Contracting Policy Bulletin

August 2003

HQ AFSPC/PK  Peterson AFB CO

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

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

 Colonel's Corner - Sys Admin Support
As the end of the fiscal year approaches I know all of you are busy rushing to get those last minute buys finalized.  New PRs with unreasonable demands become the norm and our fantastic buyers and contracting officers are somehow keeping everything flowing and on schedule.  It never fails to amaze me how many miracles get worked during September and especially the last week and on 30 September itself.  While the buyers and contracting officers are busy making awards there is another group of folks that are working just as hard and they are your systems administrators.  

Systems administrators are the behind the scenes folks that keep the computer system running and help make the buyers and contracting officers look brilliant.  The only time you really notice them is when the system is down and you are at a standstill.  Think about it, how often is the system really down?  Not very much.  Their expertise allows the buyers and contracting officers to pump out those last minute awards.  

The sys admin folks are the backbone of a contracting squadron, especially at year-end.  They are in early on 30 September to make sure everything is humming along computer-wise and stay late to make sure the last awards are accepted by the system.  In addition, they work throughout the day to make sure the data interfaces with FM are taking place and are generally the last ones to leave early on the morning of 1 Oct after making sure all the information is reconciled.  After the last buy is done and the contracting officers have been long gone, the sys admin folks are still crunching away to make sure their squadron gets credit for all the hard work their fellow teammates have accomplished.  Early in the morning on 1 Oct they eat that last piece of cold pizza, throw the pizza box in the trash, turn out the lights and head home for a couple hours of sleep only to be back in a few hours to make sure the system is up and running because the buyers will be logging onto the system again on 1 Oct.  Take a moment today and let your systems administrators know you appreciate what they do.  

SPS Clause Logic Update for AFSPC Clauses!
The clause logic for AFSPC clauses will be updated the week of 2 Sep 03, so be sure to update all solicitations that you have in the works and have not been formally released.  For those efforts where the RFP has been released but the contract has not been awarded, be sure to look at the applicable AFSPC clauses and provide updates, if any, to all offerors in the competitive range.

IF YOU NEED ACCESS TO THE PAST PERFORMANCE INFORMATION REPORTING SYSTEM (PPIRS)…
Log on to:  http://www.ppirs.gov/
Select:  System Logon
Select:  Government Logon
Select:  Request Account
Review the terms and conditions in the “Non-Disclosure Agreement” and 

select “Submit” if you agree

Complete the fields in the “Request Government Account” screen 

(those with a red asterisk (*) are mandatory fill-ins)

At the end of the Request Government Account screen, you will be required 

to create a user id and password, then select “Submit”

You will then be asked to request group membership

Select:  View Subgroups
Select:  Air Force-View Subgroups
Scroll down to AFSPC (halfway or so), then select:  Request Membership. YOU MUST SELECT “AFSPC” OR YOUR REQUEST WILL NOT BE SENT TO THE MAJCOM FOCAL POINT.

In the Justify Group Membership box, you MUST include:



--A statement that you are a current Government employee



--Contracting Officer name/organization/phone number, solicitation

number and/or name of the current source selection for which you are requiring the information

PLEASE NOTE:  After you have completed the above steps, an automatic e-mail notification is sent to the MAJCOM focal point requesting access.  When you have been approved for access, you will be sent an automatic e-mail notification of your access to the PPIRS.

AS A TIP when searching for past performance reports on contractors in the PPIRS, you may want to try your search as broad as possible at first.  For example, for “ABC Company,” it’s recommended that you scroll down to the Search String function on the reports page and type in “ABC” or “ABC Co”—the screen will then bring up all reports which include the wording “ABC” or “ABC Co” and you can select which records are applicable to your source selection.  If you find that that wording is not distinguishing between companies, you can then type in “ABC Company” and see what the results are.  The reason for starting your search broadly is that company names can be entered multiple ways depending on who entered the original record, so you want to ensure that your search captures all possible ways of entering the company name.

PPIRS is THE past performance reporting system for performance by contractors (which meet the reporting thresholds) for services, systems, information technology, operations support and construction contracts.  A-E contractor past performance evaluations will soon also be found in PPIRS.  Notification of this will be posted in a future policy bulletin.

AFSPC Policy Notes

I.  Notes of Interest from the Recent AF A-76 Conference

Lt Col Dan Kerbs and Ms. Linda Krager from the AFSPC/PK staff attended this conference held the week of 4 Aug 03 in Southbridge, MA.  Representatives from DoD and the Air Force addressed the implementation of the new OMB A-76 Circular.  Here are some of the highlights:


1.  The new OMB A-76 Circular was released at the end of May 2003.  DoD and AF guidance have not yet been released.


2.  The revised Circular allows for:



a.  Streamlined procedures for 65 full-time equivalents (FTEs) or less; however, DoD is still limited to10 FTEs or less.  This DoD limitation was included in the National Defense Authorization Act of 2002. 



b.  Approval of any trade-off source selection approach is at the OSD level and we do not expect that to be delegated.



c.  No development of the requirements document (SOW/PWS) until after the formal announcement of the study.  OSD is having legal review to determine what steps/analysis are or are not allowed during the preliminary planning stage prior to the announcement of the study.  



d.  Extensions of “High Performing” MEO performance periods can be granted, but only up to 3 years instead of the current 5 years.   


3.  Personnel is supposed to do a preliminary labor market analysis before deciding if it is appropriate to do a study or a recompetition, but Personnel admits they don’t have much depth of experience or knowledge base in accomplishing labor market analysis.  This is made even more difficult since they do not have a SOW/PWS to work from.  


4.  We do not expect OSD to allow any new study announcements until Jan 04 .  Expect OSD to have delegation issues resolved and Air Force to have implementation instructions (AFI 38-203) done by then as well.    


5.  Vandenberg AFB has volunteered to do the consolidated AFSPC Weather A-76 Study.  Since this is one of the first efforts to be affected by the new Circular, they will have OSD Executive Steering Group-level attention on this effort.

II.  AFSPC MOASP Update and Responses to Submitted Questions/Comments on Draft of AFSPC MOASP
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Update:  The AFSPC MOASP is currently being staffed through HQ AFSPC to Gen Lord before going to Mr. Beyland for final approval.  A notification along with the approved version of the AFSPC MAOSP will be forwarded to each Wing or Contracting Squadron, and it will be included in the next Policy Bulletin following AFPEO/SV approval.  In the meantime, here is the “final draft” of the AFSPC MOASP:
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Questions-Comments

Responses to the submitted questions/comments on the draft AFPSC MOASP are attached.  If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Terry Schooley.   

III.  “Clarification on Contractor Requirements for AFWay Use” Letter Recently Signed
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AFSPC/LC and AFSPC/PK have issued a joint letter to address or explain the “mandatory” application of AFWay to contractors titled “Clarification of Contractor Requirements for AFWay Use”, dated 1 Aug 03.  The bottom line is that contractors are NOT required to use AFWay to purchase IT products.  Contractors are only required to use AFWay as a participant in the AFWay process when the Statement of Work (SOW) for their contract requires them to function as the Base Equipment Custodian Officer (BECO) or as an organization’s Equipment Custodian (EC).  Within AFWay there are certain review and approval processes or roles and responsibilities the contractor may be required to perform as part of the Government IT buying process (as opposed to the contractor IT buying process), but they will never be required to function in the actual “customer” role within AFWay.  The clarification letter is attached.
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Requirements

NOTE:  In light of the recent AF CIO policy mandating the use of AFWay for the purchase of laptops and desktop (computers see attached), AFSPC/LC and AFSP/PK are currently working on a new and revised AFSPC policy letter on the mandatory use of AFWay.  

IV.  Highlights of Recent Source Selection Training Provided by PEO Office

A couple of members from the AFPEO/SV Staff came to Peterson AFB to provide source selection training the PEO way for the team members of several on-going PEO-level acquisitions happening at Peterson AFB.  There are a couple of things that the PEO does differently from the typical AFSPC acquisition.  Although nothing will be changing in the foreseeable future in the processes affecting non-PEO acquisitions, it is worth noting some of the differences that arose during the training:


1.  The PEO will try to hold all briefings at the local Base with the exception of the Source Selection Decision Briefing (for more info see paragraph 5. below).


2.  No advance presentations will be given to the SSAC.  The SSAC will see all briefings for the first time at the same time as the PEO or SSA; therefore, it is very important that the SSAC members understand that they need to try to be available for these briefings when they are made to the SSA.  At the briefing, Mr. Beyland will go around the table and ask each SSAC member for their recommendation.  After due consideration (which may take as long as the next day), Mr. Beyland will then make his decision.  (NOTE:  In accordance with AFFARS 5315.303-90(d), the only thing that the SSAC is required to see before the SSA is the SSP, otherwise it is all done as required by the SSA and Mr. Beyland has determined he does not need the advance review of the SSAC.)


3.  For each offeror within the Competitive Range, the PEO expects that you will give each offeror their individual ratings in a face-to-face presentation using the same slides presented to the SSA.  (NOTE:  Mr. Beyland will ask at the conclusion of the Competitive Range Briefing when you will be scheduling or giving the offerors their interim evaluation ratings.)  If no offerors are eliminated, then all offerors will receive a presentation of their interim ratings when the initial evaluation has been concluded.


4.  If an offeror is eliminated from the Competitive Range and they request a debriefing, you will give that offeror their debriefing at the time and not postpone the debriefing until after the acquisition is completed.


5.  The Source Selection Decision Briefing will be done in Washington, DC.  The SSET Chair and the Team Leads can expect to spend anywhere from 1 to 3 weeks in Washington, DC during this time.  Also, the SSAC should also expect to travel to Washington, DC for the briefing, which may last multiple days depending upon the acquisition situation.



a.  One reason for the SSET Chair and Team Leads spending a lengthy time in DC is because they will finish the PAR and write the comparative analysis at this time.  You should anticipate that the PAR will be a more detailed and lengthy document than you are used to preparing.  NOTE:  Mr. Beyland will be very intimately involved with this part of the process and you will go through several rewrites of the document.



b.  The other reason SSET Chair and Team Leads will be spending a lengthy time in DC is because you will be working very closely with Mr. Beyland to write and finalize the Source Selection Decision Document (SSDD).  Again, this will be a much more detailed and lengthy document than we are used to preparing.  NOTE:  Mr. Beyland will also be intimately involved in the writing of this document.


6.  Information on some briefing preferences of Mr. Beyland:



a.  He prefers that when giving a presentation you present all of the information (Mission Capability Subfactors, Proposal Risk, Past Performance and Cost/Price) for Offeror A, then Offeror B, etc., rather than presenting all of the Mission Capability Subfactor information for each offeror, followed by all of the Proposal Risk information for each offeror, etc.



b.  He prefers that you do not give recommendations as part of the presentation.  He will ask the SSAC members individually at the conclusion of the briefing for their recommendations and then use those to make his decision.

As always, any other lessons learned will be shared with everyone as we find out more during the process with the PEO.

GPC Program Issues  by MSgt Chuck Wingerter
The Government Purchase Card (GPC) program is being watched continuously.  Besides the personnel that are in the program and are supposed to be watching, there is Congress, the GAO, and the DOD IG just to name a few.  Data mining, to the cardholder level, is in progress almost continuously.  The level of actual fraud in the Air Force is quite low, however, although rare, occurrences do happen.  Cardholder abuse and misuse are issues as well and all should carry some consequence for the individuals involved.

The DOD and the AF GPC program offices maintain a zero tolerance approach to fraud, and rightfully so.  Fraud is an intentional act where the person committing the act receives some personal gain.  Fraud is a crime and should be referred to the proper authority whether or not the GPC program is used.  When discovered or suspected in the GPC program, most agencies, as a minimum, suspend the cardholder account until the suspect activity has been investigated and resolved.  Personnel have been removed from the program even though the investigation may not have found conclusive proof of fraud.  They may not have been completely exonerated either.

Abuse and misuse are not as easy to define. Misuse could be a problem of ignorance and can usually be corrected with training.  However, when a cardholder/billing official says I knew it was wrong but my commander, boss, or otherwise supervisor told me to do it, it’s probably abuse.  Abuse/misuse could and has resulted in remedial actions as simple as suspending the account and having the individual come in for retraining.  Some installations have required retraining and the account is suspended for 30 days.  At least one that I am aware of, require the billing official to attend training every time the cardholder makes the mistake, and the account is suspended until that is accomplished.  There have been ratifications processed against individuals, resulting in the individual being required to repay the government out of his or her own pocket.  Others (especially for repeat abusers) are permanently removed from the program and commanders are required to appoint new personnel.

There are other reasons why remedial actions are implemented.  The AFI requires that refresher training be accomplished annually.  Some base level coordinators do this with a newsletter.  Others have classroom refresher training and require program personnel to attend.  In one instance, program personnel were ignoring the reminders to schedule their annual training and as soon as they went overdue the accounts spending limits were reduced to $1.00 until they could attend training.  Accounts are to be reconciled in a timely manner.  Pretty much across the board accounts are suspended if not reconciled within 30 days.

I know these types of actions may in some cases seem harsh but if we don’t take action someone else will.  The DoD program office has already demonstrated their willingness to terminate accounts due to conditions they deemed inappropriate.  When they shut it down there is no recourse but to appoint and train new personnel and create a new account.  It’s much better to be addressed and dealt with at the unit level.  In the Air Force last year, the GPC program obligated over $1.6 Billion and will most likely exceed $1.8 Billion this year.  Efficient operation of the GPC program is critical, especially in the current environment.  The AF holds this program to a high standard, but there is always room for improvement.

Spotlight on 61st Contracting Squadron, Los Angeles AFB CA
61 CONS Implements BRAG Framework to Support Base Redevelopment
by Capt Eric Freeman

Los Angeles AFB is in the midst of an unprecedented redevelopment of its operational mission facilities, and the 61st Contracting Squadron (61 CONS) is providing outstanding operational contracting support toward this effort that will reshape the landscape of the base and the surrounding community.  The 61 Air Base Group Redevelopment Office (RO) oversees all facets of the System Acquisition Management Support (SAMS) agreement which involves trading government-owned land in the Los Angeles area in exchange for the design and construction of new facilities at Los Angeles Air Force Base.  As a result of this arrangement, the Air Force will gain a new office complex that will house SMC programs at a fraction of the cost of independently contracting for a new office complex. In addition to supporting this $115 million project, 61 CONS is also providing operational contracting support toward the $21.4 million consolidated base support complex, which will house most of the 61 Air Base Group.

The squadron is pursuing an innovative business practice to facilitate the base’s transformation.  61 CONS is applying the Business Requirements Advisory Group (BRAG) framework established by AFI 63-124 to the total effort required to move, furnish, and equip the 2,400 warfighters assigned to Los Angeles Air Force Base.  In this particular effort the building of these office complexes is just as important as moving equipment, buying furniture, and the associated small design and construction projects.  Everything has to be timed right for this “changing of the landscape” to be a success, and the BRAG concept fits this bill.  It is the methodology 61 CONS is using to orchestrate a cross-functional team to manage not just service contracts, but also A&E, small construction, and commodity contracts required to support the massive redevelopment effort.

The key benefit of this arrangement is a solid working relationship between 61 ABG/RO and 61 CONS.  As a result, there is no more waiting on requirements.  The BRAG concept enables the squadron to be proactive in helping the Redevelopment Office define what it needs, from a business prospective, at the very onset of every possible requirement.  This allows 61 CONS to capitalize on its business advisor role by rethinking current support, adjusting contracts accordingly, and writing new contracts where required.

Spotlight on 45th Contracting Squadron, Patrick AFB FL
How To Prepare for an IG Visit    By Francis Ting and Captain John Hamilton
45 SW Patrick AFB went thru an Operational Readiness Inspection in October 2002 and received an OUTSTANDING rating, which is quite rare.  45 CONS received an EXCELLENT rating, an improvement over the SATISFACTORY rating received in the previous ORI.

We feel an extensive pre-inspection effort conducted prior to the ORI contributed to the  improved rating.  

A Tiger Team was set up to conduct this pre-inspection, which in many ways resembled the semi-annual Self-Inspection.  The team consisted of the following types of members: procurement analysts, a price analyst, contract specialists, and a quality assurance program coordinator (QAPC). The procurement analysts and contract specialists focused on PCO checklist items while the price analyst reviewed PNMs and the QAPC reviewed service contract documentation, such as quality assurance personnel letters of appointment and training certificates. 

The team worked more or less on a full time basis in order to inspect as many contract files as possible.  The only files not looked at were those that had been inspected during the most recent Self-Inspection.

We only used the checklists that the IG team would be using.  Therefore the local checklists were not used for the pre-inspection.  Since this was not an official inspection we did not use Form 101 to document the discrepancies.  Instead all findings were consolidated in an electronic spreadsheet format.  This saved time and also made it easier for the flights to make their corrective actions.

An important core team concept employed during the pre-inspection was proper documentation. This was especially true if the reviewer noticed something missing from the contract file. An adequate memorandum for record signed by the PCO explaining why an item was omitted or a deviation was required prevented IG write-ups and emphasized to the inspection team that “we cared” about our contract files. 

The most important step in this process was to making sure corrective actions were taken.  All the efforts the pre-inspection team went through would have accomplished little if the deficiencies found were not corrected prior to the IG inspection.  The flights were tasked to respond with corrective actions that had been undertaken.  Also, a spot check was conducted to ensure the corrective actions were indeed accomplished.

We also shared with the IG Team some of the documentation from the pre-inspection and the process we used.  This showed the IG that our squadron took the inspection seriously and expended significant manpower and time in preparing for it.  In addition, the squadron gave a detailed briefing to the IG team upon its arrival. 

Using the above helpful tips as a guide, hopefully this will help your squadron prepare for its next inspection. Good luck on your next IG visit!

Miscellaneous
I.  Welcome!!

We are extremely pleased to welcome Lt Col Harold Cunningham to the staff.  Harold comes to us after a 2 year assignment at the Pentagon, most recently in SAF/AQCX.  Prior to that he was a member of the AFSPC Contracting Team as commander, 90 CONS, F.E. Warren AFB WY.  Please join us in welcoming Lt Col Cunningham and his wife, Elaine!

We are also very happy announce Jennifer Dansby is joining our staff.  She was previously a COPPER CAP Intern assigned to 21 CONS, Peterson AFB CO.  Welcome Jen!

II.  Application of the HUBZone Price Evaluation Preference in Best Value Procurements
See attached for SBA Procedural Notice 8000-597.       
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Policy Memo

III.  Overriding a Competition in Contracting Act Stay: A Trap for the Wary
Congress enacted the CICA as part of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 to foster greater use of competitive bidding procedures and made significant changes in the bid protest system.
CICA stay provisions were designed “to preserve the status quo until the Comptroller General issued his recommendation regarding solicitation and contract award protests, to ensure that the recommendation would be considered.” Nevertheless, Congress understood that there would be circumstances when staying the procurement or contract would be detrimental to the agency involved and it created exceptions to the stay provisions.  In the preaward situation, a procuring agency can override a stay at any time “upon a written finding that urgent and compelling circumstances which significantly affect interests of the United States will not permit waiting for the decision of  the Comptroller General.”  In the postaward scenario, the CICA override provision contains the same urgent and compelling standard but adds a “best interests” standard as well.”

Please visit the following link (see pages 22-38) to view the article Overriding a Competition in Contracting Act Stay: A Trap for the Wary by Major Timothy J. Saviano.  It has some good insight and provides “food for thought” if you are in a position to advocate or support awards in the face of a protest, or continuing performance in the face of a post-award protest.  
http://216.172.155.14/GSAPortal/user/result/autosuggest.jsp?docid=620811&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jagcnet2.army.mil%2FJAGCNetInternet%2FHomepages%2FAC%2FTJAGSAWeb.nsf%2F8f7edfd448e0ec6c8525694b0064ba51%2Fde828cc5b6299a6e85256bbb006cec2c%2F%24FILE%2FTAL%252027-50-271%252019950601.pdf&daterange=&id=e8e5fefde9e0befbe9f2e2f3c4f4e9f8e9f2f3fffebee5e6bee1fde0&databases=names%3DOtherProcurementRelatedSites%2CStatutesUSCode%2CAcquisitionTools%2CContractLaw%2CFAR&author=

IV.  Federal Prison Industries Update

LINK:  DPAP Memo, 15 AUG 03 (Interim Guidance)
SUMMARY:  The laws and rules for procurements involving Federal Prison Industries (FPI) changed significantly over the past two years.  While OSD issued previous guidance, they believe it is necessary to provide additional clarification based on Congressional feedback.  The updated OSD policy paper and interim guidance on procedures for contracting with FPI are contained at above link.  This policy is in effect now pending publication of a DFARS final rule (DFARS case no. 2002-D003). 

NOTE: The link above is also posted in Part 8 of SAF/AQC Contracting Toolkit.

V.  AFSPC Acquisition Process Document
There appears to be some confusion on what the "AFSPC Acquisition Process" document is.  This document is NOT A CHECKLIST.  This document was developed to help inexperienced contracting personnel consider the numerous situations that may need to be addressed when creating a solicitation package.  Although the document does follow the AFSPC Form 33, Solicitation/Contract File Folder Index, it is not mandatory for contracting personnel to use this document or to include this document in the solicitation/contract file.  It was intended to give contracting personnel ONE MORE TOOL to improve solicitation packages.  

There is also some confusion as to the requirement of the checklists that are referenced on the AFSPC contracting website.  The AFSPC/PKP checklist for Review of Solicitations, Request for Clearance, Modifications and several other checklists are only TOOLS that contracting personnel can use to make their document better.  These checklists are not mandatory for use; however, these checklist are the TOOLS that HQ AFSPC/PK personnel will be using to review Solicitation Packages, Request for Clearance, and Modification Packages that require HQ AFSPC/PK approval.  The only time a checklist would be mandatory for use is when it is referenced in AFSPCFARS or in AFFARS. 
The above documents need not be physically included in the "Solicitation, Request for Clearance" or the "Modification" file prior to being sent to HQ AFSPC/PK for review and approval.   

GAO Highlights
Information on PROTESTS can be found at the AF Contracting Toolkit, http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/toolkit/part33/ and 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. 

Three of this months protests have to do with Small Business matters:

Matter of:   Universal Construction Company, Inc., d/b/a Turner-Universal 
File:            B-292407 
Date:              August 18, 2003 
In accordance with the Small Business Act and the clause at Federal Acquisition Regulation § 52.219-4, agency properly awarded a contract to an Historically Underutilized Business Zone small business concern whose evaluated price was not more than 10 percent higher than the evaluated price of a large business.

Matter of:    Rochester Optical Manufacturing Company 
File:             B-292247; B-292247.2 
Date:              August 6, 2003 
Protest challenging agency decision not to set aside procurement for small business concerns is sustained where decision was based on insufficient efforts to ascertain small business interest and capability to perform the requirement.

Matter of:   Specialty Marine, Inc.--Reconsideration 
File:            B-292053.2 
Date:              July 29, 2003 
The Small Business Administration (SBA), in commenting on a protest alleging that an agency had improperly rejected the protester's quotation because the firm did not hold an Agreement for Boat Repair, advised that it did not consider the matter a responsibility one subject to the certificate of competency (COC) process; as a result, GAO, while observing that the requirement appeared to involve a definitive responsibility criterion, addressed the merits of the agency's action and denied the protest.  The fact that the SBA, in a post-decision submission, attributes its prior position to its understanding of GAO precedent and states that it would have considered the protester for a COC if GAO had sustained the protest, does not warrant reconsideration of the decision, since the decision properly was based on the protest record.

Several have to do with evaluations:

Matter of:   Robert Clay, Inc. 
File:            B-292443 
Date:              August 14, 2003 
1.  Protest based on information learned in non-required debriefing is timely if filed within 10 days of the debriefing. 
2.  Agency reasonably determined that awardee and protester had equal performance risk ratings; because past performance and price were the sole evaluation factors, award was reasonably based on the awardee's lower-priced proposal. 

Matter of:    Houston Air, Inc. 
File:             B-292345 
Date:              August 15, 2003 
Agency reasonably and in accordance with the solicitation's evaluation scheme selected awardee's higher-priced, higher-rated proposal for aircraft services, where the awardee's more relevant experience and past performance was reasonably found to be superior and to offset the protester's modest price advantage.

Matter of:    Sam Facility Management, Inc. 
File:             B-292237 
Date:              July 22, 2003 
Protest that agency improperly evaluated proposals of both the protester and the awardee is denied where the record shows that the evaluation was reasonable and consistent with the solicitation's stated evaluation criteria.

Matter of:   American Recycling Systems, Inc. 
File:            B-292500 
Date:              August 18, 2003 
Protest that contracting agency improperly found protester's quotation to be technically unacceptable is denied where the agency possessed significant countervailing evidence that created doubt whether the vendor could comply with a material requirement of the solicitation and the vendor failed to take the opportunity to provide support for its claimed ability to comply with the requirement; under such circumstances, an agency may not accept at face value a quotation's promise to meet a material requirement. 

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/toolkitmenu.htm
AFSPC Information (Policy) Letters:  http://www.spacecom.af.mil/hqafspc/contracting/policyletters.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/
DPAS:  http://www.bxa.doc.gov/defenseindustrialbaseprograms/OSIES/DPAS/Default.htm
Where in Federal Contracting?:  http://www.wifcon.com/quickit.htm
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Responses to Field Questions/Comments from


Draft AFSPC MOASP Review


1.  General:



a.  Do we want to address a requirement for AFSPC to at least receive a courtesy copy of anything sent to SAF/PEO?



Yes, see addition of para. 10 to MOASP.



b.  If a contract is awarded prior to MOAPS going final, is the contract exempt from metrics reporting or would the BRAG members be required to develop metrics and the CO required to subsequently amend the kt to incorporate them?


No, the program is not exempt from reporting.  For PEO level efforts, the BRAG (including the contractor) will be required to develop performance metrics, which reflect the overall health of the program and report these yearly to the PEO.  If the reporting of the metrics or performance indicators requires a modification to the contract, then the Contracting Officer will have to modify the contract.


For programs below $100M but still above your base’s clearance threshold; you will have to start submitting the Award Fee documentation (all info presented to the AFRB and the FDO letter) for each period for the award fee contracts, yearly indicate any overruns/underruns for incentive efforts and/or AFSPC/PK will continue to look at all CPARS info, all as appropriate (see para. 7.(a) of the AFSPC MOASP).


2.  Para 1 – Who or what is the “Space PEO”?


The Space PEO is SMC/CC and this was specified when SMC was reorganized as part of AFSPC and when the USECAF was designated as the Space Acquisition Executive.  The words “(SMC/CC)” has been added after “Space PEO” in para. 1.


3.  Para 2 – 



a.  Recommend adding a definition of the term designate (sp) official.  It has a particular meaning when talking about the PEO/SV, but the only place I've seen it defined is at the PEO/SV briefing.


We will add something to this paragraph to better define this, but the reality is that every responsibility that the PEO/SV has as the designated official is the responsibility of the HCA.  So the reality is, for anything below the PEO/SV threshold, the designated official will be the designee (which is defined in the FAR 2.101) who has HCA authority at that particular threshold.  Further, “designated official” will be defined in the published revision to AFI 63-124, when it is finalized and published.


Also, the spelling of “designate official” has been corrected as “designated official”.



b.  Delete "or more" in the sentence -- or for all A-76 studies that involve less than 300 or more Full time Equivalents (FTE).  I think this policy will apply to all A-76 studies that involve less than 300 FTEs.



Done



c.  Para 2, first sentence should read "less than 300 Full Time Equivalents (FTE)" same as Para 3, second sentence.  Will the Space Warfare Center be expected to adhere to this policy? 



Done


4.  Para 3 –



a.  Paragraphs 2 and 3.  Delete "or more" in the sentence -- or for all A-76 studies that involve less than 300 or more Full time Equivalents (FTE).  I think this policy will apply to all A-76 studies that involve less than 300 FTEs.



Done



b.  Para 2, first sentence should read "less than 300 Full Time Equivalents (FTE)" same as Para 3, second sentence.  Will the Space Warfare Center be expected to adhere to this policy? 



Done



c.  It is clear that each CONS is expected to take action to implement the final AFSPC MOASP and must decide what levels of review responsibilities will be delegated.  While your paragraph 3 says "applicable to all AFSPC services acquisitions" one commenter believes that if you don't explicitly include GSA Services Task Orders, you will get a big argument when you try to review them.


You may get an argument, but the AF MOASP specifically states, “The following management process is applicable to all services acquisitions, regardless of source . . .”  The intent of the “regardless of source” language applies to acquisitions made by any organization or using any contract vehicle.  The bottom line is that this applies to any acquisition tool, whether the Air Force does the actual buying or not (i.e., GSA’s Federal Technology Schedule), as long as that tool provides services to the Air Force.  The application of this is further endorsed in the AFSPC MOASP.  While the AFPEO/SV and the MAJCOM have not quite figured out how to make sure this process works, the intent is that things will be changing to ensure that it does happen.


d.  Should you include or specifically mention MIPRs as associated with the phrase “regardless of source”?


Done.  Also added GSA FSS and FTS since those seem to be the primary sources from which we buy.


5.  Para 4 - Should we specify which milestones are applicable.  For example, if the ASP, solicitation, competitive range and award are the key milestones for review to occur, then this would help the CO in planning review time (4 milestones times 7 days each = 28 days review time)?


The key milestones are no different than those that currently exist and are driven by the FAR, as supplemented.  These milestones will not change as a result of the MOASP, so there is no need to repeat them here.  The key thing that has changed is an emphasis on post-award management (which is further explained in para. 7) as items/topics to address as part of the planning documentation (i.e. AP, ASP briefing, etc.).  These have always been something that has been addressed in the planning documents, but more emphasis is being placed on these aspect in light of the required post-award review/reporting issues (see para. 7).


6.  Para 5 - Should we explicitly include that AFSPC can reach out to any special interest acquisition below the thresholds given in this document?



Done, but actually included at the end of para. 4.


7.  Para 6 –



a.  Para 6a. - The paragraph contradicts FAR 7.105 regarding requirement for the formal Acquisition Strategy Panel for acquisitions valued at less then $5 million.  There is no requirement for an Acquisition Strategy Panel below $5 million.  Why is the paragraph addressing review by Acquisition Strategy Panel below $5 million? 


Language has been revised to make it less confusing.  Now, the metrics are only approved by the ASP when an ASP is required to be convened; however, performance objectives will still have to be developed and included as part of the AP for those efforts below $5M.



b.  Para 6a - Please address what specific information is required in the acquisition plan for requirements below $5 million.


This has been addressed by the correction above.  So if this is combined with the information in AFSPC FARS 5307.103(d)(i)(C)(I), you will not be required to do APs when using simplified acquisition procedures; however, for everything up $5M you should address any unusual or areas of concern, but the AP should at least include a milestone schedule and performance objectives/metrics (i.e., the SDS from you SOW).



c.  Ref 6a:  We have been going in the direction of performance based, minimum surveillance, customer complaints approach, and this paragraph seems to be going in the opposite direction for smaller contracts.


This is not asking to impose more measurement standards on the contractors than we have been doing with the SDSs.  However, it is telling you that you need to think through everything before you will be allowed to finalize your acquisition strategy.  This is why it is important for the BRAG (or multi-functional team) to get together and get started as early in the process as possible.



d.  Para. 6a.  Referring to the last sentence – this isn’t consistent with the ability to submit slides in lieu of the Acquisition Plan.


Actually for efforts where the MAJCOM designated official, this is addressed in AFSPC FARS 5307.103 where it says, ”This formal plan may consist of a cover/signature sheet, Acquisition Strategy Panel (ASP) slides, and ASP Minutes”.


e.  Paragraph 6b.  Are we correct in assuming that command desires to review and approve ALL service acquisition plans over the simplified threshold? 


No.  As the words in the paragraph say, that review applies to all acquisitions “dollar value in excess of the thresholds established in paragraph 5.a.” and those thresholds are the same as the current clearance thresholds.  This is meant to reflect business as usual.



f.  Ref 6b:  Be more specific on the review of the PWS and draft AP...some ASPs might be scheduled a month to two months in advance...is that really what they want because the quality product might vary greatly if it truly is BEFORE scheduling the ASP?  This review takes seven business days too?  If using an IPT will it be a member of the IPT that works these docs, and if so, will this constitute review, or can we use a shorter timeframe for review?  How will AFSPC work packages that go to AFPEO/SV?  What is their role and the time lines?  Tell people that AFPEO/SV has a great resource (website) for what to expect on their ASPs...timelines, common problems, etc....and reinforce that AFSPC has suspenses prior for most of this stuff going to AFPEO/SV because I'm sure they want to see it before it goes up!


(1)  We can tentatively schedule the ASP earlier than receipt of these documents; however, the schedule for the ASP is not finalized until these documents have been received and it is determined that the team is ready to present the acquisition strategy.


(2)  Not sure what you mean by “This review takes seven business days too”, but the review of the draft PWS would be included as part of the acq strategy review (which, by the way, should also include the Market Research report).  All of these items add support and definition to the proposed acquisition strategy approach.  The review of the draft Solicitation should not be any longer than 5-7 days because the SSP should have been nearly finalized as well.  These reviews are meant to support Mr. Beyland’s guidance of only posting thorough and complete documentation so as not to waste the offerors time and limited B&P dollars in looking at documents that will completely change.


(3)  Based upon talking with LGCP, your base intends to include the HQ analyst as part of the IPT for those sole source efforts that are greater than your threshold.  It is up to you to determine who within the IPT or how the IPT will put the documents together.  If the HQ analyst is functioning as an involved member of the IPT, that would probably constitute the analyst’s review and would work towards shortening the necessary review time; however, it is not anticipated that the AFSPC FARS review timeframes will be changed just for IPT efforts.


(4)  The “timelines” and relationship between the Wings, the MAJCOM and the AFPEO/SV has been elaborated within para. 10.  The paragraph does not contain any hard and fast timelines, but until a couple of complete acquisitions have been processed, including the first Award Fee period and the first year of post-award reporting to the AFPEO/SV, have are not able to define specific timeframes.  Our bottom line intent is to provide assistance to you so you may be able to process your program through the PEO/SV with minor hold-ups and help support his overwhelming workload, but doing so while trying not to unduly hold up the process.



g.  Para 6.b. – Can we reach across to “task” an organization in another group (i.e. program manager)?


While this is not the standard thing to do, without an actual program management office type organization within the MAJCOM, this is the only way we have to help the Wing program management offices understand and work effectively with the AFPEO/SV office.  It will also help the program management office understand and institute practices, which reflect the intent of the AFPEO/SV for those programs below Mr. Beyland’s threshold.



h.  Para 6.c. – Does the first sentence apply to only the $10M bases or for the “$1M” bases as well?



This applies to all bases and can be found in AFSPC FARS 5315.303.  Not sure why it is there because it basically repeats what is in AFFARS 5315.303 that says that the SSA for efforts using the Basic procedures is the contracting officer.  Now this does not mean that there are not higher level reviews that need to take place above the CO’s level, there are other authorities which are delegated within the FAR and its supplements.



i.  Para 6c fails to recognize the SSA for IT services less than $30M.


Major Automated Information Systems (MAIS), or IT buys, are addressed in the Air Force MOASP.  This is what I think you meant to address here.  The MAIS threshold is $30M and is in reference to IT systems.  It does not apply to IT services (see the new DoDDI 5000.2 posted at the DAU web site for more information on MAIS), which is a majority of what we buy.



j.  Para 6.c. – First sentence, do you want to address PPTs here?  Last sentence, except SAF/PEO special interest acquisitions?


First sentence – PPTs do not need to be separated out because they have already been delegated to the Contracting Officer within the AFSPC FARS and is indirectly addressed with the words “Unless delegated” for those thresholds that are higher than $10M.


Second sentence – added your words, but made it so it applies at any dollar threshold.



k.  Ref 6d:  The QASP and SDS will be reviewed during the solicitation phase, especially at the SRB, so being reviewed again at clearance seems like a second bites of the apple in the review, so I would make that more clear!


Again, this was specified in the Air Force MOASP and we are ensuring that these same things happen at the lower dollar thresholds as well.  Besides, these may actually change as a result of negotiations.  So while it is a second bite at the apple, it is actually called for to verify that the acquisition is reflective of negotiations.


7.  Para 7 – 



a.  Suggest a tabular format showing old vs new so that people can immediately see what is going on.  What is different about AFPEO/SV acquisitions?  Paragraphs 7.a, b, c, are big.  Give me a heads up about how much time I need to allow for both AFSPC and AFPEO reviews.  A chart might help to show when and what type of documents must be reviewed--by whom and for how long.


Right now this will have to be on a case-by-case basis.  Until the PEO and AFSPC complete an entire acquisition from beginning to end, anything included here would be a guess.  Bottom line to the last sentence is the AFPEO/SV will look at everything and the MAJCOM will look at stuff to the extent of aiding Mr. Beyland and his staff while trying to avoid adding time or holding up the process.



b.  Para 7 a. - to complete a review in one month after the contractor's full assumption of contractor workload and determine if he is within estimated budget may be an unrealistic timeframe.


This is a matter of doing a cost projection as an indicator of performance and ensuring the contractor is on track (i.e., have they ordered long lead-time items, is the purchasing system working appropriately, has the prime concluded negotiations with the subs and are the subs working and getting paid, etc.).  The big thing at the point of the 30-day review is whether the contractor is effectively dong the work or is the Government holding their hand.



c.  Ref 7a:  Simplify with a standard format for charts and a template for the documentation of the review.  A starting place for folks in the field is better than having each base do something different...once this process perks along for a while, then try to get some lessons learned/best practices and change the format accordingly. Bottom line:  Don't make all of us invent it...save time, manpower, and frustration...and make AFSPC's job easier too as they won't be looking at fifteen different formats.  The implications of this paragraph are huge and include manpower and training.


Agree and noted for the future; however, not going to include info here in this document.  Again, right now, without having gone through one yet (even at the PEO level), this will be a work in progress.  Stay tuned to the AFPEO/SV web page for examples/samples/templates for this type of information.  Also, be looking to the SAF Contracting Toolkit and the guides for some helpful information.



d.  Ref 7b:  This seems to be unclear to several people.  CPARS is not yet required for contracts under $1,000,000, and award fee contracts are the minority.  Are you saying that CPARS will now be the receptacle for these reports?  Will PPAIS accommodate this kind of increase?


What we are saying is that for those contracts which are between the threshold for your base/organization in para. 5.a. and $100M, and have not been designated as a special interest items for higher level review; these will be reviewed by the MAJCOM using the info submitted yearly as part of the CPARS submissions.  CPARS will not be the “receptacles” for these reports, we will be reviewing the CPARS reports (which we have done for several years now) as part of or as the yearly review.  We don’t want to add to your workload but still want to meet the requirements of the DoD, ASAF and AFPEO/SV.



e.  Para 7c, again, it would be helpful to have defined who the designated official is, though this para does give clues as to who is not the designated official.



Noted and done, see para. 2.



f.  Ref 7c:  How will we find out if we are "selected"?  What is different with these reviews...what is AFSPC's role in this review process?  Who then owns the review and for how long?


Probably notified by letter.  These acquisitions, even though a lower dollar amount would be treated just like any other higher dollar acquisition and AFSPC’s role would be the same as any other MAJCOM level effort.  If it is an AFPEO/SV special interest item, then the MAJCOM’s role would be the same as any other PEO level effort.  The duration of higher level special interest, including post-award reporting, would continue until otherwise notified by the party who expressed an interest.


9.  Para 8 - Sentence beginning "Individual performance metrics..."  What is this sentence trying to convey?  What outcomes does it expect to see in the organization managing services?  Meaning is very unclear.


This sentence needs to be read and understood in conjunction with the sentence that follows it.  These sentences are trying to say that the SDSs really need to be reflective of those things that are most important at the base level in order to judge contract success.  The metrics or performance indicators that get reported to the AFPEO/SV on a yearly basis; and the information that the MAJCOM reviews as part of the CPARS review and in looking at the AF information, if applicable, is all information that is at a more macro level, comparatively.  This is appropriate because at the base level you want to know if the contractor is meeting each one of the specific mission critical/contract critical requirements on time at the appropriate levels and within budget.  At a higher level, the concern is only is the overall mission contract being met on time and within budget.  Bottom line, the paragraph is trying to give a sense of the difference in magnitude that applies to the “reporting” requirements at the different levels up the chain.


10.  Para 9 - Why is this para necessary?  Aren't the reporting requirements adequately addressed in other publications?  Does this para add anything to them?


This paragraph has been deleted.  Note this paragraph is in the AF MOASP, so the information does still apply.


11.  More General Comments:



a.  Is the intent to put the metrics in the soliciation/contract as an exhibit or appendix to the SOW or as a stand-alone attachment?


The metrics (as opposed to the SDSs) would be included as an attachment to the solicitation.



b.  How do you envision MOAPS applying to base-level service contracts, for instance, tree trimming, refuse pick-up?  Is the expectation that SDS/QASP would be converted into a metric?


It is up to the individual base to develop their own MOASP below the MAJCOM threshold.  This MAOSP needs to be submitted to HQ for review and approval (specific timelines and information will be provided in a cover letter with the final release of the final AFSPC MOASP).  Again, we don’t expect anything overbearing or different from what you are currently doing if you think that is working for you (i.e., the Sq Commander and/or the DBO feel they have a good handle as to what is happening on the base (or at least for the bigger efforts at the base).



c.  The big item from my perspective is defining or describing how to determine whether an acquisition characterized as "services" is under PEO/SP or PEO/SV. If there is a definition or guidance somewhere (of which I am unaware), it would help if it were referenced.


While this is a great question, it probably is best addressed somewhere other than the AFSPC MOASP, especially since it is assumed that the AFPEO/SV would rather apply the same criteria to all other PEO portfolios and not just the Space PEO portfolio.  As a result, this issue still has not been addressed within the AFSPC MOASP.
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SBA Procedural Notice
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11/5/96

 Set ExpDate"12/31/96" 12/31/96

		TO:

		Regional Administrators (RAs), Area Directors (ADs), District Directors (DDs), Deputy District Directors (DDDs), Area Directors (ADs), Commercial Market Representatives (CMRs), Procurement Center Representatives (PCRs), Assistant District Directors (ADDs) for Business Development (BD), and Business Opportunity Specialists (BOS)

		CONTROL NO.:

		8000-597



		SUBJECT:

		Application of the HUBZone Price Evaluation Preference in Best Value Procurements


 

		EFFECTIVE:

		8/19/2003





The Office of Government Contracting and Business Development is issuing this notice to provide guidance in the use of the Historically Underutilized Business Zone (HUBZone) Price Evaluation Preference (PEP) in best value procurements.  


The purpose of the HUBZone Program is to provide Federal contracting assistance to qualified HUBZone small business concerns, in an effort to increase employment opportunities, investment, and economic development in historically underutilized business zones.  The HUBZone Program was administratively implemented on June 11, 1998, in Part 126 of Title 13 of the Code of Federal Regulations.  


The PEP is one of the contracting mechanisms that procuring activities use in evaluating offers from qualified HUBZone small business concerns in full and open competitions.  Implementation of the PEP is described in 13 CFR 126.613.  The regulation provides examples for use in full and open competitions, but does not include an explanation on using the PEP in best value procurements.   


The objective of the best value approach to source selection is to select the source whose proposal has the highest degree of credibility and whose performance can be expected to best meet the Government’s requirements at an affordable price.  The same objective applies to acquisitions awarded under the HUBZone Program. 


An agency can obtain best value in negotiated acquisitions by using any one or a combination of source selection approaches.  A trade-off process is appropriate when it may be in the best interest of the Government to consider award to other than the lowest priced offeror or other than the highest technically rated offeror. 


The following is an example that outlines the process for evaluating the PEP in best value procurements.


EVALUATION CRITERIA


Award will be made to the offeror whose proposal contains the combination of factors offering the greatest value to the Government.  The contracting officer will make this determination by comparing the difference in the value of technical, management and past performance features to the difference in cost to the Government.  In performing this cost/technical trade-off analysis, the Government is more concerned with obtaining superior technical and management features than with making an award at the lowest overall cost to the Government.  However, the Government will not make an award at a significantly higher overall cost to the Government to achieve slightly superior technical or management features.  


The evaluation also includes a risk assessment for the overall management, technical and past performance areas.  Cost will be evaluated to determine expected contract costs and to assess completeness of proposals, and cost realism, reasonableness, and risk.  


In this example, technical, management and past performance, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price.  This will be the basis for award.


STEPS IN THE PROPOSAL EVALUATION PROCESS:


· Step 1.  Conduct initial technical evaluation of proposals and cost/price analysis


· Step 2:  Determine competitive range


· Step 3:  Conduct discussions, if necessary


· Step 4:  Request best and final offer


· Step 5:  Complete final evaluation of proposals  


· Apply HUBZone Price Evaluation Preference (and Small Disadvantaged Business Price Evaluation Adjustment, if necessary) to develop the evaluated cost/price


		

		Large Business (LB)

		Small Business (SB)

		HUBZone SBC (HZ)



		Evaluation Factor

		Rating/Proposal Risk

		Rating/Proposal Risk

		Rating/Proposal Risk



		Technical

		Marginal/High

		Marginal/High

		Acceptable/Moderate



		Management

		Acceptable/Moderate

		Acceptable/High

		Exceptional/Moderate



		Past Performance

		Acceptable/Moderate

		Acceptable/Moderate

		Exceptional/Low



		Proposed Cost

		$18,823,089/Low

		$25,762,505/Moderate

		$20,164,718/Moderate



		Evaluated Cost

		$20,705,397/Moderate

		

		$20,164,718/Moderate





Evaluations may be conducted using any rating method or combination of methods, including color or adjectival ratings, numerical weights, and ranking order.  In this example, adjectival ratings are used.  They are Exceptional, Acceptable, Marginal and Unacceptable.  The risk of contract performance is assessed as High, Moderate, Low, or Very Low. 


· Step 6:  Conduct Cost/Price-Technical Trade-off Analysis (Cost/Benefit Analysis)


· Since the HUBZone small business concern’s (SBC’s) offer is within 10% of the Large business’s offer, the trade-off analysis is made between the Large business and HUBZone SBC only.


· If the HUBZone offeror has the higher technical evaluation ranking and the lower “evaluated” cost/price, then the HUBZone offer is considered to represent the overall best value to the Government.


· However, if the HUBZone has the higher technical evaluation ranking and the higher “evaluated” cost/price, a trade-off analysis is conducted to determine whether the difference in higher expected technical value is worth the higher “evaluated” cost/price.  


· If the HUBZone is not considered the overall best value to the Government, the trade-off analysis must then be made between the Large business and the Small business concern.


· The technical evaluation ranking and the “proposed” (not “evaluated”) cost/prices of the Large business and Small business concern are then compared.


· Step 7:  Make Award Decision


· In this example, award should be made to the HUBZone SBC.


· The HUBZone’s offer/proposal exceeded the minimum requirements and contained enhancing features in a manner that would “most” benefit the Government.  


· The HUBZone’s proposal was technically superior to those of the other two offerors.  The superior technical ratings, lower risks and the technical strengths associated with the HUBZone’s technical ratings justified the Government paying a premium for that firm’s proposal.


This notice is effective immediately.  Any questions pertaining to the notice may be addressed to Linda G. Williams, Associate Administrator for Government Contracting on (202) 401-8150.


Fred C. Armendariz


Associate Deputy Administrator 


for Government Contracting and 


Business Development


Expires: 


EXPIRES: xxx 
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AFSPC Management and Oversight of 


Acquisition of Services Process (MOASP)


1.  Purpose.  This AFSPC MOASP implements the process established by the Air Force Program Executive Officer for Services (AFPEO/SV) for all services acquisitions within AFSPC and outlines the role of AFSPC/PK in the AFPEO/SV process.  


2.  Discussion.  This process stipulates the management and review responsibilities of the designated officials for all services acquisitions within AFSPC.  The designated official is the HCA or any individual that has been delegated certain HCA responsibilities.  The designated official responsibilities have been delegated to AFSPC/PK and are further delegated based upon the thresholds included in paragraph 5.a., unless an acquisition has been determined to be a “Special Interest” item.  


3.  Applicability.  The following management process is applicable to all AFSPC services acquisitions, regardless of acquisition source (e.g., MIPRs, GSA Federal Supply Schedule and Federal Technology Schedule acquisitions, etc.), with a total planned value in excess of the simplified acquisition threshold.  All services acquisitions with a total planned dollar value less than $100 million, any acquisition pursuant to an A-76 study involving less than 300 Full Time Equivalents (FTEs), and any services acquisition that meets the above criteria and has not been designated as a “Special Interest” item shall be acquired and managed using these procedures.  These procedures do not apply to any of the service acquisitions which fall within the portfolio of the Space PEO (SMC/CC).  The Wings and SMC will implement a similar process for the review and approval of all services acquisitions that exceed the simplified acquisition threshold and are within delegated thresholds of authority. This process complements, rather than supersedes, other policy or authority regarding the management, approval, or oversight of A-76 studies.  


4.  Process.  The implementation of the AFSPC MOASP uses key contracting milestones and events as management controls in the pre-award phase and builds on the existing management processes (Wing/Base Business Requirements Advisory Group (BRAG) or equivalent program management review) to implement a post-award review process. The management controls and review process set forth below provide a methodology to ensure the successful acquisition of services and routine review of contract performance.  The Wings and SMC should delegate review responsibility to the lowest levels of authority consistent with the operational impact and risks associated with services acquisitions. The MAJCOM may review specific acquisitions when significant variations in performance occur, and any designated special interest items. 


5.  Review and Approval Thresholds.



a.  Unless delegated, services acquisitions exceeding the following thresholds are subject to pre-award and post-award review by the AFSPC/PK:




CONS




Threshold


       61st CONS 



$1 Million



       90th CONS 



$1 Million



     341st CONS 



$1 Million



     460th CONS 



$1 Million



       21st CONS 



$10 Million



       30th CONS 



$10 Million



       45th CONS 



$10 Million



       50th CONS 



$10 Million



SMC/PK "Other Contracting"

Unlimited



b.  Contracting Officers should include at least 7 business days in the acquisition schedule for each review conducted by the MAJCOM.


6.  Pre-Award Management Controls.



a. All services acquisitions shall contain outcome based objectives and appropriate metrics that ensure timely and accurate assessments of the contractor’s performance. These objectives (e.g., Service Delivery Summary) should be developed by the multi-functional team; addressed in the Acquisition Plan; approved by the Acquisition Strategy Panel (ASP), when an ASP is required to be convened; included in the Request for Proposal; and be made a part of any subsequent contract or agreement.  Each performance-based instrument should contain metrics that address the unique performance requirements that measure progress toward the desired outcomes.  An Acquisition Plan is required for each negotiated services acquisition, other than those using the simplified acquisition procedures.  A formal written Acquisition Plan, addressing the applicable factors listed in FAR 7.105 and its supplements is required on all acquisitions over $5 Million.



b.  To ensure implementation of these requirements, the responsible program manager or contracting officer for all services acquisitions with a total planned dollar value in excess of the thresholds established in paragraph 5.a. shall submit the draft Acquisition Plan and the draft Performance Work Statement (PWS) or similar requirements document to AFSPC/PKP prior to scheduling the ASP and releasing the draft Request for Proposal.  Unless delegated, AFSPC/PK serves as the ASP chairman, and the Acquisition Plan Approval Authority and shall provide formal approval of the aforementioned final documents during the ASP process for all services acquisitions above organization’s threshold up to $100 Million.



c.  The Contracting Officer serves as the Source Selection Authority for services acquisitions up to $10 Million.  Unless delegated, the Wing Commander serves as the Source Selection Authority (SSA) for all services acquisitions between $10 Million and $25 Million.  Unless delegated, AFSPC/CV serves as the Source Selection Authority for all services acquisitions greater than $25 Million to $100 Million.  These thresholds apply unless the acquisition is designated as a SAF/PEO special interest acquisition.



d.  Review and approval of the contract management controls such as, the Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP), the Service Delivery Summary or similar document, shall be accomplished as part of the clearance review. This review is intended to ensure the required outcomes and supporting metrics are included in the contract or agreement and reflect any required changes based on the proposal of the selected contractor.



e.  For all A-76 programs that result in the implementation of a Most Efficient Organization (MEO) service provider, the Management Plan or Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan should include objectives and metrics and be managed and approved in accordance with AFI 38-203, Commercial Activities Program.


7.  Post-Award Management Controls & Reporting Milestones.  All services acquisitions with a value in excess of the simplified acquisition threshold will be reviewed by the designated official and reported as follows:



a.  Services Acquisitions awarded after the effective date of policy implementing this process will be reviewed within 30 days of the contractor’s full assumption of contract workload, for example, end of transition, phase-in or similar event.  Unless delegated, the designated official for all reviews between the organization’s clearance threshold and $100 Million is AFSPC/PK.  Unless delegated, the designated official for all SMC/PK service acquisitions is SMC/PK.  The designated official shall conduct the review to determine if the contractor successfully completed transition, is fully operational (i.e., effectively meets all requirements identified in the Statement of Work), and is within estimated budget.  Reporting requirements will be determined by the designated official.  As a minimum, negative variations in cost, schedule, and/or other significant performance metrics should be reported to the appropriate designated official.  When significant variations exist, the contracting officer or program manager shall include an explanation of the causes for the variance and an assessment of the contractor’s corrective action plan. 



b.  All services acquisitions with a value in excess of the simplified acquisition threshold will be reviewed annually. For those acquisitions below $100M but greater than the base’s threshold, the report and review format shall be the semi-annual award fee documentation, if applicable, and the information submitted as part of the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS).  The intent is to use existing tools and reporting requirements to relay the overall health of the contract without putting undue burden and additional reporting requirements on the multi-functional team. 



c.  Selected contracts and agreements may be reviewed by the AFAE and USD (AT&L).  Any services acquisition experiencing significant variances in anticipated cost, schedule, or performance expectations is subject to a special review at the discretion of the AFPEO/SV, the MAJCOM or the designated official.


8.  In recognition of the numerous variables that drive the performance of service acquisitions, this process seeks to minimize reporting requirements to those that are clearly indicative of the contractor’s performance and provide the level of insight desired by higher headquarters. Individual performance metrics that measure discreet items within the PWS/SOW have application and interest at the local level and should be managed accordingly. Above the Base/Wing level, a contractor’s performance should only be reported at the macro level in terms of cost and schedule variance or significant performance indicators set forth in each contract/performance plan. 


9.  Pending designation of a Department of Defense data collection system, the Air Force will use the DD350 system to provide required data for internal acquisitions, the Federal Procurement Data System (FPDS) to provide data for acquisitions by non-DoD agencies and manual reporting as required to provide supplemental information requirements.


10.  AFSPC/PK Participation in AFPEO/SV Level Acquisitions.  While AFSPC/PK has no approval authority for acquisitions within the AFPEO/SV threshold, the AFSPC/PK staff strives to be supportive of the Wing’s goals, requirements, timelines and acquisition business strategy.  In this vein, a concurrent copy of all documents submitted to the AFPEO/SV for review shall be submitted to the appropriate AFSPC/PK Staff Analyst for a concurrent review.  A copy of AFSPC/PK comments shall be sent to both the Contracting Officer and the AFPEO/SV upon completion of the AFSPC/PK review.  Also, keep the AFSPC/PK staff involved and informed by sending courtesy copies of all email and including the AFSPC/PK Staff Analyst in all meetings.
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MEMORANDUM FOR AFSPC CENTER, NAF AND WING COMMANDERS,
HQ AFSPC DIRECTORS

FROM: HQ AFSPC/LC
HQ AFSPC/PK

SUBJECT: Clarification of Contractor Requirements for AFWay Use

1. The purpose of this memorandum is to clarify AFSPC/CV policy letter, dated
22 Jan 03, mandating the use of AFWay as it applies to contractors within Air
Force Space Command.

2. The use of AFWay by contractors may take two (2) forms: (1) as a method for
the purchase of Information Technology (IT) in the performance of the contract
requirements, or (2) in the role of the designated Base Equipment Control Cfficer
(BECQ). Clarification is provided for each situation as follows:

a. Contractors are not required to use AFWay as THE purchase source of
IT as part of their AFSPC contract. However, it is highly recommended that
AFWay be offered as a viable source of [T to all contractors where they may
have to acquire IT and title to any IT products purchased would be turned over to
the Government. (AFWay is NOT to be used by contractors to acquire IT where
the contractor retains title.) This is a viable way for businesses, especially small
“businesses, to try to maximize savings using Air Force buying power and
quantity discounts. The option for contractors to use AFWay should be made
using the same requirements and procedures as those outlined in FAR Part 51.1,
“Contractor Use of Government Supply Sources”. [f the contractor opts to use
AFWay, they must use their corporate purchase card account to make the
purchase and then bill the Government under the applicable cost reimbursement
Contract Line Item Number.

b. Contractors required to perform the duties of the BECO or Equipment
Custodian (EC) as a requirement of their contract are required to use the AFWay
business processes to establish accounts for other government or contractor
personnel, and assign roles and responsibilities within the system appropriately.

GUARDIANS OF THE HIGH FRONTIER





4. If you need further information, please contact Ms. Terry Schooley,
AFSPC/PK, DSN 692-5169, for Contracting issues, or Ms. Carol Tipton,
AFSPCILCXX, DSN 692-5660, for Policy issues.

RICHARD E. WEBBER STEPHEN G. SMITH, Col, USAF
Brigadier General, USAF Chief, Contracting Division
Director, Logistics and Communications






