Contracting Policy Bulletin

January 2003

HQ AFSPC/LGC  Peterson AFB CO

Comments or suggestions regarding this Bulletin may be directed to HQ AFSPC/LGC DSN 

692-5250.  Current and past policy bulletins are posted on the HQ AFSPC/LGC Home Page (http://www.peterson.af.mil/hqafspc/contracting/, just click on the ‘Policy’ button).

 Deputy’s Desk – Are We Still Having Fun???
One of the things I always tell new people coming to work in our organization is, “If you find that on balance you are not having fun in your job, we need to talk, and you need to decide if this is the right job for you.”  This doesn’t mean I expect anyone’s job always to be perfect, that we shouldn’t take our responsibilities seriously, or that we don’t expect hard work.  Every job has its ups and downs, and its continual frustrations.  But life is too short to spend very long in a job you hate or where the rewards over the long term don’t far outweigh the negatives.

Last October I hit that magic combination for civilians under the Civil Service Retirement System (that’s the “old” retirement system, for all you youngsters under 45) of 55 years old and more than 30 years service, to qualify for retirement.  Now that I no longer “have to” keep working in this job, I’ve had to give thought to following my own advice.  Like every other person in Air Force Space Command contracting, I have my list of things I don’t like about the job, which I suspect is much like yours—constant organizational changes (see article below for the latest on HQ AFSPC changes); disagreement with some decisions made above my authority; discomfort with some policy directions we’re taking; additional taskings without sufficient resources; frustration over our failures to do perfect work every time; the need to continually train and retrain our customers; more TDY days than I’d like; and probably another page full of complaints and gripes that I could add.

Yet when I add up all the negatives, I find my answer is still, “I’m having fun.”  I could probably fill up a much longer list of positives than negatives, but the major reasons come down to three.  The first is that what we do is important.  We’ve all heard it so many times now that it seems trite, and sometimes the connection seems hard to understand, but how well we do our jobs does translate, directly or indirectly, to supporting the warfighters.  Second is that I’m allowed, and expected, to think and make decisions.  Very few contracting problems have a single best answer, and most of our issues have competing interests and multiple shades of gray.  After nearly thirty years in contracting, there’s still never a single day without the opportunity to learn something new.

The third reason is probably the most significant, at least for me.  That’s the Air Force Space Command contracting people I get to work with every day, both here in the headquarters and in the field where the real contracting work happens.  We have the smartest, hardest working , most mission-focused team anywhere.  I’ve had the opportunity over many years to meet thousands of managers and supervisors throughout DoD, the federal government, and industry.  I am always surprised by how much of their efforts and energy seems to be directed to the “negatives” of their work force.  They are constantly focused on how hard it is to motivate people, how many internal conflicts they have to deal with, the fact that no one in their organization cares about quality, and on and on.  In each of these conversations I am again reminded of what a pleasure it is to work with all of you throughout the command.  Yes, we all get frustrated with each other from time to time, we frequently disagree on the best way to do things, and we all get tired, and tired of (you name it), from time to time.  But I’m proud and amazed to say that there is almost never a time when I’m not convinced that every action you all take is motivated by an intense desire to support our customers in the best way we know how.  At the end of every day, I can honestly say, “I enjoyed the contracting people I worked with today, I’m proud of them, and I trust them.”  For me, that’s what keeps this job fun, no matter what the challenges.

 Headquarters Reorganization (Goodbye AFSPC/LGC; Hello AFSPC/PK)

On 1 February, HQ AFSPC was reorganized.  The Directorate of Logistics, except for Contracting, merged with SC to become the Directorate of Logistics and Communication, LC.  The Directorate of Operations became the Directorate of Air and Space Operations, XO.  DR and XP remained.  The biggest change for Contracting is that we have moved into a new directorate, Mission Support, MS.  This directorate reflects the Mission Support Groups at wing level, and includes Civil Engineering, the Command Chaplain, Public Affairs, Services, the Command Historian, Personnel, Safety, and Contracting.  The directorate will be headed by a Brigadier General, who is expected to be in place by June.  The interim director is Col Connie Carmody, the Command Civil Engineer.

Our new office symbol is PK, and LGCM and LGCP will become PKM and PKP.  We don’t expect any internal reorganization or any changes in the way we support the field.  

 SAF/AQ Workforce Distance & E-Learning Training Policy
Members should be allowed to complete this type of training either during the normal duty day in the work place, through alternate work schedules, or by telecommuting.  See attached 18 Dec 02 memo.
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 Aerospace Expeditionary Force (AEF) Structure, Current   

 Operations And Surge Operations
Everyone should know by now that the manner in which we deploy forces for contingency operations has changed.  The AEF construct is designed to provide a sustainable mobility force, while at the same time give some predictability to our military personnel who deploy to meet the operational requirements at contingency locations around the world.  In other words, our military personnel should know when they are vulnerable to deploy and if they are not in their deployment window, they typically won’t be deployed.  Before we can cover the current situation, it is important to understand the basic deployment system.  The construct is based on a fifteen-month cycle, and 5 AEF pairs (10 AEFs) within the cycle.  Each AEF pair consists of a scheduled on a 90-day rotation.  We are currently in Cycle 3, AEF 7/8.  Cycle 3 is the 3rd 15-month rotation since the AEF construct was implemented.  AEFs 7 and 8 indicate that we are in the 4th 90-day rotation of the current cycle.  There are 2 AEFs per rotation because we typically support Steady State operations in two Areas Of Responsibility (AOR).  Steady State operations are those operations that were known in advance and were scheduled.  Currently AEFs beginning with odd numbers support operations in Southwest Asia and even numbered AEFs support the European AOR.  In Cycle 4, which begins Jun 03, they will switch (i.e. odd numbered AEFs will go to the European AOR).  Every base in the Air Force is postured against 2 AEFs, and none are back-to-back AEFs.  Ideally, approximately 50% of a unit’s deployable capability is postured in one or the other AEF and once an individual has been assigned to an AEF, they typically remain assigned to that rotation.  Illustration 1 below shows a typical AEF cycle without reference to time.  Illustration 2 demonstrates the base alignment for Air Force Space Command in Cycle 3 (the current cycle). 

Illustration 1
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    NOTE: AEWs to be realigned to the 10 AEFs in Cycle 4 (June 2003)
Illustration 2
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Currently we have a high operations tempo.  After the 11 September attacks, operations expanded from Steady State operations to include Operation ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and Operation NOBLE EAGLE (ONE).  The current Ops Tempo is taxing for the contracting career field; however, with few exceptions, the contingency mission has been supported while maintaining the AEF construct.  It is important to realize in the current environment 90 days is not an absolute number regarding the duration of a deployment.  Issues including overlap at end of tour, travel in and out of the AOR, personnel involved in special projects, and late arrivals in theater delay returning personnel.  If personnel return from deployment at the 100-day point, it went well.  Personnel deployed in support of current operations are facing some unique challenges, to include building up in many additional locations with more to follow in the foreseeable future.  The men and women supporting the current operations are doing great work and succeeding in all aspects of the mission.  

Surge operations represent a deployment mission requiring more personnel than are available to meet the mission and remain within the 90-day AEF construct.  As operations tempo increases, more and more personnel from the current AEF are deployed to meet the mission.  When mission requirements exceed the available posture, the system has to surge.  When a surge occurs, personnel from the next AEF are deployed early and stay longer.  Personnel that would have been replaced by personnel in the next AEF also remain.  A surge will usually start by deploying small numbers of additional personnel, and may not happen in every career field.  When and if contracting surges, other career fields may still be on a 90-day schedule.  If the surge is large enough, the system could surge across the board.  This would result in all career fields being deployed for longer and personnel from 2 AEF pairs would be deployed to support the mission.  The bottom line is as the operations tempo increases; personnel may stay for longer periods.  As the operations tempo decreases and personnel return, the AEF construct will gradually return to the 90-day rotation cycle.  

By now, most of us have seen the CSAF message “Deviation From AEF Battle Rhythm”(copy attached).  This message signals the beginning of surge operations.  The days ahead are going to be hard.  They will be hard for those deployed as well as those who remain at home.  I am sure we will meet the challenge ahead and do well.  In some ways, the AEF construct is still a new process.  There will almost assuredly be some obstacles to overcome for operations in the near future.  If we remain flexible and continue to work as the professionals we are, we will be successful in supporting the mission abroad as well as at home.
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 A Day in the Life of a CCO  By TSgt Curt Locker, 341 CONS, Malmstrom AFB MT
It is 3:00 A.M., the alarm clock rings and another deployment begins.  A Contingency Contracting Officer (CCO) is getting ready to begin his 90-179 day deployment. The orders state 90 days, but with the current Ops Tempo, the duration is actually unknown.

This particular deployment is in support of OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM.  After three long days of traveling, getting on and off planes in various countries, I arrive with a definite case of jet lag, but with a positive attitude. The actual location is a small island in the Persian Gulf with beautiful sunny days (about 100 degrees in the shade), miles of beach, and of course, miles of concertina wire to keep you out of the water and safe.  Prior to September 11, it was a primo place to deploy.  Now it is a tent city in the desert, as are so many others.  We do have AC and hot meals, so we are one up on the Army.  And we have beds, so we’re two up on the Marines. 

Day one begins when you get off the plane. First, you go through the customs inspection, 

in-processing, country brief on your location and current threat condition. Then you’re released to your eager sponsor, eager because this is the person you’re replacing.  They are very energetic and willing to show you your new living quarters (tent), dining facility (bigger tent) and where you’re going to be working 12-16 hour days, 6-7 days a week for the duration of your deployment.  After you’ve placed your bags in your assigned tent and grabbed a bite to eat, it is typical at most sites to have an exercise.  This could be anything from an instant “bunker run” to a gradual increase in THREATCONs, then running to the bunker in full field gear, to include chemical ensemble.  Did I mention it is around 100 degrees?  Drink plenty of water.  When the “All Clear” is called, you’re released to go back to your office (tent).  At this time you will learn from your co-workers about the local vendors, review the continuity binder and the contracting squadron’s relationship with other units.  Sound pretty hectic?  The agenda will change but the Ops Tempo and long hours will stay the same for every day of your deployment.  There will be endless meetings and briefings, issues with contractors and contracts, new contracts to solicit and award, contracts already in place to administer to, and determinations to be made on contract or contractor discrepancies.  There will also be educating military customers as well as fellow squadron members on proper procedures and policies, and numerous trips “downtown” to local vendors to enhance vendor relationships and expand the database. There will be endless bunker runs and exercises and you will never know if they are for real or just an exercise, so you must always be alert and be prepared.

Finally the day has almost come to an end, but not before you call your loved ones back in the states to let them know you’re OK and you take that much needed 3 minute shower (water conservation rules).  As we crawl into bed after a long, hard, hectic day, many thoughts run through our heads.  We reflect on the people who made us what we are today.  We thank Almighty God for giving us such a beautiful and bountiful country.  We are thankful for our parents for raising us and teaching us what it means to be an American.  We think of and miss our spouses and children back home and are thankful for their love and support and of the sacrifices they make in our absence.  As a contracting member, we will think of things that we can procure to make the mission run smoother and to improve the morale of our new deployed family.  One thing is for sure, we may all come from different bases throughout the world, but while we’re here we’re one team, a family.  We are proud that we belong to the United States military. We certainly believe that it is the best in the world.  May we continue to do our part to keep it the best by being healthy, physically fit, and have the right mental attitude.  May all of us in the military never take our comrades for granted.  May our leaders always remember that someone’s son or daughter, husband or wife, mother or father is out there defending their freedoms and liberties on the front lines.  May we always remember to give thanks not only for the blessings and benefits of freedom, but for every Soldier, Sailor, Airman, and Marine who is fighting to defend it for us and every human heart that longs for liberty.    

In conclusion, let me just say that the days may be long, hard, and hectic, but in hindsight, it is amazing how when we are on a deployment we see all the disadvantages and hardships, but once we leave and move on, we also remember and talk about the good times we had.    

 Database Handbook and Sample Solicitations

Effective 23 January 2003 AFSPC/LGC will no longer be maintaining the Database Handbook and the Sample Solicitations. The documents were updated one last time on 16 Jan 03.  AFSPC/LGC has decided that the Standard Procurement System (SPS) Contract Writing System should be utilized.  We believe this will not cause any mission degradation.  However, individual contracting activities must ensure the latest version of SPS is installed on their computer system and the Hill FAR site web page is used to access FAR/DFARS/AFFARS and AFSPCFARS.  This will allow you to continue to ensure that all the clauses/provisions necessary for a solicitation have the correct clause/provision date, the correct clause/provision title, and the correct clause/provision number.  If for some reason the Hill FAR Site web page is not operational you may also want to utilize the following websites:  

FAR:  http://www.arnet.gov/far/.

DFARS:  http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/dars/. 

AFSPCFARS:  http://www.spacecom.af.mil/hqafspc/contracting/Toolkit/toolkit%20index.htm 

Unfortunately, there is no direct website for the AFFARS.  Their supplement is only located at the Hill FAR Site Web Page.  If you have any questions concerning the deletion of the Database Handbook or the Sample Solicitations please contact Luther H. Haas at 719-554-6928 or DSN 692-6928 or e-mail address mailto:luther.haas@peterson.af.mil
 Utilities Contracts and the GPC
There has been some concern expressed recently about using the Government Purchase Card (GPC) as a method of payment for base-wide utilities contracts.  Air Force Instruction (AFI) 

64-117, paragraph 2.4.13 does in fact specifically prohibit the purchase of “Utility Services” with the GPC.  It goes on to address how these services are normally purchased, “…typically consolidated base-wide and purchased through contracts that generally exceed $2,500 a year.”  The intent is that individual organizations should not be purchasing “Utility Services” separate from the installation, i.e. just call down to the electric company, sign up, and oh but the way, this is my credit card number.  In this case, the credit card would be the purchasing instrument, and without doubt is prohibited by the AFI.  

When the GPC is used as the method of payment for the base-wide utilities contract, the purchasing instrument is the contract.  The GPC is simply the method of payment.  It works well for this since it would eliminate any potential interest penalty and could even benefit the government more if a prompt payment discount was realized.  Utilities are ongoing services that everyone on the base uses.  It also represents a significant operating cost to the installation.  Third party payment for utilities via the GPC is not only authorized but highly encouraged.  

It should also be noted there are some new approaches to using the GPC as a third party payment vehicle.  We will be seeing them soon.  If you have any questions, don’t hesitate to contract MSgt Chuck Wingerter at DSN 692-5854 or email charles.Wingerter@peterson.af.mil.
 AFSPC Policy Notes
I.  Section 210 of the New Electronic Government Act of 2002 (EGA) - Addresses "Share-in-Savings" through the Use of IT

On December 17, 2002, the Electronic Government Act of 2002 (EGA) was signed into law by President Bush.  The EGA earmarks $345 million over the next 4 years for interagency e-government projects.  Key initiatives covered by the EGA include the establishment of an Office of Electronic Government.  Section 210 authorizes agency heads to enter into "share-in-savings" contracts, under which the agency can award contracts designed to streamline administrative processes through the use of information technology (IT), and then share with the contractor portions of the savings achieved through contract performance.

II.  Final Rule - Extension of FAR 13.5 through 1 Jan 04

On December 31, 2002, the Civilian Agency Acquisition Council and the Defense Acquisition Regulations Council (FAR Councils) issued a final rule modifying the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) effective January 1, 2003.  The final rule extends until January 1, 2004 the test of special simplified procedures for purchases of commercial items greater than the simplified acquisition threshold, but not exceeding $5 million.

III.  Interim Rule - Extension of Exception to Section 508 Requirements for FAR 13.5 Acquisitions through 1 Oct 04

On December 31, 2002, the Civilian Agency Acquisition Council and the Defense Acquisition Regulations Council (FAR Councils) issued an interim rule with request for comment, modifying the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) effective January 1, 2003.  The interim rule extends until October 1, 2004 the electronic and information technology (EIT) accessibility exception for micro-purchases of EIT currently set forth in FAR Subpart 13.5.  

IV.  Final Rule - Change to Definition of U.S.-Made End Products in Trade Agreements Act

On December 20, DoD amended the DFARS by allowing all U.S.-made end products that are "substantially transformed" in the United States to qualify under the Trade Agreements Act (TAA), regardless of the origin of the components involved.  Thus, under the new rule, a manufacturer does not need to demonstrate that a U.S.-made end product is also a domestic end product.  So long as an item is "substantially transformed" in the United States, the U.S. is considered the "source" of the item for TAA purposes, even though the item may consist of predominately foreign made components.  This new rule places U.S. manufacturers on equal footing with foreign manufacturers contracting with the United States under the TAA.
V.  DFAS Standardized Procedure for Returning Improper Invoices 

On 18 Dec 2002, DFAS approved a commercial pay services standardized procedure for managing and tracking the return of improper invoices.  The purpose of the guidance is to establish a uniform method for returning improper invoices in a paper environment, as opposed to invoices being submitted electronically through approved electronic initiatives.  We provided a copy of the procedure to field offices policy folks on 2 Jan 03.
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VI.  Legal Support to PEO-Level Programs and HQ Programs/Multi-Wing Acquisitions

In regards to PEO-level programs, SAF/GCQ has ultimate responsibility to advise the PEO on legal matters but this will be on an oversight basis unless they deem more involvement is required.  The legal office of the acquisition organization supporting the requirement should provide the hands-on legal support and keep SAF/GCQ informed as the acquisition proceeds.

In the case of HQ programs such as multi-wing acquisitions, privatization programs, Headquarters specific acquisitions with a large functional scope, or acquisitions with an impact unique to the Headquarters mission; the legal office of the acquisition organization supporting the requirement will generally provide the hands-on legal support, unless, AFSPC/JA elects to retain primary legal support responsibility.  In addition, AFSPC/JA may supplement or provide primary assistance when wing level legal support is not available.  The determination of the appropriate level of legal assistance is a matter for consideration during the acquisition planning phase and should be considered on a case-by-case basis.

GAO Highlights
I.  Clarifications" v. "Discussions 

The Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit (CAFC) recently addressed the difference between "clarifications" and "discussions" in a procurement.  In Information Technology & Applications Corporation (ITAC) v. U.S, 2003 U.S. App. LEXIS 404 (2003), the Government issued a Request for Proposals for professional services.  Three offerors responded, including ITAC and RS Information Systems (RSIS).  The Air Force sent to all three offerors "evaluation notices" (ENs) requesting additional information which were conspicuously labeled "FAR 15.306(a) Clarifications," and in the case of RSIS, contained a request for clarification of past performance data.  After receiving the responses, the Government awarded to RSIS and ITAC protested.  GAO denied the protest, the Court of Federal Claims denied the appeal and ITAC appealed to the CAFC.  In its opinion, CAFC examined whether the Government held "discussions" with RSIS by sending the ENs.  First, the Court held that discussions occur in the context of negotiations and since the government did not give the offeror the opportunity to revise its proposal and RSIS did not change the terms of its proposal to make it more appealing, the ENs were not discussions.  Second, because the information items sought were provided for in the regulation as examples of clarifications, the challenged communications were permissible. 

ITAC v. U.S.:  
" 

http://www.ll.georgetown.edu/federal/judicial/fed/opinions/02opinions/02-5048.html



II.  Contractors Need to be Prepared to Adapt to Electronic Contracting Environment

A recent GAO bid protest decision emphasized the need for contractors to be prepared to adapt to the electronic contracting environment.  In USA Information Systems, Inc., B-291488, Dec. 2, 2002, the GAO denied a protest in which the protester argued that the Air Force acted improperly in connection with a procurement involving solicitation materials that were available only on the Internet.  The protester alleged that the Air Force acted improperly by posting an amendment with a short response time, a circumstance that resulted in the protester failing to respond to the amendment in a timely fashion.  GAO denied the protest, holding that the protester failed to avail itself of every reasonable opportunity to obtain the amendment in a timely fashion because the protester had failed to register for e-mail notification of amendments at the outset of the procurement and had also failed to check the Internet site on which solicitation materials were posted.  This decision highlights the need for contractors participating in procurements conducted via electronic methods to develop procedures for ensuring that they have timely access to solicitation information, including modifications that may be available solely through electronic means.
III.  Information on Protests can be found in the AF Contracting Toolkit at http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/toolkit/part33/.  Recent Bid Protest Decisions can be found by either going through the Toolkit or accessing directly at:  http://www.gao.gov/decisions/bidpro/bidpro.htm.  Please go to this site to read the details on the following decisions.

Related to pricing:

Matter of:  AST Environmental, Inc. 
File:  B-291567 
Date:  December 31, 2002 
Protest that agency failed to perform an adequate price realism analysis is denied where agency's price analysis was reasonable and legally sufficient.

 

Related to proposal/evaluation criteria:

Matter of:  HpkWebDac 
File:  B-291538.2 
Date:  January 22, 2003 
Protest of agency's evaluation of protester's quotation is denied where the record shows that evaluation was reasonable and consistent with solicitation evaluation criteria.

  

Matter of:  M. Erdal Kamisli, Ltd. 
File:  B-291522 
Date:  December 23, 2002 
Agency's evaluation of offerors' experience and past performance and the resulting price/technical tradeoff and award determination are unobjectionable where they are reasonable and consistent with the solicitation evaluation criteria.

Related to solicitation:

Matter of:  SKJ & Associates, Inc. 
File:  B-291533 
Date:  January 13, 2003  

Agency did not have a reasonable basis to reject the protester's quotation under request for quotations (RFQ) for training services where the RFQ required submission of a technical proposal but gave no guidance as to its content or how it would be evaluated; the protester submitted a technical proposal; and the agency then rejected the proposal as “unresponsive” because it was too short and too general and failed to provide evidence that the firm understood how to perform the work or to include a plan showing how the firm would implement the substance of the work.

Related to proposal/technical acceptability:

Matter of:  A-1 Service Company, Inc. 
File:  B-291568 
Date:  January 16, 2003 
Agency's evaluation of the protester's proposal as technically unacceptable is unobjectionable where the proposal failed to adequately address solicitation requirements even after protester had been apprised of the concerns repeatedly during discussions.

Matter of:  Starlight Corporation 
File:  B-291520 
Date:  January 3, 2003 
Protest that contracting agency unreasonably rejected proposal as technically unacceptable is denied where agency reasonably understood the protester's proposal as failing to provide the staffing that the solicitation specified as required for particular services under the statement of work.

Matter of:  Kira, Inc.; All Star Maintenance, Inc. 
File:  B-291507; B-291507.2 
Date:  January 7, 2003 
Where proposals were reasonably evaluated as technically equal in the area of past performance (the only technical evaluation factor), agency reasonably selected for award the proposal of the firm proposing the lowest price.

Matter of:  Knightsbridge Construction Corporation 
File:  B-291475.2 
Date:  January 10, 2003 
 Where solicitation requires that to be considered technically acceptable, an offeror must demonstrate experience in completing at least three projects of similar type and magnitude within the last 5 years on a contract similar in size and scope to the project being awarded, the agency reasonably considered whether the past projects referenced in proposals were comparable in dollar value as well as complexity.  Where protester had not performed three projects of contract dollar value comparable to that of the requirement being solicited, agency reasonably rejected protester's proposal as unacceptable. 
  
While agency improperly conducted exchanges with offerors in a manner that favored other offerors over protester, GAO will not sustain protest where it is clear that agency's improper actions did not prejudice protester.

GAO Analysis of Past Performance in Source Selections

The attached GAO article was briefed at the latest CPARS Configuration Management Board meeting in Washington.  The article surveys the protest issues the GAO has addressed in the past three years.  It identifies problem areas and lessons learned for agencies.  Bottom line is we've generally done a good job and the article points out areas we must make sure we address to adequately defend against protests in the future.  This is an excellent resource for folks performing source selections.  Click the link below to view the article.
http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/toolkit/part15/acrobat/past-performance.pdf
Miscellaneous
I.  Welcome to New HQ AFSPC/LGC Employee!  

Recently Ms. Tamara Martin joined our staff.  She comes to us from just down the street, the 21s Contracting Squadron.  We look forward to working with Tamara.  

II.  ADR/Past Performance and Source Selection

OSD recently issued a memo forwarding guidance from OFPP stating that the filing of protests or claims or the use of ADR must not be considered in either past performance evaluations or source selection decisions.  Click the link below to view both memos. http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/toolkit/part33/acrobat/ddp-memo-16dec02.pdf
III.  Reminder for Sources Sought Notices in FedBizOpps

Occasionally, at the HQ, we get involved with wing-level decisions regarding whether to set-aside or not set-aside a procurement after a sources sought synopsis has been published in FedBizOpps where the NAICS code and small business size threshold was NOT stated in the text of the synopsis.  Obviously a prospective offerors' size status is not ascertainable without a NAICS code.  Knowing how many firms meet the small business size threshold is essential to making a set-aside decision.  Please remember to include a NAICS code and the corresponding size threshold in all sources sought advertisements.  Your Small Business Specialist can help with this.
Websites

Policy, to include:  OFPP Memos, DDP Memos, AF Acq Excellence, Prin Dep Asst Sec (Acq&Mgmt) Memos, Prin Dep Asst Sec (Contracting) Policy/Info Memos, Contracting Related Memos, Source Selection Policy, Supp to DDP & OFPP Memos, AF Class Deviations, and Enduring Freedom Memos:

http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/policy/index.cfm
Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy:  http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap
DFARS Change Notices:  http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/dars/dfars/changes.htm)

DFARS News (subscribe/unsubscribe):  http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/dars/dfarmail.htm
DoD Class Deviations:   http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/dars/classdev.html ) 

What’s New in Defense Procurement:  http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/

SAF/AQ What’s New Site Summary:  http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/newevents/
FAR FACs:  http://farsite.hill.af.mil/regst1.htm#FAC) or http://www.arnet.gov/far
FAR News (subscribe/unsubscribe):  http://www.arnet.gov/far/mailframe.html

AFFARS AFACS:  http://farsite.hill.af.mil/regst1.htm#AFAC
AFSPCFARS:  http://www.spacecom.af.mil/hqafspc/contracting/Policy/afspcfars1.htm)


AFSPC Information (Policy) Letters:   http://www.spacecom.af.mil/hqafspc/contracting/Policy/Documents/policy letters/policy letters.htm
Protest Guide:  http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/toolkit/part33/
Protest Summaries:  http://www.gao.gov/decisions/bidpro/bidpro.htm
Contract Financing:  http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/toolkit/part32/





Congratulations to the FY02 Air Force Space Command 


Contracting, Small Business, and Quality Award Winners!!


____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________





OUTSTANDING CONTINGENCY CONTRACTING (SSGT RONALD L. KING AWARD) (ENLISTED)


 SSGT ROBERT L. HOWARD, JR., 21 CONS, PETERSON AFB CO





OUTSTANDING CONTINGENCY CONTRACTING (SSGT RONALD L. KING AWARD) (OFFICER) CAPT MARA E. SCHMITT, 30 CONS, VANDENBERG AFB CA





SPECIAL RECOGNITION (EZ-QUERY INITIATIVE), MR. CRAIG S. DAVIS


45 CONS, PATRICK AFB FL





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING SUPPORT, MS. GINA L. THOMAS


341 CONS, MALMSTROM AFB MT








SMALL BUSINESS





OUTSTANDING TEAM ACHIEVEMENT IN THE SMALL BUSINESS PROGRAM


WESTERN RANGE OPERATIONS COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION (WROCI) TEAM


VANDENBERG AFB CA





      JERRY C. REYES		GINA J. MARTIN		EVELYN SWAIN


	      LEA A. YBARRA			JAMES V. WALKER		VIRGINIA SOBAL


						DAVID H. RENTSCHLER





SECRETARY OF THE AF SMALL BUSINESS SPECIAL ACHIEVEMENT AWARD


ACTIVITY WITH PART-TIME SPECIALIST


90 SW, F. E. WARREN AFB WY





SECRETARY OF THE AF SMALL BUSINESS SPECIAL ACHIEVEMENT AWARD


ACTIVITY WITH FULL-TIME SPECIALIST


50 SW, SCHRIEVER AFB CO





SECRETARY OF THE AF SMALL BUSINESS SPECIAL ACHIEVEMENT AWARD


INDIVIDUAL FULL-TIME SMALL BUSINESS SPECIALIST


DETRICE L. SHIELDS


50 CONS, SCHRIEVER AFB CO








QUALITY





OUTSTANDING QUALITY ASSURANCE SPECIALIST, MR. RICHARD P. HOLZWARTH


50 CONS, SCHRIEVER AFB CO





OUTSTANDING BASE-LEVEL QUALITY ASSURANCE EVALUATOR


MS. SANDRA WILSON, 45 CES, PATRICK AFB FL








Congratulations to the FY02 Air Force Space Command 


Contracting, Small Business, and Quality Award Winners!!


____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________





CONTRACTING





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING UNIT (OPERATIONAL)


90 CONS, F E WARREN AFB WY





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING UNIT (SPECIALIZED)


45 CONS, PATRICK AFB FL





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING UNIT (SYSTEMS)


SMC/PK, LOS ANGELES AFB CA





JAVITS-WAGNER-O'DAY ACT OF 1971 AWARD


30 CONS, VANDENBERG AFB CA





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING TEAM (GOVERNMENT PURCHASE CARD PROGRAM OFFICE)


460 CONS, BUCKLEY AFB CO





		    DEBRA L. CARROLL		AEONARD R. BOREL


		    MICHAEL C. GAGON		TSGT JACQUELINE E. CARTER





OUTSTANDING PRICING TEAM (MISSION COMMUNICATIONS OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE)


50 CONS, SCHRIEVER AFB CO





		STEVEN A. WELLS		SHARON D. MERRILL	ANNA M. PARTEE


				HELENE A. BAKER		PATRICIA L. HALES





 SAF PROFESSIONALISM IN CONTRACTING (SUPERVISORY)


MS. KAREN D. BRAGADO, 50 CONS, SCHRIEVER AFB CO





SAF PROFESSIONALISM IN CONTRACTING (NON-SUPERVISORY)


TSGT LINDA M. ADAIR, 460 CONS, BUCKLEY AFB CO





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING OFFICER (FIELD GRADE)


LT COL CRAIG A. HILL, 21 CONS, DET 1, COPENHAGEN, DENMARK





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING OFFICER (COMPANY GRADE)


CAPT JOSEPH A. PELOQUIN, 45 CONS, PATRICK AFB FL





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING CIVILIAN (GS-12 AND ABOVE)


MR. JOSEPH C. PONIATOWSKI, 21 CONS, PETERSON AFB CO





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING CIVILIAN (GS-11 AND BELOW)


MS. ALBERTINE L. HONORE, 50 CONS, SCHRIEVER AFB CO





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING SNCO


MSGT LARRY E. SIMMONS, 45 CONS, PATRICK AFB FL





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING NCO


TSGT CURTIS A. LOCKER, 341 CONS, MALMSTROM AFB MT





OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING AIRMAN


A1C ALEJANDRO A. PRINZ, 21 CONS, PETERSON AFB CO








(13) OUTSTANDING CONTINGENCY CONTRACTING (SSGT RONALD L. KING AWARD) (ENLISTED), SSGT ROBERT L. HOWARD, JR., 21 CONS, PETERSON AFB CO





(14) OUTSTANDING CONTINGENCY CONTRACTING (SSGT RONALD L. KING AWARD) (OFFICER), CAPT MARA E. SCHMITT, 30 CONS, VANDENBERG AFB CA





(15) SPECIAL RECOGNITION (EZ-QUERY INITIATIVE), MR. CRAIG S. DAVIS, 45 CONS, PATRICK AFB FL





(16) OUTSTANDING BASE-LEVEL QUALITY ASSURANCE EVALUATOR,


MS. SANDRA WILSON, 45 CES, PATRICK AFB FL





(17) OUTSTANDING QUALITY ASSURANCE SPECIALIST, MR. RICHARD P. HOLZWARTH, 50 CONS, SCHRIEVER AFB CO





(18) OUTSTANDING CONTRACTING SUPPORT, MS. GINA L. THOMAS, 


341 CONS, MALMSTROM AFB MT
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