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POINT PAPER: DEVELOPING LOCAL BUSINESS PRACTICES

I. Problem Statement. Contracting Division must develop and implement new Local Business Practices (LBP) that align with and support the established U.S Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) agency-wide initiative for Project Management Business Processes (PMBP) and the still-evolving Regional Business Centers (RBC) concept by 30 April 2004.  

II. Discussion. USACE is the largest and most diverse Public Engineering organization in the world, with a $5 Billion annual mission to provide high quality, responsive engineering services to our customers in Civil Works, Military Construction, and Interagency and International Support. Stakeholder Dissatisfaction - while USACE is accustomed to criticism from Congress and the Press, in recent years, even our staunchest supporters have withdrawn their support, and have leveled the following complaints about us: too arrogant; too bureaucratic; too expensive; too slow; and non-responsive. Considering that our customers now have other alternatives, we must either reform, and quickly, or loose our customer base. Our Stakeholders have told us, “Either change, or become irrelevant.” 

USACE has initiated a major reorganization and transformation to address our Stakeholders’ concerns. Our process change is PMBP, which will standardize customer-focused planning, development, and management at all echelons. Our organizational change is the RBC concept, which will draw on regional assets to assemble multi-disciplined Project Delivery Teams (PDT's). While PMBP is a fully developed set of agency-wide business processes, the RBC concept is still under development. With both, support functions (such as Contracting) are only addressed in general terms. The RBC concept may even involve consolidating or out-sourcing some support functions, but these decisions have not yet been made. 

3. At the local level, the Kansas City District has been directed to develop and implement a full set of LBP’s to support PMBP and RBC no later than 30 April 2004. What makes the problem wicked is that the RBC concept is still under development, but we still have to have our processes in place by the deadline. 

III. Alternatives. (A) Wait for RBC resolution, then develop LBP. (B) Ignore RBC; base LBP on current organization. (C) Base LBP on current organization; identify factors affected by RBC decision, and update after RBC resolution. (D) Seek guidance for likely RBC; base LBP on guidance. (E) Base LBP on “best guess” of RBC. (F) Develop organization-neutral LBP (RBC won’t matter). 

IV. Criteria for Selecting Alternative Recommendation. Must meet 30 April 2004 deadline (30%). Must support PMBP (30%). Must support RBC (?) (25%). Use existing local practices (as long as they support PMBP and RBC) (15%). 

V. Recommendation. A combination of “C” (3.9) and “F” (3.6). This is possible because after identifying the LPB’s that are not affected by the RBC concept, it may be possible to write some or all of the other LBP’s in an RBC neutral manner, thus reducing the number that will have to be revised after the RBC issue is settled. Score for combined alternative is 4.15 (synergy). 


