DOI ABCM AOT MEETING

MEETING MINUTES


	DATE: 9 March 2006

	ATTENDEES: Rich Beck, Dorothy Sugiyama, Brendon Despres, Michael Fansler, Denise Sheehan, Betty Buxton, Quinntella Wilson, Kathy Marshall, Allan Roit, Kathryn O’Toole,  Kathy Tynan, Michael Brown, Charlene Raphael, Barbara Newman, Marc Hebert, Kathryn East, Angela Herring, Barbara Desiderio, Ramsay Tanham, Rudy Avila , Timothy McKenna

	ACTION ITEMS

	WHAT                                                                                     WHO                   WHEN

· Iron out some of the difficulties found in the                     Tim

bureau analyses at our meetings                                            
· In preparation for the next AOT meeting on                      GT Team   
      March 23rd coordinate with both Dept. 
      and bureaus to keep abreast of current developments
· Suggested changes to DOI work activity or                         Bureaus               21 March
Output definitions

	DETAILED MINUTES

	Topic 1:  Capturing HSPD – 12 costs in DOI work activities

	· 
· Suggested changes to DOI activities 61, 62, and 64 to address HSPD-12 work were distributed.

· It was reported that OCIO and HR proponents for HSPD-12 concur in the suggested wording.  They were also told to coordinate with PFM to ensure that the Dept established project codes in FFS to track HSPD-12 under DOI work activities 61, 62 and 64.  Bureaus had already established requisite project codes and/or HSPD-12 work activities to track costs.
· Some suggested that issuing badges may be an HR function as the HR offices in the field would do this as part of the overall process of monitoring background investigations, identity verification, and fingerprinting; therefore should be listed under DOI activity 61.   However, issuing badges was considered to be a physical security function; it did not matter who was actually issuing the badge.   Physical security was captured under DOI activity 64.  Ultimately it was decided that issuing badges would remain under Activity 64, but not openly stated as a task. 
· 
· Attendees decided to close out the issue.

	Topic 2: DOI work activity linkages to the DOI Strategic Plan and End Outcome Goals (Products and services approach) (EOGs)

	· Dilemma arises with how a single work activity could be spread to different EOG and how this would tie back to budget line items when the method for costing end outcome goals changes every year.   Answer was that the method for determine how work activity costs were allocated to different end outcome goals should not change but the values used in the percentage allocations and algorithms would change based on history.  If the method used to derive the percentage allocations and algorithms produced replicable results, then the method should withstand scrutiny.
· If bureaus had no valid method for determining percentage allocations or algorithms for spreading costs to end outcome goals, then the one-to-one rule would still apply, e.g. one DOI work activity to only one end outcome goal.

· Linking costs is a matter of tying costs to performance. What is the appropriate linkage of costs to performance?
· Most bureau representatives mentioned that they link costs to particular EOGMs. “Costs go to performance at the lowest levels [bureaus] right now, and it is thus traceable.” 
· The issue that arises, however, it that there is a different perception of cost at both the Bureau level and the Department level.
· Essentially what the Department is looking for is an integrated level to provide a summary view across the bureaus and departmental offices for those at the Department level. Bureau’s disagreed that this would be essentially possible.

· 
· Bureaus believed that the relationship between performance and dollars at the corporate level are not necessarily one-to-one. At the bureau level, it is possible, at the Department level, the imposition of this relationship would be less meaningful.
· According to bureau representatives, making a cost hierarchy to the top will cause a loss in meaning for what the costs actually are. Budgetary decisions based on summary level information would be erroneous.  Some bureau representatives felt that the Department does not have the appropriate staffing to deal with a change of this magnitude nor to use the information that may come out of this effort appropriately.

· OSM believed that if this were to occur, we (the bureaus) would have to deconstruct everything in order to remain compliant with auditing requirements. Otherwise, we would have two divergent views of costing and uncorrelated costs that would be questioned by OMB (e.g. in the Statement of Net Costs and in ABC)
· 
· BLM suggested the Department determine what impact that making all DOI ABC activities cross cuts would have on developing the Statement of Net Costs before deciding to pursue this initiative.

	Topic 3: Treatment of Outputs produced over multiple fiscal years.

	· It was mentioned that there are essentially three possibilities to dealing with the multi-year costing dilemma: 1. break down activities further into separate activities that produce an output over one year’s time; 2. talk about the costs that the units in production generate in a years time, or 3. roll up the costs to a higher level product or service
· According to many bureaus, all three of these options would present substantial problems for the bureaus. With USGS, for example, it would be difficult to get a per-unit cost for a research project (Rich, however, suggested that creating a range is possible with stages such as data gathering, analysis and documentation, and report. This process can look at progress at different levels. “Analysis”, for example, becomes the dependant variable and not something linear.)
· Unit costing for units in production may be meaningless – what does the average annual cost of a unit in production mean?
· Dividing activities further into separate activities may produce tasks instead of activities.  These tasks or sub-activities may produce outputs that aren’t worth tracking.
· AOT members agreed to do some research on how other agencies engaged in multi-year activities and ABC dealt with the problem and report out during the next AOT mtg.
The problem of multiple year funds, however, still remains an issue (i.e., cumulative costs that don’t have a defined ending point).  This would be the subject of another mtg  addressing changes to ABC business rules.


	Topic 4: Why Cost Measures?

	· According to Rich Beck, costing measures allows for an added perspective. The Department needs a frame of reference to gauge the performance results and assess individual program/project budget requests.
· According to many bureaus, however, the major cost drivers of programs are activity costs that lead up to the actual measure. Activities and measures can be correlated, but not always connected.
· 
· An additional issue that bureau representatives had with the concept of products and services or the greater concept of linking costs to performance at the DOI level is the fact that there is no documentation (or particular memorandums) that make this necessary; bureau representatives therefore wondered why the Department was pursuing this

· The Department addressed this concern by stating that A-11, the “Proud to Be” document, and OMB feedback on the BPI scorecard all mention the need to determine the marginal cost of performance.  A-11 goes so far as to state that performance goals should be linked with the costs of specific activities that contribute to achievement of those goals.
· The bureaus mentioned that if they needed to cost performance measures, they could do this through their own ABC models, but not through the corporate DOI ABC model.  The corporate DOI ABC model would not yield any meaningful unit cost information – only a statement of the average cost of producing a unit of performance.  The specific (detailed) cost would come from the bureau models.
· The bureaus mentioned that Performance and ABC had two different purposes.  Performance was looking for a way to cost measures.  ABC was also trying to cost measures, but was really just developing corporate DOI ABC to gauge the relative cost of performing work across the department, e.g. costs collected in DOI ABC work activities should alert a decision maker/user of DOI ABC data that they should be asking questions about the costs they see in an activity, not make presumptions about what the costs mean without asking the bureaus who do the work about what the costs mean.  Therefore, purpose of corporate DOI ABC was not BPI, but a system of indicators of the health of the organization, gauged in cost.



