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February 25-26, 2009
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Day 1 - Wednesday, February 25, 2009

Welcome and Introductions

Administrative Items/Review of Meeting Agenda

Topics of Discussion

1.  Contractor Purchasing Council (CPC) Updates - Joe Ingraffia 

a)  The standard contract format for research / universities agreement needs updating.  The last update was made about 8 years.  The proposed update has been provided to Jackie Kniskern for review and comments.  These comments are due back to Ed and David for approval.  The CPC has requested that the PERT Co-Chairs follow up on the review status.


b)   Treatment of Integrated Contractor Orders (ICOs) among the Management & Operating (M&O) sites have been inconsistent.  Some sites define ICOs as “subcontracts” while others define them as “funding transfers”.  The CPC has requested that the PERT review this issue and provide a recommendation.


c)  Consortium funding within teaming University partners currently are required to submit certified cost or pricing data.  There have been different opinions regarding whether such a funding would require certified cost or pricing data.  This is for information only and there is no further direction for the PERT to take action


d)  On behalf for the Senior Procurement Executives (SPEs) and the CPC, Joe presented Gere Jester with an appreciation letter, signed by the DOE and NNSA SPEs, for serving as the Co-Chairperson from 2005-2008.

2.  PERT Peer Review Trends - Gere Jester 
Gere presented the strengths, weaknesses, best practices, and trends of peer reviews conducted from FY 2005 through FY 2008 (see briefing slides on PERT website).
3.  Overview of the 2008 PERT Peer Reviews – Joe Ingraffia
Joe Ingraffia led the round table discussions and each team leader (and members) provided a brief summary of their review of FY08 reviews in terms of lessons learned and sharing of activities.
4. Best Practice Presentations (see briefing slides on PERT website)

LLNS's Cost Analysts Support Team – Kelly Miller  

Sandia's Electronic Certified Payroll System - Adolph Bachicha 


Argonne's' PARIS System - Joe Ingraffia 
5.  PMR/PERT Correlation – Bob Gordon
Bob Gordon presented and overview of the DOE PMR process and the linkage to the PERT Peer Review Process (see briefing slides on PERT website).  

6.  Overview of 2009 PERT Peer Reviews and the 2010 schedule 

Joe Ingraffia presented the benefits of PERT participations from members' point of views.  Members were encouraged to sign up for the 2010 reviews.  

Day 2 – Thursday, February 26, 2009

1.  DOE Contractor Balanced Score Card Program – Steve Logan
Steve Logan presented the DOE Balanced Scorecard Program (see briefing slides on PERT website). 
 2.  NNSA Contractor Balanced Score Card Program – Gere Jester 
Gere Jester presented the NNSA Contractor's Objective Matrix Program (see briefing slides on PERT website).

3.  CAP Research Data Trends – Joe Ingraffia

Joe Ingraffia presented a summary of the CAPS Research data trend comparison and the planned FY09 CAPS Benchmarking activities (see briefing slides on PERT website).

4.  Breakout Teams 
Four breakout teams were formed to discuss: a)  the development and implementation of the PERT newsletter; b)  the approach to obtain training credit for team leader/members' participation in peer reviews; c)  the update of the peer review assurance criteria, handbooks and other documents; d)  and deliberate on a uniform position regarding the treatment of ICO.  Upon discussion, the four sub-teams provided the following planned actions:


a)  PERT Newsletter – Scheduled to be posted on the website by April 15th.  First issue content may include a new DOE/NNSA policy/directives summary section, PERT history and achievements, and schedule updates.


b)  PERT Continuous Learning Education Credits – Prepare proposal to Cynthia Yee for training credits for PERT peer review participation (as a team lead and as a team member); and attendance at the annual PERT meeting (as a presenter and as a participant).   


c)  Program Document Updates - Eight additional small business criterions were reviewed and six accepted criterions have been included in the draft document below.  Other issues under the lessons learned were also discussed.  Complete recommendations are due by the end of March.


d)  ICO White Paper - Discussion concluded that an ICO should not be a subcontract, but a funding transfer document.  ICO white paper will be submitted by the end of March.

5.  Open Discussion  

Rick Crosby asked whether anyone at Headquarters, Site Offices or at the Primes know if the following topics are being pursued in DOE or NNSA. 

Cost or Pricing Data - DoD has told Honeywell Aerospace that whenever they purchase from the same supplier and are operating under the same prime contract, they must aggregate all procurements made within a two-week period to see if the total exceeds the $650,000 threshold for securing cost or pricing data.  If it does surpass the threshold, then they must get cost or pricing data on all of the procurements that were aggregated.  It is my understanding that Honeywell Aerospace has pushed back somewhat, but is aggregating procurements from the same supplier in a one-week time period.  
Answer: Neither Headquarters DOE, NNSA nor prime contractors have heard any discussion of this being implemented within DOE/NNSA. 

Commercial Item Determination - To satisfy DoD interest, Honeywell Aerospace has implemented a formal process for determining if an item to be purchased is commercial - including a formal written analysis (form) which is maintained in the procurement file.  
Answer: Same answer as above. However, there was considerable discussion from several prime contractor sites advising KCP to carefully control the determination of commerciality and not let the decisions be made blindly. This is an area of caution that government auditors like to look at. 

Competitive Range - Honeywell has implemented a formal process and form that is filled out to compute and document an acceptable spread of proposals that are in the competitive range. Once the range is calculated, each site has a standard percentage that is used. For instance, the standard may be that proposals within a 30% spread are considered to be in the competitive range. This is then documented in the file.  
Answer: Same answer as above. Most sites responded that they are flexible depending on the specific procurement. 

Steve Law asked whether M&Os are actively reviewing and commenting on draft DOE directives under the Rev/Com process.  Most sites said "yes"…they do it as part of their impact assessment to their prime contract.  Their comments go through their Site COs and in turn submitted formally to the DOE Directive System.  Asked whether most of their comments were considered and added to the final version, their responses were generally not.

Meeting Adjourned
