DRAFT

MANPOWER AND TRAINING QUESTIONS

INTRODUCTION:  Marine Corps Systems Command (SYSCOM) is responsible for procuring new equipment for the Marine Corps. At any given time there are hundreds of new acquisitions in progress that have the potential to impact the way we train and educate our Marines and, just as important, how we resource our training centers. To minimize the impact on TECOM, it is incumbent on our Action Officers to remain actively involved with individual SYSCOM Program Managers (PMs), project officers and logisticians in order to address and resolve manpower, training, and resource issues in advance of the introduction of new equipment.  In addition to remaining actively involved, AO’s must insure that acquisition documents are staffed within TECOM to insure the various staff sections are equally prepared to support the fielding of the PEI.  Successful manning and training of new capabilities requires careful planning and lead times and cannot be accomplished if preparations are delayed until fielding.

MTP documents are formatted to organize information and analysis for manpower and training decision-makers.  The level of detail reflected in each successive MTP version should correlate with the most current information on the new system, its technical makeup, fielding plans, and concept of employment, including any program changes that may have occurred.  Although early versions will almost never answer all the questions presented by the fielding of new equipment, each MTP version should represent progress toward an approved MTP.  All applicable questions should gradually be moved from the “no/go” column to the “go” column as the plan takes shape.    

The following items of concern for manpower and training, while not exhaustive, are intended to provide action officers with a template for evaluating all acquisition documents they are required to review, or which they are helping to develop.

PLANNING:  This first phase of the process is the most critical.  It lays the foundation for future success whether or not the acquisition is a major or minor system, rapid or long term, simple or complex.  The first step is to determine if a Manpower and Training Analysis (MTA) is required.  Answers to the following questions should be helpful in making an initial assessment: 

	MTA REQUIREMENTS PLANNING
	N/A
	GO
	NO/GO

	Has the Operational Requirement Document (ORD), Initial Capabilities Document (ICD) been completely reviewed for system description, key performance parameters (KPPs), and concept of employment?
	
	
	

	Does the system modify or improve existing equipment or capabilities?
	
	
	

	Will the new system partially or completely replace existing equipment? What impact could this have on manpower, training time, and resources at the formal schools?
	
	
	

	Will the new system provide equipment or capabilities that do not currently exist?
	
	
	

	Are the components of the new system (platform, equipment, software) defined?
	
	
	

	Is the new equipment technically and or mechanically complex?
	
	
	

	Is the new equipment projected to simplify operator or maintenance tasks?
	
	
	

	Is the new equipment likely to require formal school training?
	
	
	

	Are MOSs impacted by the introduction of the new equipment identified?
	
	
	

	Are target MOSs trained (collocated, or consolidated) at a sister service school?
	
	
	

	Are Marine unique tasks for operators and/or maintainers likely?
	
	
	

	Will training for the new equipment or system potentially require simulators, training devices, or computer-based training?  What is the rationale for the decision and what is the projected return on investment?
	
	
	

	Is it anticipated that new equipment will require an increase/decrease or modification in manpower?
	
	
	


Answers to these questions will be instrumental in determining the requirement to conduct an MTA.  Lack of funding, technical information, or manpower data does not provide justification to delay or forego a MTA.  As a program matures the MTA becomes a “living document” that is updated as new information becomes available.  The MTA also becomes a key document for milestone decisions and future funding requirements.

Planning will continue through the acquisition process and a continuous feedback loop should be established to track system development.  Prior to entering the analysis phase several questions need to be asked to close out the initial planning phase.

	MTA OVERSIGHT AND FUNDING
	N/A
	GO
	NO/GO

	Has an Integrated Product Team (IPT) or working group for Manpower and Training been established for the new system?
	
	
	

	Have all Integrated Product Team (IPT) or working group members been identified and assigned in writing?
	
	
	

	Has a Plan of Action and Milestones (POA&M) been established for the MTA?
	
	
	

	Has funding been programmed to support training acquisition and Life Cycle Support (LCS) costs for the life of the system?
	
	
	


ANALYSIS:  The next phase in preparation of a MTA is the analysis phase.  The first version of the MTA is completed and the POA&M is revised to ensure updates to the MTA document are performed at appropriate intervals throughout the acquisition process.  The depth and complexity of the MTA should be appropriate to reflect the size and complexity of the new equipment or system.  It is extremely important that MTA reviewers look for the critical omissions and work with MTA preparers to identify issues.

Definition of the PEI system, selection of the right BCS, inclusion of up-to-date acquisition information, and participation by knowledgeable Marine Corps personnel is fundamental to the success of the analysis.  The following questions may assist in identifying whether or not the right groundwork is in place to initiate a MTA.    

	PEI SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT AND MTA PROCESS
	N/A
	GO
	NO/GO

	Is information on the Primary End Item (PEI) accurate and complete?
	
	
	

	Has a Baseline Comparison System (BCS) or systems been identified?
	
	
	

	Do BCS choices appear appropriate and complete?
	
	
	

	Has up-to-date information been taken from acquisition documents such as the ORD, UNS, DOTMLPF, COE, or Acquisition Strategy?
	
	
	

	Are M&RA, TFSD, and the occupational field advocates involved in formulation of manpower concepts and recommendations?
	
	
	

	Are the operating units providing information and support for the analysis?
	
	
	

	Is there a clear Operational Test/Developmental Test (OT/DT) requirement?
	
	
	

	Is there a fielding schedule?
	
	
	

	
	Is the Acquisition Objective included?
	
	
	

	
	Are units scheduled to receive the PEI identified?
	
	
	

	
	Have schools that will teach the PEI been identified?  
	
	
	

	
	Have schools that use the PEI to support their training been identified? 
	
	
	

	
	Is it clear whether the fielding will be “horizontal” or “vertical”?
	
	
	

	
	Are IOC/ FOC dates included?
	
	
	

	Are the type (MOS and level of experience) and number of SMEs required to support analysis, testing, and fielding available?
	
	
	


Manpower issues can create a “show stopper” for new equipment or systems and issues must be resolved and reflected in the MTA/MTP document.  To ensure that critical questions have been addressed, the following checklist is provided for guidance.

	MANPOWER
	N/A
	GO
	NO/GO

	Is the manning concept for the PEI defined and workable?
	
	
	

	Are support contractors included in manpower requirements for the PEI?
	
	
	

	Are primary/secondary MOSs affected by the PEI identified?
	
	
	

	Are Job Task Analyses (JTAs) being conducted for all affected MOSs? If not, how will task be identified?
	
	
	

	
	Has a JTA been performed for operators?
	
	
	

	
	Has a JTA been performed for maintainers? Is a Level of Repair Analysis (LORA) being conducted in order to identify maintainer task?
	
	
	

	
	Has a JTA been performed for crews (collective tasks)?
	
	
	

	
	Do JTAs include the PEI weapon systems?
	
	
	

	
	Is there a JTA for officers and supervisors?
	
	
	

	          
	Have JTAs required for support MOSs including operational planners, logistics and supply personnel, and other combat service support providers been performed?
	
	
	

	
	Have JTAs required for formal school instructors and/or unit level trainers been performed?
	
	
	

	
	Have JTAs required for range personnel, ammunition technicians, and/or explosive ordnance disposal technicians been performed?
	
	
	

	          
	Are JTAs current and complete?
	
	
	

	Has the occupational field sponsor approved:
	
	
	

	
	Recommendations for new MOSs or skill designators?
	
	
	

	
	Recommendations for modifications to MOS prequalifications or training tracks?
	
	
	

	
	Recommendations for an increase/decrease or reallocation of manpower?
	
	
	

	Is a Table of Organization and Equipment Change Request (TOECR) required?
	
	
	

	Is the responsibility for submission of the TOECR assigned?
	
	
	


Modifications or improvements to training facilities can be expensive and time-consuming.  If Marines are trained collocated or consolidated with a sister service, legal agreements between the Marine Corps and the host service may require review and revision.  Training resources, to include instructor staffing, classroom and “prac app” training spaces, billeting and messing facilities, and sufficient student TAD and schoolhouse mission support, may be significantly impacted by the introduction of new equipment and training requirements.  

	TRAINING FACILITIES AND RESOURCES
	N/A
	GO
	NO/GO

	Are impacted formal schools identified?
	
	
	

	Are recommendations for any new courses well-defined?
	
	
	

	Are BCS/PEI student throughput numbers accurately reflected?
	
	
	

	Are BCS/PEI resource issues clearly identified?
	
	
	

	Will instructor-to-student ratios for operators and maintainers be appropriate without an increase in instructor staff?
	
	
	

	Have integration issues with the legacy system or joint systems been resolved?
	
	
	

	
	Can requirements to “dual train” legacy and replacement systems be met?
	
	
	

	
	Has a “stop date” for the legacy system been identified?
	
	
	

	
	Can “dual system” training be sustained until legacy system training is no longer required?
	
	
	

	Do existing classroom facilities meet future PEI requirements?
	
	
	

	Do existing maintenance facilities meet future PEI requirements?
	
	
	

	Will current facilities support installation of new simulators and/or training devices?
	
	
	

	Is there sufficient technical infrastructure to support the PEI training?
	
	
	

	Are there sufficient barracks and messing facilities available for any projected increases in student troughput?
	
	
	

	Are there MILCON requirements?
	
	
	

	
	If new facilities are to be constructed or procured, does the schedule meet the needs of new training implementation?
	
	
	

	If formal schools are located with sister services, are Interservice Training Review Organization (ITRO) representatives involved in the analysis?
	
	
	

	          
	Have ITRO agreements, such as MOUs/MOAs and ISSAs, been reviewed to identify issues?
	
	
	

	Have environmental concerns been identified and resolved?
	
	
	


Ranges and training areas may be limited or over-utilized already, and the analysis should address whether or not these areas are suitable.  If improvements are required, or environmental or safety issues are identified, the MTA should recommend solutions and timetables to accomplish them.

	RANGES AND TRAINING AREAS
	N/A
	GO
	NO/GO

	Have firing tables for the PEI weapon systems been established?
	
	
	

	          
	Has the responsibility for development of the firing tables been assigned?
	
	
	

	Can the current training areas accommodate the PEI training concept?
	
	
	

	          
	Are offshore or inshore training areas available to support the PEI?
	
	
	

	
	Have environmental concerns been identified and resolved?
	
	
	

	Do identified live fire ranges meet the needs of the PEI?
	
	
	

	
	Can ammunition for the PEI be used on current live fire ranges?
	
	
	

	
	Have Safety Danger Zones (SDZ’s) been established?
	
	
	

	
	Can other ranges accommodate the PEI live fire?
	
	
	

	
	Are offshore or inshore live fire ranges available to support the PEI?
	
	
	

	
	Have all ranges been certified using current regulations and orders?
	
	
	

	
	Have funding and timelines been established for necessary range improvements?
	
	
	

	Is there a requirement for contractor support on the ranges?
	
	
	

	          
	Has a funding source for contractor support been established?
	
	
	

	Have Life Cycle Support  (LCS) funding requirements for ranges and training areas to support the PEI been identified?
	
	
	

	Have all range and training area requirements and costs been reviewed by TECOM Ranges and Training Area Management Division (RTAM)?
	
	
	


The ammunition tables to support Marine Corps training are maintained by TECOM G-4.  Ammunition requirements and funding plans for ammunition procurement should be included in the MTA.  Early identification of shortfalls or special handling and storage requirements will ensure that issues can be resolved as the program matures and moves toward the critical “Ready to Train Date.”

	AMMUNITION FOR TRAINING
	
	
	

	Have ammunition requirements been identified?
	
	
	

	
	Have all ammunition requirements been validated against current regulations and orders?
	
	
	

	Have ammunition allocation issues been identified and resolved?
	
	
	

	
	Can the PEI ammunition be stored in existing facilities?
	
	
	

	
	Can ammunition technicians handle the PEI ammunition?
	
	
	

	Have environmental concerns been identified and resolved?
	
	
	

	Have all ammunition requirements and costs been approved by TECOM G-4?
	
	
	


Technology has had a significant impact on the equipment the Marine Corps procures and on how Marines are trained.  Errors in technology acquisition and support are among the most expensive and difficult to mend, not only for PEI requirements but for training support hardware and software.  A lack of knowledge in C4/data procurement can result in acquisition of assets that cannot be managed without significant contractor support, interoperability issues, and out-year funding for updates and upgrades.  It is extremely important that the MTA address hardware/software configurations and infrastructure, technical documentation and source data, NMCI and DLC compliance, and contractor support requirements.  

	C4/DATA REQUIREMENTS
	N/A
	GO
	NO/GO

	Are Information Technology (IT) assets identified to support the PEI?
	
	
	

	
	Are CLS responsibilities defined in the hardware/software support plan?
	
	
	

	
	Are JTA skills identified for Marine IT operators?
	
	
	

	
	Are JTA skills identified for Marine IT maintainers?
	
	
	

	Does the PEI require test equipment?
	
	
	

	
	Are CLS responsibilities defined in the test equipment support plan?
	
	
	

	
	Are JTA skills identified for Marine test equipment operators?
	
	
	

	
	Are JTA skills identified for Marine test equipment maintainers?
	
	
	

	Are facilities/classrooms identified to support technology-based training?
	
	
	

	Are NMCI seats are required for students and/or instructors?
	
	
	

	
	Have NMCI requirements for IT assets been resolved?
	
	
	

	          
	Have certification and accreditation costs or lag times for NMCI compliance been identified and resolved?
	
	
	

	Is C4 infrastructure/data architecture suitable to implement PEI training concepts?
	
	
	

	Have new facilities or classrooms required to support the PEI C4/Data requirements been defined?
	
	
	

	Does the PEI training concept include:
	
	
	

	
	Automated electronic classrooms (AECs)?
	
	
	

	
	Courseware?
	
	
	

	
	Training devices?
	
	
	

	
	Simulators?
	
	
	

	
	An integrated training system?
	
	
	

	Has IT hardware, including workstations and servers, been defined?
	
	
	

	
	Has an AEC standard been selected? Who defined the standard?
	
	
	

	
	Is there an “on-time” schedule for AEC installation?
	
	
	

	
	Is ownership of or access to technical documentation included?
	
	
	

	
	Are there provisions for updating AECs?
	
	
	

	
	Have installation and refresh issues been resolved?
	
	
	

	
	Has installation and refresh funding been identified?
	
	
	

	Are software requirements and objectives clear and complete?
	
	
	

	
	Have all Commercial Off-the-Shelf (COTS) and Government Off-the-Shelf (GOTS) solutions been explored vice investing in unique proprietary technology?
	
	
	

	
	Is ownership of or access to technical documentation included?
	
	
	

	
	Are there provisions for updating operating systems and/or courseware?
	
	
	

	
	Have proprietary issues that may incur future costs been resolved?
	
	
	

	Are simulators or training devices being acquired to support PEI training?
	
	
	

	
	Have COTS and GOTS simulator solutions been included in the analysis?
	
	
	

	
	Is ownership of or access to technical documentation included?
	
	
	

	
	Are there provisions for updating simulators and/or training devices?
	
	
	

	
	Have proprietary issues that may incur future costs been resolved?
	
	
	

	If training is collocated or consolidated with a sister service, have issues related to installation of training hardware or software been addressed?
	
	
	

	Is Contractor Logistics Support (CLS) provided for training hardware and software, including simulators and training devices?
	
	
	

	
	Is the duration of the CLS contract defined?
	
	
	

	
	Is technical documentation available for all training components?
	
	
	

	          
	Will a transition to Contractor Operation and Maintenance of Simulators (COMS)   support be an option in the out-years?
	
	
	

	
	Is funding responsibility for long-term support assigned?
	
	
	

	Have C4/Data plans been vetted through CMC C4I and the Information Technology Steering Group (ITSG)?
	
	
	

	Have all C4/Data requirements and costs been approved by TECOM G-6, Tech Div, and DL?
	
	
	


Although school staff are responsible for data entry into MCAIMS and submission of course documentation for approval, they are not responsible for providing training plans for new equipment or for manning NETT.  Instructors should be provided ample opportunities to familiarize themselves with new equipment and training materials prior to initial fielding and arrival of the “Ready to Train Date.”  Unit representatives will also need to understand their training responsibilities for MOJT and sustainment training.  Introduction of technology-based training, new simulators and training devices, and distance learning courseware may present new challenges, and instructors and unit training personnel should be provided with training on how new tools are to be used.   

	CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND DELIVERY
	N/A
	GO
	NO/GO

	Is the concept for Operational Test/Developmental Test (OT/DT) training included?
	
	
	

	
	Is the schedule for OT/DT training identified?
	
	
	

	
	Is the target population for training defined?
	
	
	

	
	Is responsibility for training delivery clear?
	
	
	

	
	Have training locations been designated?
	
	
	

	Is the concept for Instructor & Key Personnel Training (I&KPT) included?
	
	
	

	
	Is the schedule for I&KPT training identified?
	
	
	

	
	Is the target population for training defined?
	
	
	

	
	Is responsibility for training delivery clear?
	
	
	

	
	Have training locations been designated?
	
	
	

	
	Will “take-away” materials be provided to participants?
	
	
	

	Is the concept for the New Equipment Training Team (NETT) included?
	
	
	

	
	Is NETT manning adequate and feasible?
	
	
	

	
	Are provisions for training NETT personnel identified?
	
	
	

	
	Will “take-away” materials be provided to NETT personnel?
	
	
	

	
	Is the duration of the NETT requirement defined?
	
	
	

	Is the concept for New Equipment Training (NET) during PEI fielding included?
	
	
	

	
	Will sufficient operators and maintainers receive NET?
	
	
	

	
	Are sufficient training hours, by MOS, reflected for operators and maintainers?
	
	
	

	
	Are training locations identified?
	
	
	

	
	Will “take-away” materials be provided to NET participants?
	
	
	

	Are training support equipment and materials being provided to the formal schools?
	
	
	

	          
	Has a Ready to Train Date been set?
	
	
	

	
	Is training support equipment and materials appropriate in quality and quantity to meet the needs of formal school training?
	
	
	

	
	Has a delivery schedule for all training support equipment and materials been established?
	
	
	

	
	Will training on implementation of support equipment and materials be provided to instructors?
	
	
	

	          
	Has responsibility for training school staff been assigned and a schedule for that training established?
	
	
	

	Are training support equipment and materials being provided to units?
	
	
	

	          
	Has a Ready to Train Date been set?
	
	
	

	
	Is training support equipment and materials appropriate in quality and quantity to meet the needs of unit training?
	
	
	

	          
	Has a delivery schedule for all training support equipment and materials been established?
	
	
	

	          
	Will training on implementation of support equipment and materials be provided to unit training personnel?
	
	
	

	
	Has responsibility for training unit training personnel been assigned and a schedule for that training established?
	
	
	

	          
	Are the Reserves included?
	
	
	

	
	Is MAGTFTC at 29 Palms included?
	
	
	

	Will training directives (ITSS, T&R) be revised to reflect the PEI:
	
	
	

	
	Through CDD/POI submission? (interim change)
	
	
	

	
	Through a TECOM-sponsored SME conference? (republication)
	
	
	

	Have all affected POIs been identified?
	
	
	

	
	Has responsibility for learning analysis for POI resubmissions been established?
	
	
	

	
	Have instructors received copies of I&KPT and NET training materials?
	
	
	

	
	Have target dates for POI submission and approval been set?
	
	
	

	Have Distance Learning (DL) training requirements been identified?
	
	
	

	
	Is TECOM DL Branch part of the IPT?
	
	
	

	
	Has responsibility for DL development been assigned?
	
	
	

	
	Are DL development requirements in compliance with DLC technical guidelines?
	
	
	

	
	Has DL development been funded?
	
	
	

	
	Is there an appropriate target date for DL implementation?
	
	
	

	
	Does the PEI affect MCI and have they been notified?
	
	
	

	Are simulators/training devices included in the training concept for formal schools and/or units?
	
	
	

	
	Are simulators/training devices provided in sufficient quantity to support training throughput and schedules?
	
	
	

	          
	Are learning objectives for the simulators/training devices clearly defined?
	
	
	

	          
	Are simulator/training device implementation concepts provided, including recommended sustainment intervals and simulator hours by student?
	
	
	

	
	Is an installation schedule established?
	
	
	

	          
	Will training on simulators/training devices, including operator and CLS responsibilities, be provided to formal school instructors and unit training personnel?
	
	
	

	
	Are operator manuals and instructor guides for simulators/training devices provided?
	
	
	

	
	Are the Reserves included in simulator/training device fielding?
	
	
	

	
	What other TECOM subordinate Commands are included?
	
	
	

	
	Have all life cycle cost been calculated and POM’ed?
	
	
	

	
	If there is a transfer of funding responsibility, what is the plan?
	
	
	

	Have appropriate plans to train the Reserves been established?
	
	
	


Most funding requirements incurred by the introduction of new training are the responsibility of the program office at SYSCOM unless other sources of funding have been identified.  If a transfer of funding responsibility is planned once training is in place and fielding is complete, significant prior planning is critical.  If, for example, the program office has programmed for training LCS through FY-07, the “receiving agency” must ensure that support costs are included in their FY-08 POM submission.  Careful planning of funding requirements and responsibilities will ease new training implementation and ensure its success in the out-years.

	FUNDING AND LCS RESPONSIBILITIES
	N/A
	GO
	NO/GO

	Is the TECOM G-7 part of the IPT? 
	
	
	

	Is funding identified for timely MTA updates?
	
	
	

	Is funding identified to support training pre-fielding/at fielding for:
	
	
	

	
	OT/DT TAD and mission support?
	
	
	

	
	I&KPT TAD and mission support?
	
	
	

	
	NETT TAD and mission support?
	
	
	

	
	NET TAD and mission support?
	
	
	

	Is funding identified to support acquisition of:
	
	
	

	
	Ammunition?
	
	
	

	
	Simulators?
	
	
	

	
	Training devices?
	
	
	

	
	Courseware?
	
	
	

	
	AECs?
	
	
	

	
	DL development?
	
	
	

	
	Training facilities construction or improvements?
	
	
	

	Is funding identified to support:
	
	
	

	
	Contractor Logistics Support (CLS)?
	
	
	

	
	Contractor Operation and Maintenance of Simulators (COMS)?
	
	
	

	Is there a funding responsibility transfer?
	
	
	

	
	Has an FY/transfer date been established?
	
	
	

	
	Has funding responsibility been defined and accepted by both sponsors?
	
	
	

	
	Is the POM schedule workable for the transfer?
	
	
	

	Is funding identified to support SME conferences for revision of training directives (ITSS, T&R)?
	
	
	

	If training is collocated or consolidated with a sister service, is funding identified to support TAD and expenses for review/revision of ITRO agreements?
	
	
	


Aggressive attention to detail and careful analysis are required to ensure all training and education issues are addressed and problems resolved.  This analysis is by no means complete and, as new issues are identified, they should be added to the MTA requirements and recycled through the feedback loop for further analysis and resolution.  Once all issues have been answered, the MTA is approved and becomes the MTP. 

IMPLEMENTATION:    

The success of the implementation phase is based on two factors: (1) effective and complete planning/analysis of training and education issues, (2) the continuous use of the feedback loop that has been built into the MTA process.  As implementation approaches, the following questions and concerns may need to have been answered, if not within the MTP, then by the program office responsible for fielding the PEI and all support equipment and materials.

	IMPLEMENTATION PHASE 
	N/A
	GO
	NO/GO

	If insufficient data exist for a completed MTA/MTP what is the update plan?
	
	
	

	Has the MTP been incorporated into the PM’s POA&M schedule?
	
	
	

	Have facilities studies been completed for the formal schools?
	
	
	

	Have facilities studies been provided for receiving units?
	
	
	

	Have environmental impact studies been completed and resolved?
	
	
	

	Has the logistics support documentation been prepared, reviewed and approved?
	
	
	

	Has a schedule for procurement and delivery of training deliverables been provided?
	
	
	

	Has the Manpower & Training IPT Charter been kept up to date?
	
	
	

	Have MILCON plans been reviewed and approved by IPT membership?
	
	
	

	Have acquisition documents other than the MTA/MTP been submitted for TECOM review?
	
	
	

	Has a schedule for preparation and distribution of technical manuals been provided?
	
	
	

	Have requirements for ETM/IETM preparation been met?
	
	
	

	Are there any remaining issues or documents pending?
	
	
	


NOTES:


