CEMVD-TD-TE

10 January 2003

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Minutes of 2002 MVD/ACEC Partnership Meeting

1. The 2002 MVD/ACEC Partnership Meeting was held on October 8, 2002, in St. Louis Missouri.  The meeting agenda is at Attachment 1 and a list of attendees at Attachment 2.  There were 34 attendees representing MVD HQ, the six MVD districts, and ten different Architect-Engineer (AE) firms.

2. Mr. Mel Baldus, Chief of Engineering Division, St. Louis District, opened the meeting and welcomed everyone to St. Louis.

3. After self-introductions by attendees, Mr. Louis Carr, Technical Director, Mississippi Valley Division, gave opening remarks.  Mr. Carr stated that the purpose of the meeting was to strengthen the partnership between MVD and the AE firms that do business with MVD and its six districts.  Mr. Carr reported that MVD has a new commander, BG Don Riley.  Mr. Carr also discussed the aspects of MVD becoming a “learning organization”.  Mr. Carr mentioned that there would be a rotation of Corps Senior Executives next summer that may mean new Senior Executives at MVD but that he would remain in his current position.  Mr. Carr reported that the Corps was operating under Continuing Resolution Authority and no FY03 budget had been passed.  Finally, Mr. Carr suggested that an After Action Report (AAR) be done on this meeting to make improvements.

4. Mr. Frank Nicoladis, N-Y Associates, reported on the partnering activities between the National ACEC organization and HQUSACE.  Mr. Nicoladis advised that he was no longer a member of the ACEC Federal Agencies Liaison Committee but was able to contact a member of the Committee for an update on its activities.  The ACEC met with HQUSACE in August 2002 and had a good meeting.  Topics of discussion at the meeting included design-build, strategic sourcing and human capital planning, and an overview of Corps programs and trends.  The ACEC also gave comments on the new SF330 and the recently updated EP 715-1-7.  The next meeting between ACEC and HQUSACE is scheduled for November 19, 2002.

5. Freddie Rush, Mississippi Valley Division, gave a presentation on the most recent information and latest trends related to A-E contracting in the Corps of Engineers (see attachment 3).  Mr. Rush related that while the Corps program was growing, manpower level was falling and this meant more Corps work must be done by the private sector.  Mr. Rush mentioned general trends such as design-build that have limited application in civil works, environmental operating principles that now apply to Corps program management, the trend toward unified engineering criteria within the Department of Defense, the Corps’ increased focus on anti-terrorism and force protection, and the Corps’ implementation of the Project Management Business Process.  Finally, Mr. Rush discussed the latest developments in the new SF Form 330 and the latest changes in EP 715-1-7, Architect-Engineer Contracting.

6. Mr. Clarence Thomas, Mississippi Valley Division, gave an update on private sector contracting in the Division (see attachment 4).  Mr. Thomas stated that AE work in MVD for FY 2002 was $74M.  Mr. Thomas discussed AE performance evaluations specifically evaluations under design-build contracts as well as those with subsequent AE liability issues.  Mr. Thomas also discussed the DD Form 2631 on performance evaluations (see attachment 5).  Mr. Thomas related that the MVD private sector AE contracting goal for FY 2003 was 40% with a floor of 30%.

7. Beginning with St. Paul District and ending with the New Orleans District, a representative from each of the six MVD districts gave presentations relating the latest information on their district’s current and near-future AE contracting program.  Each representative discussed the number and monetary amounts of contracts as well as the types of AE services used and required (see attachments 6-11).

8. Freddie Rush gave a presentation reporting the results of the work of the Issue Resolution Committee (IRC) on mid-size firms (see attachment 12).  The issue as defined by the IRC is: “Does the current Corps AE contracting process favor small-size firms through set-asides and large-size firms through broad-scope, multi-discipline ID contracts and limit the ability of mid-size firms to obtain Corps work?”  The IRC defined a mid-size firm as one with 50-200 employees, annual receipts between $4M-$17M, and 3-5 engineering disciplines.  The IRC concluded that although the perception of a problem is apparent, there was no reliable data to verify that the problem existed.  The IRC offered the following recommendations to better promote competition while making the AE selection process fairer and while maintaining the current level of costs and flexibility at the districts.

a. Better Define the Scope of Work:  The scope should define, as specifically as possible, the application of each required discipline.  This would permit AE’s to fabricate more accurate responses that match design requirements and help AE’s to team with other firms that have the required specific skills and experience.


b. Maintain Consistency on Small Business (SB) Set Asides: The six MVD districts should be consistent in applying guidance to determine if a contract is to be a SB set aside.  MVD HQ should address any inconsistency through quality assurance visits to the districts.


c. Be Aware of SB Designation Rules: The MVD districts and AE contractors should maintain an awareness of SB designation rules to ensure that misrepresentations by AE’s as SB does not become a problem.  All should be aware that a SB designation may be challenged by an offeror, an interested party, or the Contracting Officer and that challenges are referred to the Small Business Administration for resolution.


d. Plan/Use More Regional Contracts: MVD should utilize regional AE contracts for special services such as value engineering, cost engineering, physical and electronic security, etc. as well as for minor work and contingency work.  This will require an MVD-wide acquisition strategy for procuring such AE services and an efficient process to procure and administer MVD-wide AE contracts.


e. Actions Mid-Size Firms Can Take: If not already doing so, mid-size firms should place more emphasis on marketing and selling the firm, providing an up-to-date and accurate SF 255, teaming with other firms, and matching its SF 255 with the FedBizOpps announcement.

9. A time of discussion followed Mr. Rush’s presentation on the recommendations of the IRC.  During the discussion Mr. Peter Green, Horner and Shifrin, Inc, offered comments as follows:

a. The definition of a medium-size business is adequate at 50-200 persons, but such a firm can earn as much as $25 million per year, so the definition (for data collection purposes) should include firms earning up to that amount.

b. The Corps might consider wording the project scope to include all disciplines likely to occur but not all that could conceivably be required on a contract.

c. When additional specialties are required, facilitate hiring of Corps-approved minority and specialty firms by the selected prime contractors but do not require them to be listed nor evaluated in the submittal.

d. Identify known scopes of work in more detail so that consultants can respond directly to specific project needs. Invite more in-depth information on a firm’s project approach by looking at certain project types in detail.

e. Select firms on how well they could handle identified scopes, not on theoretical needs that may never occur (archeological investigations, other specialties).

f. Judge consortiums of smaller firms equally with large firms that have all disciplines in house.

g. Hold large firms accountable for using the individuals promised in the submittal to perform the work.

h. Credit all firms for efforts to mentor and develop minority professionals within their offices; recognizing only minority-owned businesses creates a privileged class of firms.

i. Develop baseline information on project awards to mid-size business versus all awards so that a factual database will exist.

j. Move the criterion, “Amount of Current Federal Contracts – for all offices of the firm,” from a secondary criterion to a primary selection factor.

10. It was agreed to monitor the contracts of the MVD districts in FY2003 to determine how much of the work mid-size firms were obtaining and, therefore, establish a baseline.  

It was also agreed to revise the definition of a mid-size firm by increasing annual revenue from $17M to $25M and by omitting the number of disciplines.  MVD districts will document how much AE work is awarded to mid-size firms; firms with 50 – 200 personnel and annual revenues between $4M and $25M.

11. Open discussion followed on the aspects of the MVD/ACEC Partnership Meeting.  The consensus was that the meeting added value, was a great forum for discussing issues, and was held at a good time during the month of October.  Ways to improve the meeting will be considered and include having breakout sessions, involving the ACEC chapters more in the presentations, and including a lunch on the agenda.  Registration fees will also be considered for future meetings to cover costs of refreshments and meeting rooms.

12. The meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m. with closing remarks from Mr. Carr who encouraged continued strengthening of the MVD and ACEC partnership.
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