4920 Commodity Council

Industry Day Minutes
27 January 2004
Subject industry day was well attended by 52 individuals representing 38 contractors.  In addition, 34 government personnel attended from various organizations.  On 28 Jan 04, 14 one-on-one meetings were held with various contractors.  The following are issues/questions that were brought up during the general meeting held on 27 Jan 04.

Questions:

· 50/50 Issues:  FSC 4920 is only 1.7% organic.  What does this mean for 50/50?

50/50 is not viewed by FSC, but for overall workload management.  Organic repair in this stock class is minimal - only 1.7% of the total repair effort.  The remainder of the repair effort is contracted out. 

· Non-competitive/competitive:  Is only 20% competitive?

We will review each item against the available data to ensure that it is noncompetitive before proceeding.  Those items that become competitive during the course of a sole source contract will be removed from the contract and competed.
Breakout Sessions:

· Question:  What is the timeline for efforts after the commodity council strategy is presented for approval in Apr 04?
Upon approval, the contractual efforts will begin. We anticipate that this will be a spiral process, with emphasis on 1) sole source efforts, 2) competitive efforts, 3) small business efforts, not necessarily in that order.  Based on the dollar value and complexity of the effort (sole source, competitive family groupings, etc), we anticipate 9-15 months to put long-term contracts in place.  We would also anticipate that all efforts would be developed jointly with contractor involvement. 
· Question:  Will the government use the blanket Justification & Approval (J&A) document that was briefed?

We will if it is approved in time, but most likely we will have to do our own J&A’s.  Once the blanket J&A is in place, we should see a reduction in administrative lead-time for those contractors covered in the approved document.
· Question:  What is the difference between bundling and grouping?

We do not plan to bundle items to go to one contractor.  In an attempt to leverage our buying power and reduce the number of contractual instruments, we are trying to group like items in technology families that would allow a contractor proficient in that technology to bid on all items in that group on one contractual vehicle. Our strategy will include our market research findings and market trends.  
· Question:  Will you use performance-based criteria?  The Army and Marines are using it.  Rather than giving hardware specifications, they request end results, such as accuracies, test criteria, etc, then the Government receives the proposals and performs their evaluation.

The Government intends to use performance-based logistics and statements of objectives.  

· Question:  How many on the current list of 1,691 items are sole source vs. competitive?

Answer:  We are reviewing these items to make this determination.

· Question:  When will this be available?  Will quantities be available?

Answer:  We have a core team working this effort.  The projection on the 800 items still requiring review is April 04; we will post this information to the website once it is available.

We will make quantities available, but they will be best available forecast.
We need suggestions from industry on how to best contract for low quantities.

· Question:  How will performance-based contracts for commercial items affect configuration control?

Where an item is truly commercial and we have not imposed any configuration control, we have already made the decision that this control is not necessary. OSS&E requirements will be an essential part of the evaluation for each item.


· Question:  Goals that were briefed:  How we will prioritize those?

There is no real prioritization of these goals--we are striving to achieve all of them.  The aircraft availability goal of 20% would obviously be easier to remedy if we received required funding.   With decentralization of funding, the MAJCOMs will prioritize their own requirements and manage their own funding. At this time, we are not sure how this will impact achievement of our goals.

We will need partnerships to discuss and weigh higher cost vs. quicker availability.  Open communication with the contractor community is paramount.  
· Question:  With regard to performance-based requirements, doesn’t the government over-design some items?

While some items are over-designed, sometimes there is a reason that is unique to the warfighter mission.  We attempt to review those items to ensure that we are purchasing only our required needs. 

· Question:  How many items on the 4920 listing are organic?

Very few.  There is no organic manufacturing at this time and only 1.7% of the repair is organic.
· Question:  When we have final groupings, will we have another Industry Day?

It will depend on the numbers and dollar amounts.  We may have industry/government risk analysis workshops if it makes sense.  Whatever strategy we develop will include contractor involvement to the maximum extend possible.

· Question:  Is there a Warner Robins website on partnering?

Answer:  Our Plans and Programs office is currently developing a partnering website. Rebecca Bracey, 478-926-5542, is the POC in that office.  We estimate that the website should be operational by Mar 04; it will be accessible to contractors.  In the meantime, the Warner Robins Partnering guide is attached.  

· Question:  Performance-based and commercial assets – has there been any attempt at improving the process, such as not requiring first articles?

We realize this is an issue for contractors, and we are looking at streamlining some areas.  The government is also trying to accept commercial practices, when possible.

· The Government asked if there are impediments to dealing with the government and if the contractors recommend any changes?

Answer:

Contractors:  Need quicker responses from the Air Force, especially with regard to postaward approvals/disapprovals.

Government:  Hopefully the implementation of the Supplier Relations team (which is under development) will help to remedy this.

Contractors:  Government funding restraints – cannot move money from one place to another on a contract.

Government:  Through the Commodity Council initiative, we will attempt to write contracts which allow funds tracking electronically for multiple users, and to make the contracts as flexible as possible.  This is an evolving effort.


· Question:  Will block funding apply to new items?

Answer:  If utilized, it could apply to new spares, engineering services and repairs.  The constraints associated with funding and types of funding will not go away with any solution proposed.  There will continue to be issues with using the correct color of money.  Our intent is to design flexible contracts which should ease the pain in this area.

· Question:  Is there an intention to grow organic capability or outsourcing or both?

Answer: This will be dependent upon our internal analysis of resources and Air Force support needs.
· Question:   When the listing is updated by data availability for competitive/non-competitive, will we be able to sort by groups?

Answer:  We will try to make this available.  We will need help from the industry on our groupings of items.

· Question:  Is there really a need for a list of names for test adapters?  What is the strategy for the future?

There are multiple items in FSC 4920 that have the same noun identifier and are used on the same weapon system.  During the first phase of the commodity council we are looking for technology and family groupings to provide a way to consolidate and leverage our requirements.  Follow on efforts will investigate consolidating items within the commodity class to reduce the number of items in the commodity.

· Question:   Are cage codes on the 4920 listing obsolete?

Some of them may be, and we are working to correct any incorrect/obsolete data.
· Question:  Are you using the table of allowances?

There is a question as to whether we will use this in the future.  
There is a LEAN event at SAF level, and they are looking at this issue.  We believe that we will continue to use the Table of Allowances.  
The current method of projecting requirements will be used at least initially.  The Table of Allowance the current method for determining user requirements.  The forecasting methods will be continually evaluated and updated as appropriate.

· Question:  Do we have a feel for competitive/non-competitive nature of the items on the 4920 listing?

We are reviewing our existing data and the marketplace to determine if items are competitive.  When this research has been completed, it will be posted to our web site.
· Question:  LEEE standards and other services are not tied to any original source.  Is there a test equipment strategy?

WR-ALC/LEA has developed a roadmap for the replacement and sustainment of Automatic Test Systems (ATS) and Automatic Test Equipment (ATE).  This is a long-term strategy to determine replacements for these items.  WR-ALC/LEA/ LEEA are providing support for NxTest and other ATE and ATS initiatives by DoD.  Government and industry have recognized the need to develop a new generation of Automatic Test System (ATS) architecture, called NxTest, which will incorporate advances in ATS technology while satisfying common goals for ATS. The overall goals that NxTest must achieve include reduced total cost of ownership of ATS; and greater flexibility to the customer through interoperable ATS. 

WR-ALC/LE is transforming and inserting technology into Air Force legacy systems, while at the same time sustaining those legacy systems until funding and replacements can be obtained. 

· Question:  Will the Government structure contracts such as finding logistics companies to put together suppliers, or do they want to go directly to suppliers? 

This is all part of our strategy development where we will consider the risks associated with differing types of contracts.  At the present time, we do not plan to use a logistics-management type arrangement.   

· Question:  Why dismiss logistics-type contractors?

Answer:  While there are some benefits to this type of contract, we will have to weight the pros and cons during our strategy development.  Support equipment is relatively unique, and we don’t want to diminish our supply sources.  We will look at it in our strategy.

· Question:  Will you use GSA Suppliers? Think that 4920 items are prohibited on GSA contracts.

Answer:  Not sure about 4920 being prohibited; we are researching that issue now.   However, we plan to issue our own contracts or use existing AF contracts. if appropriate.

· Question:  How will we address obsolescence?

Answer:  We will attempt to write contracts with flexibility to allow manufacturers to look at the part and find/develop a replacement.

· Question:  Partnering – how will this be worked with small business?  

Answer: A contractor (large or small) would contact us with a partnering opportunity, and then we would discuss how/if it could be implemented.  
· Question:  In the past, people in the field convinced the Air Force not to use commercial products, how will you handle this?

Answer: Where possible, the Air Force is converting to the use of commercial items, as well as commercial terms and conditions.
· Other Government comments:

We have a continuing requirement to support legacy systems.  Open-ended software is the standard and requirement for new systems.  But there is no requirement or funding to migrate all existing systems to that standard.  For the long-term it is an attractive solution to overall support.  However, all legacy systems cannot be updated.  

The use of warranties is not a total answer to the on-going needs.  Items are not frequently not marked appropriately for the user to know and understand the method of warranty repair/replacement.  Warranty administration at both the contractor and Government does not usually yield the full benefit of the warranty purchased.  It will be used if appropriate, but it is not seen as the answer to many of the problems in this group of items.

Data rights issues are being evaluated.  An evaluation is still on-going to determine the data available to support the items identified in this list.  

Developing flexible contracts which allow specific support of small quantity buys will be important.  Our analysis shows that many of these items are supported on a one-time buy or repair contract several times throughout the FY.  We need to be able to consolidate those items to a single schedule or multiple award type contract.

Our goal is to use long-term contracts.  However, current statute has limited long-term requirements-type contracts to five years.

