· Compare with the average estimate price provided by vendors.

· Subtract the lower from the higher to estimate potential savings.

· Determine the cost of a competition.

· When estimating the costs of a potential competition, OMB uses a standard of $2,500 per FTE (number of FTEs X $2,500 = X).  Feel free to use any government estimate formula established by your agency (provide formula if deviating from OMB’s above).

· NOTE: Determining if a function / activity yields good or bad Return on Investment is not based on cost alone.  Cost is only one of the factors involved.
	· Function / activity owners
	


Identification of Alternatives:
	Data Questions to Answer
	Recommended Data Source(s) / Approaches
	Status of Data Collection / Challenges

	· If analysis shows bad return on investment, but also shows that the function or activity is not meeting standards, provide a brief recommendation on approaches to improve.
	· Function / activity owners
	


FINAL STEPS:

· Assign someone to draft a report that consolidates the above findings (can provide samples)

· With the rationale narrative justified through the above findings, the report should conclude with one of two recommendations (shown in general terms below):

· Findings show potential good return on investment for your organization.  Recommend moving to pre-planning phase (list timeframe)

· Findings do not show good return on investment.  Recommendations could include changing the FAIR Act coding in the next fiscal year to (provide appropriate coding), using an alternative management approach described in the “Identification of Alternatives” section, or re-assessing feasibility in three to five years.

· Provide the report to appropriate management for review and final input

· Working with your organization’s competitive sourcing points of contact, submit the final report to the Department’s Office of Acquisition management 

Indicators of Good Return on Investment (Examples)

· The function or activity is not meeting standards and could be streamlined to improve performance
· Workload data is available to measure performance
· Service is widely available in the private sector and preliminary market research shows interest from vendors

· It is easy to describe the outcomes desired and the tasks associated with performing the function / activity

· Estimated 10% savings potential based on initial cost / benefit analysis

Indicators of Limited to No Return on Investment (Examples)

· Entering a pre-planning phase or potential competition would be disruptive to the organization
· Function / activity owners can not adequately describe the work performed by the function / activity under review and workload data is not easily accessible
· Based on preliminary market research, vendors would not bid on the function / activity
· Commercially available functions / activities under review cannot be severed from associated inherently governmental functions
· Based on initial cost / benefit analysis, a competition would cost more than the potential savings yielded





















Page 14 – 9/28/2006

IMPORTANT NOTE: Because the Department must still execute a formal communications strategy to those FTEs involved, we must require that the information contained in this document remain confidential amongst the parties to which it is was originally distributed.

