COMMENTS


General Summary


JANUARY 6-7, 1998


ACQUISITION TRAINING FORUM


Total of 158 surveys returned.


Facilitator/SME/Structure/Format/Sessions in General:





Facilitators:





About a third of the respondents commented about the facilitators and their skills.





Most of the comments were that the majority of the facilitators did not facilitate well, they didn’t keep things moving, didn’t stop extensive discussions, didn’t do much of anything and at least one was referred to as “heavy handed and restrictive”.


Other comments included that facilitators needed to be trained as facilitators.  In addition to these negative comments there were a few positive ones, especially about the metrics facilitator.





SMEs:





A few people commented that the SMEs didn’t allow full and open discussions.





One individual stated “the SME “explained”, “justified”, and “corrected” comments from the group.


Another individual stated “SMEs did too much talking”.


A third said “. . . a contracts person was “brow beaten” by a SME”.


A fourth stated “the lead SME was argumentative”.





Structure/Format:





A number of respondents indicated a standard structure/format was not used for all of the sessions.  They stated the facilitators ran the sessions differently.





It was noted that the structure dictated the type of information obtained in each session – some were feedback and some were question/answer.





General:





A respondent mentioned they felt the Policy, Guidance, and Configuration Management session was the best run.


Another stated the investment analysis session was conducted well.


A third indicated metrics was the best overall.


A few indicated the mix of attendees in the sessions affected the outcome/product.  The facilitators were constantly required to balance the dynamics in the sessions.





Forum Vs Training:





Positive:





A respondent mentioned the exchange of information was worthwhile even if it wasn’t really training.





Negative:





About a third of the respondents commented that this was not training.


The majority indicated they were expecting something totally different – being provided information (learning) rather than having to give feedback (input).


A number stated they would have liked to know in advance that it was not going to be traditional “training”.  Had they realized this they would have been more prepared.





Facility/Food:





A number of people commented about the facility/food or both.  The majority of these comments were very positive - only a handful stated something was a problem (cold, hot, hard chairs).





Compliments:





Organization/Set-up:





At least half of the respondents provided some form of compliment to the organizers of the forum.  The respondents also felt the hotel did a good job as well, very responsive.





Speakers:





Steve Kelman was the most like speaker.  It was noted that he is a good resource.





General:





In general the respondents commented the forum was beneficial and that they would attend again.  Also, that they found it beneficial, informative, and educational.





Topics:





A number of respondents indicated the topics were good/beneficial.





Complaints:





About a third of the respondents had some complaint.





Sessions/Report-Out:





A few felt the session groups were too large and that the sessions served too much as gripe-sessions.


Some indicated they didn’t like the complaints, certain comments about groups of people (i.e. contracts personnel), and not everyone participated.


A few mentioned they felt the report-outs were a waste of time.





Attendees:





One individual felt there “was a disproportionate number of ASU folks which tended to skew the discussion”.








General:





A couple respondents stated it was a waste of Government funds.


One individual felt some issues were not addressed.


Another expected a topic which was dropped.





Suggestions:





57 suggestions were made, the following are the key/common ones:





Name tags with organization.


Handouts from report-out and metrics.


Earlier scheduled release time.


AMS class.


Tutorial sessions.


Session on baselining.


Awareness training.


One hour tutorial.


Sessions like this for only acquisition people.


Contracts workshop.


Another two-day session.


Smaller, more frequent, opportunities to continue this cross-talk.


Establish/maintain a logistics policy organization.


Follow-up – ensure it happens for this forum.


Panel format – for the sessions and lunch speakers.


Two general lunch sessions with two guest speakers going concurrently and stagger the lunch period.


Two brief-out sessions, one the same as at this forum, second a larger brief-out session after SMEs and ASU-100 digest the input and come up with specific action plans on specific recommendations.


An overview for each topic, up to ten minutes.


Standardize the session formats/approach.


It would have been beneficial to bring in a few people from the field.


Questions from the floor should be allowed on reports on last afternoon by focus session leaders.


Don’t call it training, without an explanation of the type of training it is.





General Comments:





Some of the general comments referred to the type of attendees, the length of the sessions, not sure if people recognize the benefits of AMS, and the overall emphasis is on acquisition.


In addition, there was a general observation that there is still a lot of learning to be done about AMS.  People weren’t as informed as expected about AMS.
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