Contracting Policy Bulletin

February 2004

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 - Resolution
Raise your right hand and repeat after me – “I (state your name), a contract specialist/contracting officer hereby resolve to resolve all comments provided by the contracts committee, legal and/or higher headquarters by researching the comment and providing written documentation to resolve the comment.  In addition, I resolve that I will close the loop with the originator of the comment and reach a mutually agreed upon solution to the comment and document such resolution.  I further resolve that I will not blow off the comments of the committee, legal or higher headquarters and mark the comment “N/A” without the agreement of the comment originator.”  

Sound far-fetched and unnecessary?  Given a few recent examples where comments by local contract committees and the HQ PK analysts have been ignored, disregarded, and generally blown off, a formal resolution like the above is not that far off the mark as being warranted.  In these cases, the failure to correct the comments and/or resolve the comments led to a great deal of rework and lengthy delays in getting the acquisitions awarded, not to mention the embarrassment and time it took to explain why the comments were not addressed properly.  

The folks who review your work are part of the solution and not the enemy.  They are there to help make the product better by making it easier to understand and to propose against, easier to award and less susceptible to protest.  This is not to say that every comment they make is 100% correct, but it clearly warrants your consideration and time to get it resolved as they may have thought of an angle that you missed or they may have missed something that they should have seen.   It is incumbent upon you to take the time and effort to take the corrective action, resolve the comment with the originator and document that resolution.  Make a resolution to maintain an open dialogue with your committee and HQ analysts and keep your acquisitions on the right track.  Besides, you really don’t want to have to raise your right hand all the time.  
AFSPC Policy Notes

I.  Wing Management and Oversight of Acquisition of Services Process (MOASP) Tasker

AFSPC/MS Memo, 6 Feb 04, tasks each wing to develop a companion MOASP to the AFSPC MOASP that was approved by AFPEO/CM on 9 Jan 04.  The wing MOASPs must address the process to manage services acquisitions > $100K up to the CONS local procurement threshold (either $1M or $10 M).  In addition, each MOASP should address the implementation of the approval requirements in AFFARS 5337.170-3.  (Note: There is no bottom threshold for the approval of services acquisitions by agencies outside of DoD, AFFARS 5337.170-3(b)).  It is also important to reiterate the requirements for interagency order/acquisitions under the Economy Act (FAR 17.5).  Please be aware that DoDI 4000.19 requires that D&Fs for interagency orders under the Economy Act be executed by a General Officer or SES.  This is also a good opportunity to implement or revisit your local policy/procedures regarding the processing of Military Interdepartmental Purchase Requests (MIPRs).  The suspense for submission of wing-level MOASPs is 19 Mar 04. 
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II.  AFI 63-124, Performance Based Service Acquisitions – Interim Change

SAF/AQC published the interim change to AFI 63-124 on 9 Feb 04: 

(http://www.e-publishing.af.mil/pubfiles/af/ic/afi63-124_ic2004-1/afi63-124_ic2004-1.pdf.)

  Here are some highlights:

· The terms Business Requirements Assessment Group (BRAG) and Multifunctional Team are used interchangeably 

· The terms Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) and Performance Plan are used interchangeably

· The QASP or Performance Plan must include the required outcome of the contract (i.e., cost savings) and must be signed by key members of the BRAG or Multifunctional Team

· Training of Quality Assurance Program Coordinators has been streamlined

The permanent revision of AFI 63-124 is under development.  The quality assurance language in AFI 63-124 will be transferred to a new AFI 63-125.  Drafts of both AFIs are available on the SAF/AQC Toolkit, Part 37.  http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/toolkit/part37/pbsa.html
III.  Wide Area Work Flow (WAWF)

We’ve had several inquires regarding the implementation dates for WAWF.  All AFSPC bases will be WAWF capable by 31 Mar 04.  USD (AT&L) Policy letter dated 29 Jul 03 (regarding Unique Identification policy) states that 1 Jan 05 is the not later than date for using WAWF as a mandatory payment method.

http://www.acq.osd.mil/uid/uid_signed_policy_memo_2003.07.29.pdf
That said, we encourage contracting officers to incorporate DFARS clause 252.232-7003 when modifying existing contracts for other reasons.  This will hopefully avoid a “bottle neck” as we near the mandatory implementation date.  Below is a tentative list of payment types that will be temporarily exempt for WAWF implementation.  We are working with SAF/FMF to better define lot contracts.


- Payment Types Currently Excluded:  Lot Contracts, Contracts with Withholdings, Negative Amounts, Multiple ACRNs Per CLIN/SLIN, Cost Vouchers Except MOCAS (WAWF Limited to Cost Voucher Usage of SF 1034, Other SF 1034 Contracts Should Be Processed Using Invoice as 2-in-1), Construction Contract Functionality Being Redone (Not Systematically Precluded, Services Not Deploying Current Solution), [The first Amn-SrA or GS7-GS9 who calls Col Smith, HQ AFSPC/PK, and tells him they read this month's bulletin will receive special recognition] Financing Payments to CAPS-W and One-Pay, Miscellaneous Payments, Foreign Currency, and DLA Destination Acceptance Contracts. 

IV.  Implementation of Section 843 of the National Defense Authorization Act for FY 04 

Section 843 of the NDAA limits the total period, including options, of a task order or delivery order contract awarded under 10 U.S.C. 2304a to not more than five years.  The Director, Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy (DPAP) issued a memorandum on 18 Feb 04 that clarifies the effective date of implementation of Section 843.  The five-year limitation will apply to any solicitation issued on or after the publication of the DFARS interim rule.  DPAP anticipates the interim rules will be published in early March 04.  

(http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/affars/5316/mandatory/dpap-memo-18feb04.pdf)

V.  Reporting of Contract Action >$2,500 (FAR 4.602(c)(4) )

Effective 1 Oct 04, all contract actions > $2,500 must be reported on the DD Form 350.  Contracting offices will no longer be able to summary report action between $2,500 and $25,000 on the DD Form 1057.  The greatest impact of this policy change will be with Government Purchase Card transaction above $2,500.  SAF/AQCX is working with OSD and the other services to attempt to streamline this process.  More to follow.  

VI.  Advance Coordination and Approval of Government Provided Services and Base Support for Contractors at Overseas Locations

SAF/AQC Contracting Policy Memo 04-C-02 dated 12 Feb 04 emphasizes the requirement to obtain advanced approval for contractor support from the supporting base(s) before committing to government provided base support in a contract solicitation.  AFFARS language clarifying this requirement is forthcoming.  http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/policy/AQC/policy-2004/04-C-02.pdf
"Spotlight On…" Articles
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This month begins a series of articles that will highlight SMC, a particular squadron, or a detachment each month in the bulletin.  We suggest the article give a short summary of the wing (or equivalent) mission and then tell the readers about the unit.  The purpose of this is to share information among the command and expand our knowledge of our counterparts and their mission.  If you have any other item(s) to include, such as a success story, lesson learned, or whatever you deem of interest, please include that as well.  There is no minimum required but limit the article to one full page.  This 'series' is mandatory but it does not preclude, like we've done in the past, including articles from any other location that may be of interest to the command.  The deadline for the submission is the 25th of each month, please see the schedule below for your opportunity to shine!  The unit given the 'opportunity' to start us off this month is the 341st Contracting Squadron.  

Spotlight on 341st Contracting Squadron, Malmstrom AFB MT

By 1Lt Patrick Carr

The 341st Contracting Squadron is a small squadron at a small base in a small, OK, a vast corner of the Northern United States; however, we play an important, often unnoticed, role in the President’s Nuclear Deterrence Mission.  Our wing, the 341st Space Wing, provides operation, maintenance and security for over 200 Minuteman II Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles located throughout central Montana.  The 341SW maintains a consistent alert rate of over 98%.  341 CONS provides contract support for the ICBMs and the Security Forces, Maintainers, and Missile Launch Officers tasked to keep them ready.  The Missile Alert Facilities (MAFs) and Launch Facilities (LFs) are spread throughout an area roughly equivalent to state of West Virginia, a 23,500 square-mile complex in nine different counties.  The security requirements of the missile sites, and the large geographic area often create unique logistical situations.  Even a relatively simple task, such as arranging a site visit, can seem impossible.  Most Missile Facilities are several hours away and there is a lot of distance to cover; therefore weather is always a factor.  In Montana, it can snow in June or be warm and sunny in February.  Aside from weather, administrators must coordinate access to classified areas and with Security Forces and the Operations Group.  Every Contracting Office has to deal with demanding customers and secure areas, but few have the challenges associated with securing nuclear missiles.  Adverse weather, Security Forces shift changes, or any National Security situation could result in a cancelled visit, and wasted time.  

In addition to the normal base support such as construction, services, and commodities, and taking care of the missile field, we also deliver contract support to the 40th Helicopter Flight.  The Helicopter Flight normally provides aerial security for missile transport; however, hardly a weekend goes by without the 40th performing their unofficial role, rescuing stranded hikers and hunters from the mountains of Montana.  341 CONS is a true force multiplier, providing the tools, services, and support necessary to keep the base running smooth, the helicopters in the air, and the missiles ready to launch.

Featured Training

This month’s featured training is the Air Force Institute of Systems and Logistics SYS 149 - Introduction to Evolutionary Acquisition (Web-Based). The training is available through the website at <https://www.vsh.afit.edu/VSscripts/virtschool.dll?loadmainframeformainframe>. 

The course is an introductory course providing warfighter support personnel with current guidance on using evolutionary acquisition (EA) as a viable strategy for achieving shorter acquisition cycles.  It provides information on key issues driving the need for acquisition changes and instruction on how an EA strategy addresses those needs.  The core of the instruction is an interactive simulation where the student becomes the acquisition program manager who must determine acquisition strategy for a program over its life cycle.  EA related concepts presented in the simulation incorporate:  uncertainty and risk; the use of market research; the role of IPT members, the role of the warfighter; and the use of advances in technology, lessons learned, and changes in requirements throughout the program lifecycle.  

To access the course, visit the website <https://www.vsh.afit.edu/VSscripts/virtschool.dll?loadmainframeformainframe>. 

To logon to the system.  Click the “Register” button on the left-hand side of the screen.

Click in the radio button next to the class “Introduction to Evolutionary Acquisition”

Click “Submit”

Students have 4 Weeks to complete the course. It takes approximately 9 hours to complete.  Students receive 9 CLPs for successfully completing this course. 

Please e-mail Tamara Martin to let her know if you decide to take the course.  Knowing how many personnel take the course allows us to measure the responsiveness to the monthly training feature article.  If you have questions, please feel free to call the featured training point of contact, Tamara Martin at 554-5251, DSN 692-5251, or e-mail Tamara.Martin@Peterson.af.mil.
Miscellaneous
I.  Congratulations

The General Charles A. Horner "Tiger" Award is named in honor of General Charles A Horner and recognizes the accomplishments of an officer and enlisted individual assigned to 14 AF who demonstrates the highest degree of professionalism, leadership, integrity, dedication, and courage in the performance of their duties and conduct of their lives. This is a leadership award.  It was recently announced that SMSgt Anthony E. Archut, 21 CONS, Peterson AFB CO was selected as the enlisted recipient of this award.  Way to go Tony, congratulations!!
II.  Suspension of Price Evaluation Adjustment for Small Disadvantage Businesses
The attached memorandum signed by Deidre Lee, Director Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy, suspends the Small Disadvantage Price evaluation adjustment for the period 24 Feb 04 to 23 Feb 05.  This suspension was implemented since the DoD exceeded the 5% SDB goal for FY 03.  
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III.  PAST PERFORMANCE REPORTING TIMELINE REMINDERS
Contract awards for Services, Systems, Info Tech, Ops Support, Fuels and Health Care, should be registered in the For those entries in the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) within 30 days of contract award.

Past performance reports (whether input for Services, Systems, Info Tech, Ops Support, Fuels, Health Care, Construction or A-E) need to be completed in the automated past performance reporting systems no later than 120 days after the end of the period of performance (or end of the project in the case of construction and A-E).  Included in the 120 day completion timeline is a mandatory 30 days for Contractor review/comment.

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. 

PERTAINING TO PROPOSAL EVALUATION:

Matter of: KMR, LLC 
File: B-292860 
Date: December 22, 2003

Agency unreasonably rated two vendors' quotations equal under past performance evaluation factor, where record does not support agency's finding that awardee's experience was relevant to the requirements of the solicitation

Matter of: Career Quest, Inc. 
File: B-292865; B-292865.2 
Date: December 10, 2003

1.  In evaluation under experience factor, where offerors were to establish similarity of prior contract to solicited requirement and sufficient experience of their own, agency reasonably found protester’s proposal unacceptable on basis that its experience as a prime contractor was limited to work not comparable to the requirement and otherwise indicated that the protester’s relevant experience was essentially limited to its subcontractor’s experience. 
2.  In evaluation of offerors’ proposals, where agency found that one offeror’s experience as a prime contractor met requirements for similarity in size, scope, complexity and relevance to the solicited requirements, but concluded that protester’s experience as a prime was not sufficiently comparable to solicitation requirements, agency did not engage in unequal treatment of offerors, since record supports finding that the different conclusions were reasonable.

Matter of: Kilgore Flares Company 
File: B-292944; B-292944.2; B-292944.3 
Date: December 24, 2003

Contention that agency wrongly rejected protester’s offer after determining that the protester was nonresponsible is denied where the record shows that the agency reasonably concluded that protester had not clearly established that it could meet the solicitation’s delivery schedule.   

Matter of: QuickHire, LLC 
File: B-293098 
Date: January 30, 2004

Evaluation of protester’s technical quotation as technically unacceptable was unobjectionable where agency reasonably concluded that quotation failed to demonstrate that it met solicitation requirements

Matter of: Roca Management Education & Training, Inc. 
File: B-293067 
Date: January 15, 2004

1.  Agency reasonably downgraded proposal that was reasonably found to contain an inadequate number of hours to accomplish the required tasks.   
2.  Agency properly considered subcontractor’s experience in evaluating an offeror’s past performance where solicitation permitted the use of subcontractors and did not prohibit the consideration of relevant subcontractor experience.

Matter of: J.C.N. Construction Company, Inc. 
File: B-293063 
Date: January 9, 2004

Adjectival rating of protester’s proposal as acceptable rather than very good under relevant past performance subfactor was unobjectionable, notwithstanding protester’s favorable past performance record, where past record was not the sole basis for the evaluation, and agency reasonably identified weaknesses in other areas under the subfactor. 

Matter of: Base Technologies, Inc. 
File: B-293061.2; B-293061.3 
Date: January 28, 2004

1.  Agency’s consideration of key personnel’s lack of law enforcement, and limited years of, experience was proper, where these matters were reasonably encompassed within the solicitation’s evaluation criteria and related to the solicitation’s requirements. 
2.  During discussions, an offeror need not be told of all weaknesses that would enable it to achieve maximum evaluation score. 
3.  Agency may consider the references of one joint venture partner in evaluating a joint venture offeror’s past performance where they are reasonably predictive of performance of the joint venture entity. 
4.  Agency’s scoring of past performance was reasonable and consistent with the solicitation’s evaluation criteria; protester’s argument that agency failed to follow scoring scheme set forth in agency’s internal evaluation plan does not provide a valid basis for protest.

PERTAINING TO COMPETITIVE RANGE:

Matter of: Contract Management, Inc. 
File: B-292760 
Date: November 20, 2003 
Protest that elimination of protester’s proposal from competitive range was improper because agency’s price analysis was based on flawed government estimate is without merit, where elimination from competitive range was based on comparison of protester’s price to other offerors’ prices, not to estimate.
PERTAINING TO SOURCE SELECTION DECISION:

Matter of: Lockheed Martin Information Systems 
File: B-292836; B-292836.2; B-292836.3; B-292836.4 
Date: December 18, 2003

1.  Protest that agency misevaluated proposals is sustained where record does not support agency's conclusion that the awardee's proposal was superior to the protester's with respect to a number of the discriminators used by the agency in arriving at its source selection decision. 
2.  Agency unreasonably determined that awardee met solicitation's requirement for small business subcontracting where record shows that it miscalculated the percentage of the awardee's subcontracting dollars relative to the overall value of the contract, and failed to account for the possibility that at least one of the awardee's small business contracts may have been improperly inflated in terms of its value.

Matter of: Cerner Corporation 
File: B-293093; B-293093.2 
Date: February 2, 2004

1.  Agency properly accepted awardee’s software as meeting the solicitation requirement for a commercial, off-the-shelf item where the firm proposed software that is currently being sold and used under other commercial contracts. 
2.  Where a solicitation allows for alternative approaches to meeting performance requirements, the agency is not required to advise a technically acceptable offeror during discussions that it considers another approach to be superior to that proposed by the offeror. 
3.  Protest that evaluation and source selection decision were flawed is denied where the record shows that the evaluation and source selection were reasonable and consistent with the evaluation factors.

OTHER:

Matter of: Allied Materials & Equipment Company, Inc.

File: B-293231 

Date: February 5, 2004 

Protest of agency’s failure to post solicitation on FedBizOpps Internet website, as required by regulation, is denied, where protester did not avail itself of every reasonable opportunity to obtain the solicitation; although presolicitation notice indicated an anticipated August 20, 2003 closing time, as that time approached and passed, protester did not contact agency to determine status of solicitation, and finally inquired as to status approximately 7 weeks after closing time.

Matter of: Tiger Enterprises, Inc. 
File: B-292815.3; B-293439 
Date: January 20, 2004

Where the awardee was found by the Small Business Administration to be other than small based on a timely size protest filed after award on a small business set-aside, and this determination was not appealed, the agency, in the absence of legitimate countervailing reasons, should have terminated the contract and obtained these services from a small business.

Matter of: USIA Underwater Equipment Sales Corporation 
File: B-292827.2 
Date: January 30, 2004

Protester’s proposal was properly rejected where its sample fabric failed a “pass/fail” test conducted by a certified and accredited laboratory.

Matter of: William A. Van Auken 
File: B-293590 
Date: February 6, 2004

Protest filed by federal employee on behalf of himself and other federal employees who assert that they are directly affected by agency’s decision made pursuant to a competition conducted under Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76, as revised on May 29, 2003, to contract for work rather than to have the work performed in‑house, is dismissed where agency requests dismissal and protester does not oppose that request; protester has apparently filed identical protest with agency, which agency intends to consider; dismissal is without prejudice to protester’s filing a later protest with General Accounting Office if he is dissatisfied with agency’s action on his agency-level protest.

Matter of: Future Solutions, Inc. 
File: B-293194 
Date: February 11, 2004

1.  Protest that procurement should have been set aside for small businesses is denied, where the agency reasonably determined that the items to be procured were available under the Federal Supply Schedule (FSS); agencies need not consider small business programs when purchasing from the FSS. 
2.  Protest that agency unreasonably and unfairly evaluated protester's response to “sources sought” notice to small business Federal Supply Schedule vendors to ascertain their capability of meeting the agency's requirements is denied, where the protester does not rebut the agency's reasons for determining that the protester lacked the requisite capability, but argues that it was treated disparately from other vendors who were solicited to submit quotations for the services; the protester was on a footing completely different from the vendors whose quotations were solicited, and its response did not have to be considered in the same way as the other vendors' quotations because it was solicited for a different purpose. 
3.  General Accounting Office will not consider merits of protest that agency improperly bundled its office supply requirements in violation of the Small Business Act where the protester has not demonstrated a reasonable possibility that it was prejudiced by the bundling.

Matter of: BAE Systems Technical Services, Inc. 
File: B-293070 
Date: January 28, 2004

In competition conducted pursuant to Office of Management and Budget Circular A‑76, where in-house cost estimate (IHCE) for performance by the government’s most efficient organization (MEO) fails to include costs for various performance work statement (PWS) requirements, and the additional costs required for the MEO to meet all PWS requirements are greater than the marginal difference between the protester’s evaluated cost and the IHCE, General Accounting Office recommends that agency award a contract to the protester based on its lower-cost proposal. 

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
ACQNOW Continuous Learning Tracking System: https://www.atrrs.army.mil/channels/acqnowcl/
DAU continuous learning modules: http://clc.dau.mil/kc/no_login/portal.asp?strRedirect=LC_CIA
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE SPACE COMMAND

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION FEB 0 6 2004

FROM: HQ AFSPC/MS
150 Vandenberg St Ste 1105
Peterson AFB CO 80914-4230

SUBJECT: Management and Oversight of Acquisition of Services Process (MOASP)
References: (a) Section 801, National Defense Authorization Act for FY2002

(b) USD(AT&L) Memorandum, Subject: Acquisition of Services,
31 May 2002

(c) USAF Management and Oversight of Acquisition of Services Process

(d) USD(AT&L) Memorandum, Subject: Acquisition of Services,
7 Feb 2003

(e) AFSPC Management and Oversight of Acquisition of Services Process

1. In accordance with references (a) through (d), the DoD and the Air Force are
establishing a review structure and process for the acquisition of all services greater
than $100,000, with the overall intent of establishing a more strategic and integrated
approach to the acquisition and management of services.

2. The Air Force process for the acquisition of services with a total value greater than
$100 million is defined in reference (c) and is managed by the Air Force Program
Executive Officer for Services (AF PEO/SV), Mr. Tim Beyland.

3. Mr. Beyland approved the AFSPC MOASP, as addressed in reference (e), on

9 Jan 04. The AFSPC MOASP addresses the acquisition of services with a total value
between $1 million or $10 million, depending upon the individual Wing threshold, and
$100 million.

4. Each Wing is now tasked with developing their own Wing MOASP for all services
efforts between $100,000 and their respective Wing threshold, as established in the
AFSPC MOASP. The Wing MOASP should follow a similar approach to that of the
USAF and AFSPC MOASPs for outlining the Wing’s strategic oversight of services
acquisitions and contracts; and specify the authority levels of the designated official(s)
for those efforts. The Air Force, AFSPC and Wing MOASPs, and the duties of the
designated official(s), apply to all services procurements greater than $100,000,
including cases where funds are transferred to another agency to acquire services on
behalf of the Air Force (e.g., GSA Federal Technology Service). Each Wing should
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submit their MOASP to AFSPC/PK for final approval not later than 19 Mar 04. The
USAF MOASP and the AFSPC MOASP are attached to aid in the development of the
Wing MOASP.

5. All of the referenced documents can be found on the AF PEQ/SV web site at
http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/afpeosv/regs.html and the AFSPC/PK web site at
http://www.peterson.af.mil/hqafspc/contracting/AFSPC%20MOASP.doc.

6. If you have any questions on this matter, please contact either Ms. Terry Schooley,
AFSPC/PKP, by phone at DSN 692-5169 or email at Terry.Schooley@peterson.af.mil:
or contact Lt Col Harold Cunningham, AFSPC/PKP, by phone at DSN 692-5592 or
email at Harold.Cunningham@peterson.af.mil.

Jikor A s

ROBERT M. WORLEY II
Colonel, USAF
Attachments: Director of Mission Support

1. USAF MOASP
2. AFSPC MOASP

Distribution:
20 AF/CC
14 AF/CC
SMC/CC
SWC/CC
21 SW/CC
30 Sw/CC
45 SW/CC
50 SW/CC
61 ABG/CC
90 Sw/CC
341 SW/CC
460 ABW/CC






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 AFPEQ/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
9.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.
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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. Forall 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 AFl 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.






USAF Management and Oversight of Acquisition of Services Process

1. Purpose. This process implements paragraph (d) of section 801 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002 (Public Law 107 - 107) and Department
of Defense (DoD) policy guidance issued by memorandum dated 31 May 2002, Subject:
Acquisition of Services.

2. Discussion. 10 USC 2330 (a) & (b) require that a Designated Official review and
approve, in advance, all services acquisitions in accordance with established thresholds.
Section 801(d) requires the establishment of a DoD program review structure for services
acquisitions that is similar to the process applied to the procurement of weapon systems.
The Designated Official shall ensure that services acquisitions are based on a strategic
approach and that business arrangements comply with applicable statutes, regulations and
policies. DoD policy establishes thresholds and delegates responsibility for services
acquisitions between $500M and $2B to the Air Force Acquisition Executive (AFAE),
except for services acquisitions identified by the USD (AT&L) as special interest.

Except for major weapon system and Space program acquisitions, the AFAE has
appointed the Air Force Program Executive Officer for Services (AFPEQ/SV) as the
designated official to review all services acquisitions. The Under Secretary of the Air
Force (SAF/US) and System Program Executive Officers (PEO) are Designated Officials
for the programs in their respective portfolios. Information Technology (IT) acquisitions
are subject to appendix C of USD (AT&L) policy memorandum dated 31 May 02 and
thresholds identified for Major Automated Information Systems in DoDI 5000.2.
AFPEO/SYV retains authority for the review and approval of all services acquisitions with
a total planned dollar value in excess of $100M and all acquisitions pursuant to A-76
studies that involve 300 or more Full Time Equivalents (FTE). After the required OSD
review and approval, this process will be issued, as Air Force acquisition policy, for
implementation by the Major Commands (MAJCOM). Upon review and approval of
MAJCOM procedures, the AFPEO/SV may delegate management and review
responsibilities to designated officials within the MAJCOM for all services acquisitions
with a total planned dollar value of less than $100M. MAJCOM designated officials may
further delegate these authorities.

3. Applicability. The following management process is applicable to all services
acquisitions, regardless of source, with a total planned value in excess of the simplified
acquisition threshold. All services acquisitions with a total planned dollar value in excess
of $100 million, any acquisition pursuant to an A-76 study involving 300 or more FTEs,
and any services acquisition that is designated as “Special Interest” by the AFAE or the
Under Secretary of Defense Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (USD (AT&L)) shall
be acquired and managed using these procedures. USAF Major Commands (MAJCOM)
will implement a similar process for the review and approval of all services acquisitions
that exceed the simplified acquisition threshold. This process complements, rather than
supersedes, other policy or authority regarding the management, approval, or oversight of
A-76 studies.
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4. Process. The implementation of the Services Acquisition Oversight Process 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. MAJCOM s should delegate review responsibility to the lowest
levels of authority consistent with the operational impact and risks associated with
services acquisitions. Higher headquarters should review specific acquisitions when
significant variations in performance occur.

5. Review and Approval Thresholds.

a. Unless delegated by the USD (AT&L), services acquisitions exceeding a total
planned dollar value of $2 billion, or designated as special interest by the USD (AT&L)
or AFAE, are subject to pre-award control and post-award review by the USD (AT&L)
and/or the AFAE.

b. Unless delegated, services acquisitions exceeding a total planned dollar value
of $100 Million or conducted pursuant to A-76 studies involving 300 or more FTEs are
subject to pre-award control and post-award review by the AFPEO/SV.

c. Contracting Officers should include 30 days in the acquisition schedule
for each review conducted by the AFPEO/SV or AFAE and 90 days for each review
conducted by the USD (AT&L).

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 and over arching metrics should be developed by the
requiring activities, addressed in the Acquisition Plan, approved by the Acquisition
Strategy Panel (ASP), 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. Regardless of DFAR guidance an Acquisition Plan or abbreviated
Acquisition Strategy document prepared IAW appendix A of the OSD policy is required
for each services acquisition.

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 $100 million or pursuant to A-76 studies involving 300 or more FTEs
shall submit the draft acquisition plan and the draft Performance Work Statement (PWS).
or similar requirements document to the AFPEO/SV prior to scheduling the ASP and
releasing the draft Request for Proposal. Unless delegated, the AFPEO/SV serves as the
Source Selection Authority (SSA), the ASP chairman, and the Acquisition Plan Approval






Authority and shall provide formal approval of the aforementioned final documents
during the ASP process. Additionally, after the completion of source selection but prior
to contract award, the contract shall be forwarded for review and approval of the contract
management controls such as, the Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP), the
Services Delivery Schedule or similar document. 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.

c. 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. In
accordance with MAJCOM instructions the designated official shall conduct the review
to determine if the contractor successfully completed transition, is fully operational, and
is within estimated budget. Reporting requirements will be determined by the MAJCOM
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. Report and review format is determined by the
MAJCOM. As noted in paragraph 6a above, contracts and agreements with cost and
schedule variances or significant negative performance indicators should include
causative explanations and future expectations of performance.

c. All services acquisitions in excess of $100 million aré reported to and
reviewed by AFPEO/SV at the end of each year of performance. Reports will conform to
the requirements of paragraph 6a.

d. Selected contracts and agreements may be reviewed by the AFAE and USD
(AT&L).

e. 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. Inrecognition 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 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.







_1139145429.xls
Sheet1

		Month		Location				Month		Location

		Mar-04		Det 1 (21 CONS)				Sep-04		45 CONS
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MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES

DEPUTY FOR ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT, ASN(RDA)

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
(CONTRACTING), SAF/AQC

ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
(POLICY AND PROCUREMENT), ASA(ALT)

DIRECTOR, DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT AGENCY

DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT

SUBJECT: Suspension of the Price Cvaluation Adjustment for Small Disadvantaged
Businesses

Effective 30 days after the date of this memorandum, all Department of Defense (DoD)
contracting activities shall continue 10 suspend the use of the price evaluation adjustment for
small disadvantaged businesses (SDBs) in DoD procurcments, as prescribed in the Federal
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Subpart 19.11 and Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation
Supplement (DFARS) Subpart 219.11.

Subsection 2323(e) of title 10, United States Code (U.S.C.), as amended by section 801
of the Strom Thurmond Nattonal Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999 and
section 816 of the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003,
requires DoD to suspend the regulation implementing the authority to enter into a contract for a
price exceeding fair market cost if the Secretary determines at the beginning of the fiscal year
that DoD achieved the 5 percent goal established by subsection 2323(a) in the most recent
fiscal year for which data are available. Based on the most recent data for Fiscal Year 2003,
the determination was made that DoD exceeded the 5 percent goal established in 10 U.S.C.
2323(a) for contract awards to SDBs. Accordingly, use of the price evaluation adjustment
prescribed in FAR 19.11 and DFARS 219.11 is suspended for DoD.

This suspension applics to all solicitat_i,éi:;g issued from February 24, 2004, to

February 23, 2005. /%4 AALA

Deidre A. Lee
Director, Defense Procurement
and Acquisition Policy
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cc:
DSMC, Ft. Belvoir






