Contracting Policy Bulletin

October 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 - Change
Well the New Year is underway and as usual we are all hard at it once again.  We just finished hosting the 2003 Worldwide Contracting Training Conference here in Colorado Springs.  What a fantastic conference.  The facilities were great, the agenda was informative and thought provoking, and the speakers were outstanding.  I encourage each of you to visit the SAF/AQC conference web site and review the briefings to see the latest information that affects our career field.  In addition, I recommend that those that were able to attend the conference take the time to share your experience with the rest of your organization.  (I mean the briefings and speakers messages, not Judge Baldwin’s).  

One of the key messages from the conference is that of “Change”.  The way we manage our career field, both military and civilian, has recently changed.  The Force Development initiatives and the recent changes in civilian qualification criteria for promotion consideration will go a long way to improving the quality and capabilities of our workforce and ensure we are able to put the right person in the right job at the right time.  Another “Change” that has arrived is “Procurement Transformation” and all that it entails.  Efforts are well underway to revise the way we conduct business.  From the standup of commodity councils and AfeBuy.mil, to strategic sourcing, our procurement world is changing.  As Mr. Williams says, “this is real” and is happening right now.  The message is that if you thought the 1990’s had a lot of change, you ain’t seen nothing yet.  The message is not that things are broke, but we can do better.  So sit down, strap in, and hold on, because we are all about the take the ride of our lives and change the way the Air Force does business.

APDP Certification and Training Update

FY04 brings with it many new and exciting training opportunities.  However, this also means the requirements for APDP certification changed, in some cases significantly.  Individuals requiring certification, as well as supervisors, training managers, and squadron management, need to be aware of these changes and plan accordingly.  A few of the changes and other training updates are highlighted below: 

a.  Equivalency for CON 100 was not extended to military personnel as it was for CON 101.  CON 100 is now required for CON Level I, effective 16 Sep 03.  While attendance is preferred, there may be times when a fulfillment is appropriate.  See the atch'd SAF/AQC letter for more information.  Also, it should be noted the letter states CON 100 must be completed before enrolling in CON 104.  This has changed, temporarily at least, and individuals can enroll in CON 104 without having completed CON 100.  This is due to a lack of CON 100 slots for the AF caused by the increase in requirements for military members.  Be assured AF and DAU are working hard to get more CON 100 quotas.  

b.  For all certification levels, 1 or more electives are now required as part of the certification requirement.  There are numerous ways to satisfy the elective requirement.  The instructions in the DAU 2004 Catalog state:

"4 Elective(s) as agreed to by the supervisor, the elective may be any training opportunity related to the employee’s job, or necessary for career development, or for cross training.  The elective may include no-cost distance learning or other training opportunity; assignment-specific courses funded by DAU/DACM; other training opportunities funded by the student’s organization."

As a suggestion, one no cost option is to have students complete on-line training courses (distance learning).  There are at least 50 to 60 courses available through DAU and AFIT.  These courses also satisfy the continuous learning requirement.  For more information, see the article entitled "Featured Training" in this bulletin.  In addition to the AFIT link in that article, see the following link for DAU continuous learning modules:

http://clc.dau.mil/kc/no_login/portal.asp?strRedirect=LC_CIA
c.  CON 353 has replaced CON 301 and CON 333.  However, if you completed CON 333 by 30 Sep 03, Level III training requirements are satisfied even if you did not complete CON 301.  If you completed CON 301 but not CON 333, you will be required to take CON 353.  


d.  The Air Force ACQNOW CL Tracker has been deployed and is available for use to track continuous learning points.  The AF has not mandated use of the ACQNOW CL Tracker but AFSPC has made it mandatory for all acquisition personnel.  The link for the website is https://www.atrrs.army.mil/channels/acqnowcl/.  It is extremely user-friendly and patterned after the ACQNOW system used to request DAU formal training courses.  It should be noted the system does allow whole and half numbers but no other fractions are permitted.  You should already be tracking your CL points but it is even more critical to track your points using this new system beginning with FY04.  AF will pull data from this system on all of us for FY04 and 05 and report how we're doing on meeting the CL requirement (80 hours every 2 years) to DoD.  


e.  Attached are updated AFSPC/DP APDP applications.  Be sure to use these to request APDP certification through your local squadron and MPF training managers.  


f.  AFATO recently put out a call requesting FY05 DAU training requirements.  You should be getting the request from your local training office if you haven't already.  Please be proactive and submit your requirements as requested, this is very important for your folks and it's essential to help ensure DAU is postured to support your training needs. 

If you have any questions or issues on CL, training or APDP, please contact CMSgt Tom Scheetz at DSN 692-5311.
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AFSPC Policy Notes

I.  FedTeDS

FedTeDS is a web-based tool whose welcome page states that it “is an online dissemination solution designed to safeguard sensitive acquisition information for use by all Federal Agencies".  FedTeDS is still being developed.  It is an attempt to handle the FedBizOps posting of unclassified but sensitive information to the internet, while still allowing access to appropriate potential offerors.  There are still a great many issues and unanswered questions.  One big question is that the only requirement of giving a contractor access is that they be registered in CCR; however, there is no “clearance” process in registering with CCR that guarantees only friendly country vendors actually get access to this information.  While currently FedTeDS is not mandatory, it is expected that this will become a DoD mandatory solution, at some point in the future, to resolving the continued potential OPSEC and INFOSEC problems that plague internet posting of certain information, like maps, wiring diagrams, building specs, Critical Information List information, etc.  Each base has a FedTeDS POC (probably within your LGCP office) who will be your main person to contact with questions.  It should be noted that these POCs will not be able to complete their FedTeDS training until the firewall issues have been resolved, but they should be able to get their training soon.  In the meantime, we encourage to go read more about FedTeDS and the frequently asked questions at:  https://www.fedteds.gov
II.  Clarification on What Needs to be Sent in for Clearance

We had some confusion at the end of the fiscal year with a couple of bases as to what is required to be submitted for clearance.  Some of the confusion was just due to some of the confusing language within AFSPCFARS 5301.9504 that we will be working to improve.  Some of the confusion was also due to a misunderstanding of something that was said during a previous Policy Telecon.  If there is any question at all, rather than guess and hope you’re correct, call your HQ analyst and ask the question.  Really, we don’t bite!
III.  New AFLMA Financial Analysis Tool Reference Guide

AFLMA has come out with a new Financial Analysis Tool Reference Guide that is a great tool for folks who have no background in financial analysis or who need a handy refresher guide.  The great thing is that a Contracting Officer can use the information found in this guide to do a pretty good financial capability analysis of a contractor/offeror/bidder without having to wait for DCAA.  The Guide contains some basic key financial ratios (many of the same used by banks to determine loan status and by D&B to determine bond rating for companies) allowing the CO to make a financial capability assessment or overall health assessment of the business using some easily accessible and available information.  For publicly traded companies, this information is easily available as part of their yearly published financial statement required by the SEC.  Even for companies not publicly traded, most track the same or similar information and are usually willing to share this information with the Government with the understanding that this information will be treated as proprietary and sensitive information.  The web site for the tool is:  https://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pkp/misc/financial.doc
IV.  Wide Area Work Flow (WAWF) and GSA Orders

Given the restriction about adding clauses to delivery orders under GSA contracts, buyers may be concerned about how to accommodate WAWF information in their orders.  Providing the GSA basic contract includes a clause (such as FAR 52.232-37) that allows the buyer to add invoice and payment information, then for each of the delivery orders, include the WAWF information in the invoicing and payment instructions.  The information is appropriate for this area of the DO as it directly applies to invoice and payment issues.  Don't view this information as a clause that is added, it really is invoicing and payment instructions.  This will allow buyers to include the information that concerns WAWF.  NOTE:  The key is that the buyer issuing the delivery order must check the basic contract to see if the contract allows for him/her to insert invoice and payment information.
V.  Status on Latest Draft of AFSPC Checklist 64-4

Currently the checklist is going through internal review here in our office.  The expectation is to have the checklist out to the squadrons for your review and feedback at some point during the first half of November.  The goal is to have the checklist finalized, signed and ready for implementation beginning in January 2004.

VI.  New DPAP Memo on the Applicability of JWOD and RSA

There has always been confusion and conflict regarding the applicability of the Javits-Wagner-O’Day (JWOD) Program and Randolph-Sheppard Act (RSA) when it comes to contracting for the operation of vending facilities.  On 10 Oct 03, Ms. Dee Lee, Director, Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy (DPAP), issued a memo clarifying which of these takes precedence, if the acquisition is for a Committee listed service, in light of a provision in the FAR requiring “contracting officers to give effect to both statutory schemes in the same procurement.”  If this situation applies to one of your contracts/acquisitions, you are highly encouraged to read the memo (see the link below).  The bottom line is “solicitations for the operation of vending facilities must contain a contract requirement that the prime contractor subcontract with JWOD for any JWOD listed product or service.”  So, if the vending operations are on the Committee list, then you would still do a competitive solicitation with a requirement for the prime to directly subcontract the JWOD listed service with a JWOD vendor.  This gives the RSA vendor an opportunity to compete and the Government still meets its JWOD obligations.

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/Docs/Applicability of the Javits-Wagner-O%27Day (JWOD) Program and the  Randolph-Sheppard (RS) Act.pdf
VII.  DFARS Case 2002-D024, Interim Rule to Establish Approval Requirements for Contract and Task Order for Services

On 1 Oct 03, the DoD issued and interim rule (see link below) to amend the DFARS to implement Section 801(b) of the National Defense Authorization Act for FY02 (P.L. 107-107).  The rule prohibits the acquisition of services through the use of a DoD contract or task order that is not performance based, or through any contract or task order that is awarded by any agency other than DoD, unless certain approval requirements are met.  The following are the proposed changes to the DFARS:

SUBPART 237.1—SERVICE CONTRACTS—GENERAL

237.170-1  Scope.

This section—


(a)  Implements 10 U.S.C. 2330; and


(b)  Applies to services acquired for DoD, regardless of whether the services are acquired through—



(1)  A DoD contract or task order; or



(2)  A contract or task order awarded by an agency other than DoD.

237.170-2  Prohibition on acquisition of services.

Unless approval is obtained in accordance with 237.170-3, do not acquire services through use of a contract or task order that—


(a)  Is not performance based; or


(b)  Is awarded by an agency other than DoD.

237.170-3  Approval requirements.


(a)  Acquisition of services through a DoD contract or task order that is not performance based.



(1)  For acquisitions at or below $50,000,000, obtain the approval of the official designated by the department or agency.



(2)  For acquisitions exceeding $50,000,000, obtain the approval of the senior procurement executive. 


(b)  Acquisition of services through any contract or task order awarded by an agency other than DoD.  Obtain approval in accordance with department or agency procedures.

Based upon the language within the background of the interim rule, the expectation appears to be that these “agency procedures” will be defined within the “Management and Oversight of Acquisition of Services Process” (MOASP) document that each DoD agency has developed.  The AF MOASP was developed and is maintained by the AFPEO/SV offices.  The current AFSPC MOASP is only in draft form and has not yet been formally approved by the AFPEO/SV.  While both of these documents do not establish an approval process specifically for those efforts acquired using sources other than DoD sources, they do state that the AF/AFSPC MOASP applies to all services acquisitions greater than the simplified acquisition threshold, “regardless of the source”.  It is not anticipated that this will impact acquiring services from the GSA Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) because the local contracting office issues the task/delivery order; however, this may have implications on all Economy Act and Federal Technology Schedule (FTS) acquisitions.  This, along with the work that is starting at the SAF/AQC and SAF/FM level regarding Contracting’s involvement in reviewing MIPRs, will probably drive some changes in the future; however, for now we will continue as we have been until more information is received with regards to what the designated “agency procedures” will be.                    http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/dars/fedregs/2002d024i.txt
VIII.  New Lessons Learned with the PEO Office

Attached are the lessons learned from a recent Competitive Range Briefing.  Some sample slides, including some detailed note pages, have also been developed and will be posted to the AFSPC Contracting web site by 6 Nov 03.  The Lessons learned should be used in conjunction with the slides when putting a Competitive Range Briefing together for an AFPEO/SV acquisition.                      

[image: image5.wmf]PEO Lessons 

Learned

Special thanks go out to Mark Cruz and Tracie O’Donovan, 21 CONS, for their help in putting together the Lessons Learned and the sample slides.

Important Labor Announcement

A new "one-stop" site for on-line Service Contract Act (SCA) and Davis-Bacon Act (DBA) wage determinations has been established.  This was a collaborative effort by the Military Services, OMB, and several other Federal Agencies.  This process replaces the current "Wage Determination On Line" website for obtaining SCA Area Wage Determinations and DBA General Wage Determinations. 

The Big Changes: No SF98/98 form is required at any time for most downloads.  CBA-based WDs will be available on-line in addition to standard area wage determinations (WDs). Non-standard WDs for such services as "Elevator Maintenance" and "HHG Packing-Crating & Moving-Storage" will be linked to the Department of Labor's "E-98"  program for obtaining these unique WDs. 

The website also has links to Agency regulations (e.g., FAR, DFARS, AFFARS), DOL's website, Agency labor points of contact, and many other related websites.  Access to this new website is not restricted. This was developed so that it would be an open system and the general public could access it. 

Your Contracting personnel should start using the new system now.  It was built to be "user friendly", but we realize that any newly developed system can not be foolproof.  Therefore, if people have questions please have them call their cognizant Air Force Labor Advisors who can provide assistance.  Likewise, if Air Force users have ideas for improvements in the system they should pass those on to the Air Force Labor Advisors. 

Access WDOL.GOV at:  http://www.wdol.gov/
When accessing the site, users should "refresh" regularly as edits are still being made.  Also, don't earmark past the home page - that's where major news will be posted.

Featured Training

Starting this month, an online training course will be featured in the policy bulletin.  The featured course article will include a brief course synopsis and information for where and how you can access the training.  These courses provide a great opportunity to earn points toward the continuous learning requirements of DAWIA.  If you think that the featured training doesn’t apply to you in your current job, think broader.  Professional development includes branching out to learn contracting and related topics outside of the margins of the requirements of your current job performance.  

This month’s featured training is QMT 110 - Price Analysis Methods.  The course presents the hierarchy of Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) price analysis methods and includes information on performance-based payments. The material is reinforced by real-world examples, Inspector General findings, and interactive exercises.  

The course length is 27 days, but this is a maximum number of days that students have to complete the course.  Actual progress is self-paced and can be completed in a day or two of focused time.  

To access the Price Analysis Methods course or other courses, please visit https://www.vsh.afit.edu/VirtSchool/homepage/mainframe.htm and apply for a logon.  From there, just click on “Register” from the icons on the left hand side of the screen.  The rest of the registration process is pretty self-explanatory but 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.  
Spotlight on 50th Contracting Squadron, Schriever AFB CO
End-of-Year Closeout                by Joe Mason/Larry Davis (LGCP)

As we all know, the end of a fiscal year in contracting is the time to kick back, put our feet on the desk, relax and informally reminisce with our FM counterparts about the stresses and confusions of prior year closes!  Sound unrealistic and bizarre?  It happened at about 2347 on 30 Sep 2003 at Schriever AFB.

In mid-June, FM and Contracting met to develop just such a low stress, flowing year-end process.  FM established a “war room” which was to be staffed during the last week of the year by FM, Contracting, DFAS and ALO.  Contracting and FM began working with customer organizations early in the summer to identify potential year-end requirements and opportunities.  They were asked to submit their requirements packages earlier than normal to allow Contracting to determine executability.  These requirements included unfunded requirements for infrastructure, quality of life projects and mission support.  Priorities for the unfundeds were established and approved by the Wing CC.  Contracting then worked the packages up to the point of award for the top 65 projects.  Several contracting officers received GPC cards on a separate FM account for fallout money, to be used on last minute AFWAY IT buys.  These unfunded requirements were also worked to the point of award in the AFWAY system.

As the war room moved into full operation during the final week and as funds became available, Contracting began awarding contracts.  The ALO committed the funds and DFAS obligated the funds all within the “war room” and within a matter of hours.  FM had created a “dynamic check book” database that allowed them to track each step in the process for all 

50 SW Form 9’s and MIPRs, and to view within seconds the impact of each decision on available funds.  This process worked so smoothly that 50 CONS/50 FM were able to award, commit, and obligate funds on a last hour construction contract within 37 minutes of the “go” decision.

With the war room staffed continually with all the right players, as actions were delayed or changed by the requiring activity, RA or others, decisions were made quickly to avoid roadblocks and keep the process flowing.

As the year came to a close, Schriever AFB had committed over $9M in year-end dollars in support of the 50 Space Wing and tenant organization’s missions.  Through advanced planning, well thought out processes and excellent teamwork, the stress normally associated with year-end activities was drastically reduced.
SAF/AQC "What's New" in Air Force Contracting"

I.  TOPIC: Priority for APDP Certification Training
LINK:
Priority for Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP) Certification Training, SAF/AQC Memorandum, 15 Oct 03 
SUMMARY: This policy memo defines our priorities for APDP certification courses and provides position-coding instructions for intern positions to ensure that each 1102 has appropriate access to training
II.  TOPIC:  Reporting Contract Performance Outside the U.S.
LINK:  OSD-ATL Message, 16 OCT 03
SUMMARY:  This is a message from the Director of Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy (DPAP) regarding the DFARS 252.225-7004 requirement for defense contractors to report contract performance outside the United States.  Likelihood of receiving many reports for contracts within AFSPC is probably limited, but please note: 
Reporting under this clause is required for- 

(1) Contracts exceeding $10 million in value, when any part that exceeds $500,000 in value could be performed inside the United States or Canada, but will be performed outside the United States and Canada. If the Contractor submitted the information with its offer, the Contractor need not resubmit the information unless it changes; and

(2) Contracts exceeding $500,000 in value, when any part that exceeds the simplified acquisition threshold in Part 2 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation will be performed outside the United States, unless-

(i) A foreign place of performance is the principal place of performance; and

(ii) The Contractor indicated the foreign place of performance in the Place of Performance provision of its offer.

Miscellaneous
I.  Kudo's
The 2003 AF Worldwide Contracting Training Conference held 20-24 Oct 03 was hosted by AFSPC/PK.  Feedback indicates it was a resounding success.  As you can imagine, there were a significant number of people involved performing a wide range of duties ranging from airport reception, drivers, DV escorts, and hotel registration to printing, graphics, audio/video setup and running the operations center.  We appreciate the help of all those involved, it couldn't have succeeded without you! There are several key people who worked on putting this together for months and they should be recognized as well.  A heartfelt thanks goes to the following key personnel:

Maj Josie Quiroz (HQ AFSPC/PKP)

Capt Shawn Beauchamp (21 CONS)

Mr. Earl Brewster (50 CONS)

Maj Ron Story (HQ AFSPC/PKM)

Maj Mark Bennett (HQ AFSPC/PKM)

Mr. Robert Yeske (21 CONS (Computer Support))

Mr. Gary Thomas (21 SCS/SCS (Audio))

SSgt Mark Loring (HQ AFSPC CSS/SCOVA (Graphics))

Ms. Terry Schooley (HQ AFSPC/PKP)

II.  Implementation of DoD TPN
Attached is a memo co-signed by Ms. Lee and Ms. Boutelle regarding the implementation of the DoD Trading Partner Number (TPN) for intra-governmental transactions.  The nine-character TPN for DoD requiring and selling activities is the letters "DOD" plus the activity's DoD Activity Address Code (DoDAAC).  As some Federal Agencies are already piloting the new Federal processes for conducting intra-governmental transactions, your activities are receiving requests today for their TPN's.  In many cases, other agencies are asking for DUNS numbers, because that is what the civilian agencies use as their TPN's.  Because of this confusion, DoD wanted to provide this guidance as soon as possible.

Also see attachments below for the latest guidance on Vendor notification of Wide Area Workflow – Receiving and Acceptance and Sustainment of the Standard Procurement System.

	
	[image: image6.wmf]Implem of DoD TPN


	[image: image7.wmf]CON 100 AQC Ltr 

16SEP03


	[image: image8.wmf]CON APDP Checklist


	


III.  GEODDS and PARCS

Congratulations to the Ground-Based Electro-Optical Deep Space Surveillance System (GEODSS) Team for the $26.5M award announced on 31 July 2003 and the Perimeter Acquisition Radar Attack Characterization System (PARCS) Team for the $37.7M award announced 14 October 2003.  Special congrats to Frank Zacharias - Contracting Officer on BOTH best value source selections that ran concurrently!
IV.  Updated Checklists/Guide and FAR/DFARS Notification Updates
a. The following checklists were revised and are now available from our web site.   

(1) Past Performance Checklist  

(2) L&M Checklist 

(3) Acquisition Plan Checklist

(4) Technical Evaluation Checklist

(5) Price Negotiation Memorandum (PNM) Checklist (FINAL DRAFT)

(6) AFSPC/PKP Checklist for Review of Solicitations

b.  A new Justification and Approval (J&A) Checklist was created.

c.  The above checklists can be accessed at the following web site:

https://www.peterson.af.mil/hqafspc/contracting/checklistindex.htm
d.  The Contract Pricing and Unsolicited Proposal Guide in Part 15 of our toolkit was revised.  The guide now states that the PNM will not be identified as an AFSPC Form 25.   This document can be accessed at the following web site under the heading entitled "GUIDANCE":

https://www.peterson.af.mil/hqafspc/contracting/part15.htm
e.  FAR clause 52.225-13, Restrictions on Certain Foreign Purchases, OCT 2003 depicted in FAC 2001-16, Item VII, which will be effective October 31, 2003, will replace the DFARS Class Deviation (DAR Tracking Number 2003-O0003, dated June 25, 2003).  Double check your solicitations to ensure the Standard Procurement System (SPS) has made the necessary change for all solicitations issued on or after October 31, 2003.  

f.  Speaking about FAC 2001-16, there were numerous changes in this and there were two effective dates (October 1 and October 31).  Suggest if you have not subscribed to the FAR News that you register to receive the latest changes to the FAR as they occur.  The following web site will allow you to enter your e-mail address and register for these changes (just click on "Subscribe to FAR News") .   http://www.arnet.gov/far/
g.  The same applies for DFARS changes (just click on "Subscribe to News Alert -- DFARS").  The web site for DFARS changes is: http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/dars/
h.  There is still some confusion as to the requirement of the checklists 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 contracting personnel can use to make their document better.  These checklists are not mandatory for use; however, these checklists are the TOOLS that HQ AFSPC/PK personnel will be using to review Solicitation Packages, Request for Clearance, Modification Packages and any other documents 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, Modification or any other file prior to being sent to HQ AFSPC/PK for review and approval.  Questions concerning the above items may be directed to Luther H. Haas.

V.  Contracts Evaluated under the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS)
Just a reminder all new contracts (meeting the thresholds below), which have been recently awarded, have to be registered within 30 days of contract award into the CPARS (services, systems, info technology and ops support contracts).  Please see your Wing CPARS focal point for access and instructions on the CPARS.

The thresholds are: 
>$1M for services and info technology contracts




>$5M for systems and ops support

VI.  Construction and Architect-Engineer (A-E) Evaluations
Construction and A-E services contracts (greater than $500k and $25k, respectively) which have been completed recently need to have evaluations completed no later than 120 days after the end of the project.  These are input on the DD2626 and DD2631 (by Civil Engineering and provided to CONS) into the Construction Contractor Appraisal Support System (CCASS) and Architect-Engineering Contract Administration System Support (ACASS) evaluation systems.

…and don’t forget that if you have a construction project built from a contracted A-E design that you must do a secondary evaluation on the construction of that A-E design in ACASS also.

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. 

EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS

Matter of:   Preferred Systems Solutions, Inc. 
File:            B-292322; B-292322.2; B-292322.3 
Date:              August 25, 2003 
1.  Under procurement that gave technical factors more importance than cost, source selection decision selecting the low-priced, technically-inferior proposal as the best value, instead of the protester’s higher-priced, higher-rated proposal, was not reasonably based, where the agency did not reasonably explain why the benefits associated with the evaluated technical superiority of the protester’s proposal were not worth the price premium and where the source selection authority was not aware of the actual differences in costs that would be incurred under the competing proposals. 
2.  Protest that agency misevaluated proposals under a subfactor which contemplated a qualitative evaluation is sustained where the proposals received the same ratings, even though the supporting narrative indicated that there should be differences in the ratings.

Matter of:   Cybernet Systems Corporation 
File:            B-292600 
Date:              September 30, 2003 
Agency reasonably rejected the protester’s proposal as technically unacceptable where the firm failed to provide in its proposal required hardware and third-party software certifications.

Matter of:   D.N. American, Inc. 
File:            B-292557 
Date:              September 25, 2003 
 1.  Agency’s use of color coded scoring methodology was unobjectionable, where color scheme was consistent with, and directly correlated to, the solicitation’s stated evaluation criteria; scoring methodology, unlike evaluation factors, need not be disclosed. 
2.  In a best value procurement, agency reasonably selected higher technically rated and lower priced proposal for award, where evaluation is consistent with the solicitation’s stated evaluation criteria and agency’s conclusions are reasonably based. 
3.  Protest that agency failed to conduct adequate discussions is denied, where record shows that agency reasonably discussed with protester areas of significant concern. 

Matter of:   MacAulay-Brown, Inc. 
File:            B-292515; B-292515.2 
Date:              September 30, 2003 
1.  Where protester’s primary proposal was to hire incumbent staff, and it proposed higher salary rates but lower total compensation than the incumbent contractor, agency reasonably evaluated proposal as posing moderate risk based on potential inability to hire significant portion of incumbent workforce. 
2.  Agency satisfied requirement to conduct meaningful discussions by communicating evaluators’ concerns with the protester’s ability to recruit/retain the incumbent workforce, thus leading the protester into the area of its proposal needing improvement.  
3.  Agency’s failure to adjust awardee’s evaluated most probable cost upward to reflect awardee’s proposed lowering of current salary rates and proposed low escalation rate was reasonable where agency fully considered these features of awardee’s cost proposal and concluded that they were achievable and represented reasonable exercise of management control given current employment market conditions. 
4.  Cost/technical tradeoff was reasonable where source selection authority considered technical distinctions between competing proposals and specifically determined that higher technically rated proposal represented best value despite higher cost.

Matter of:   Beautify Professional Services Corporation 
File:            B-291954.3 
Date:              October 6, 2003 
Protest of the award to a firm with a higher past performance rating and a higher price is sustained where the source selection authority ignored the protester’s significantly lower price and, as a result, failed to justify the payment of a substantial price premium.

SET-ASIDES

Matter of:   Global Solutions Network, Inc. 
File:            B-292568 
Date:              October 3, 2003 
Agency’s determination not to set aside procurement for Historically Underutilized Business Zone (HUBZone) businesses was reasonably based on the agency’s determination that it did not expect to receive proposals from at least two responsible HUBZone firms capable of satisfying this solicitation’s particular requirements at fair market prices. 

Matter of:   Enola-Caddell JV 
File:            B-292387.2; B-292387.4 
Date:              September 12, 2003 
 1.  Protester was not prejudiced by downgrading of its technical evaluation rating from excellent to good where, based on its higher price, it would not have been in line for award even had it received technical rating of excellent. 
2.  Pursuant to Small Business Administration guidance, small business that is not a HUBZone small business cannot benefit from application of the HUBZone price evaluation preference to gain the award of a contract.

Matter of:   Carmon Construction, Inc. 
File:            B-292387; B-292387.3 
Date:              September 5, 2003 
Agency properly awarded contract to large business offeror with higher evaluated price than that of protester, a Historically Underutilized Business Zone small business concern, where request for proposals provided for award on a “best value” basis and agency determined that technical superiority of awardee’s proposal outweighed price differential.

PAST PERFORMANCE

  
Matter of:   American Artisan Productions, Inc. 
File:            B-292559; B-292559.2 
Date:              October 7, 2003 
1.  Where solicitation instructed offerors to submit past performance references for projects similar in size, complexity and nature to the contract being awarded and indicated that past performance would be evaluated based on performance of work similar in nature to that required by the solicitation, the agency reasonably downgraded protester’s proposal for not identifying project references that were comparable in dollar value to that of the requirement solicited. 
2.  Because solicitation provided that the agency would evaluate the quality and workmanship of samples of museum exhibit work completed by offerors’ proposed personnel, it was reasonable for the agency to consider the aesthetic quality of the work samples submitted by the offerors. 
3.  Contracting agency reasonably concluded that awardee’s use of a subcontractor which had participated in the development of the solicitation’s specifications did not present an organizational conflict of interest because the subcontractor had worked only on design aspects of the specifications, more than one contractor was involved in preparing the specifications, and the subcontractor was not in a position to draft specifications favoring its own products.       

Matter of:   Leach Management Consulting Corporation 
File:            B-292493.2 
Date:              October 3, 2003 
1.  Where evaluation report stated both that protester’s lack of federal government experience was a weakness (erroneously) and that government experience was a strength (correctly), but record shows that source selection authority did not downgrade proposal based on the erroneous statement, there is no basis for questioning the award. 
2.  Protest challenging evaluation of protester’s proposal is denied where record shows that agency evaluated proposal in accordance with the solicitation criteria, and that its conclusions were reasonable. 

Matter of:   Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 
File:            B-292476 
Date:              October 1, 2003 
1.  Protest challenging agency’s evaluation of the protester’s and awardee’s past performance, which found the two firms had essentially equal past performance, is sustained, where the agency did not consider awardee’s record of integrity and business ethics, as required by the solicitation, and the record raises serious concerns that awardee may have problems in this area, and where agency did not document its assessment of protester’s past performance, despite the fact that solicitation provided for qualitative assessment of offerors’ past performance. 
2.  Contracting officer’s affirmative determination of the awardee’s responsibility is not reasonably based where, despite having general awareness of misconduct by some of awardee’s principals and parent company, the contracting officer did not obtain sufficient information about or consider the awardee’s record of integrity and business ethics in making his responsibility determination. 

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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Date of Request

		MEMORANDUM FOR

		HQ AFSPC/DPPE


150 Vandenberg Street, Suite 1105


Peterson AFB, Colorado  80914-4450


(Attn:  Mr. Ray Baldner) 



		

		



		FROM:

		



		

		



		

		



		

		





		SUBJECT:

		Application for Certification in the Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP), Production, Quality and Manufacturing





1.  IAW DoD 5000.52M, request Acquisition Professional Development Level XXX certification.  The attached documentation reflects the requirements I have completed to qualify for certification.


2.  Please address any questions to me at DSN XXX-XXXX, Comm:  (XXX)XXX-XXXX, FAX DSN XXX-XXXX.

Name








Duty Title

Attachments:


1.  Completed APDP Certification Requirements Worksheet


2.  Acquisition Career Management SURF for verification of acquisition coded experience


     (https://acms.afpc.randolph.af.mil/)


3.  Copy of Certification Certificate for Previous Level (If Applicable)


4.  Copies of Documentation Required for Certification not Reflected in SURF (e.g. Copies of 


     Course Completion Certificates)


Endorsement by Supervisor (With Complete Mailing Address)


Production, Quality, and Manufacturing


APDP CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS WORKSHEET


Circle One:

LEVEL I


LEVEL II


LEVEL III


		NAME:  

		GRADE:  



		SSAN:  

		ORGANIZATION:  





MANDATORY


1.  Training

Level I


		COURSE

		COURSE TITLE

		DATES



		ACQ 101

		Fundamentals of Systems Acquisition Management (BU5)

		



		PQM 101

		Production, Quality and Manufacturing Fundamentals (BU2)

		





Level II


		COURSE

		COURSE TITLE

		DATES



		ACQ 201

		(Parts A and B) Intermediate Systems Acquisition (JHA)

		



		PQM 201

		(Parts A and B) Intermediate Production, Quality and Manufacturing (BU3)

		





Level III


		COURSE

		COURSE TITLE

		DATES



		PQM 301

		Advanced Production, Quality and Manufacturing (HV2)

		





2.  Experience 
(Coded APDP Experience as Reflected on SURF)



               Check


		Level I

		1 year of correctly coded acquisition experience in manufacturing, production, or quality assurance

		



		Level II

		2 years of correctly coded acquisition experience in manufacturing, production, or quality assurance

		



		Level III

		4 years of correctly coded acquisition experience in manufacturing, production, or quality assurance

		





Equivalencies


Several training providers offer courses that have been certified equivalent to DAU curriculum courses. For current information on equivalencies, go to http://www.dau.mil/learning/appg.asp.


Effective 1 October 2003
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Date of Request

		MEMORANDUM FOR

		HQ AFSPC/DPPE


150 Vandenberg Street, Suite 1105


Peterson AFB, Colorado  80914-4450


(Attn:  Mr. Ray Baldner) 



		

		



		FROM:

		



		

		



		

		



		

		





		SUBJECT:

		Application for Certification in the Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP), Contracting





1.  IAW DoD 5000.52M, request Acquisition Professional Development Level XXX certification.  The attached documentation reflects the requirements I have completed to qualify for certification.


2.  Please address any questions to me at DSN XXX-XXXX, Comm:  (XXX)XXX-XXXX, FAX DSN XXX-XXXX.

Name








Duty Title

Attachments:


1.  Completed APDP Certification Requirements Worksheet


2.  Acquisition Career Management SURF for verification of acquisition coded experience


     (https://acms.afpc.randolph.af.mil/)


3.  Copy of Certification Certificate for Previous Level (If Applicable)


4.  Copies of Documentation Required for Certification not Reflected in SURF (e.g. Copies of 


     Course Completion Certificates)


Endorsement by Supervisor (With Complete Mailing Address)


Contracting 


APDP CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS WORKSHEET


Circle One:

LEVEL I


LEVEL II


LEVEL III




		NAME:  

		GRADE:  



		SSAN:  

		ORGANIZATION:  





MANDATORY


1.  Training

Level I


		COURSE

		COURSE TITLE

		DATES



		CON 100

		Shaping Smart Business Arrangements (JHE)

		



		CON 101

		Basics of Contracting (BDQ)

		



		CON 104

		(Parts A and B) Principles of Contract Pricing (BDR)

		



		1 Elective 1

		Identify Elective Here - 

		





Level II


		COURSE

		COURSE TITLE

		DATES



		CON 202

		Intermediate Contracting (PGE)

		



		CON 204

		Intermediate Contract Pricing (BU6)

		



		CON 210

		Government Contract Law (BDP)

		



		Elective 1 1

		Identify Elective Here - 

		



		Elective 2 1

		Identify Elective Here - 

		





Level III


		COURSE

		COURSE TITLE

		DATES



		CON 353

		Advanced Contracting (JHI)

		



		Elective 1 1

		Identify Elective Here - 

		



		Elective 2 1

		Identify Elective Here - 

		



		

		If by Sep 30, 2003, CON 333 had been completed but not CON 301, then the Level III Contracting DAWIA certification requirements are satisfied.  If CON 301 has been completed, but not CON 333 by Sep 30, 2003, then CON 353 must be completed for certification.  CON 301 fulfills the new DAWIA Level III Contracting certification training requirement to complete two electives.

		



		CON 301

		Executive Contracting (BB3) IF APPLICABLE TO ABOVE STATEMENT

		



		CON 333

		Management for Contracting Supervisors (BU7) IF APPLICABLE TO ABOVE STATEMENT

		





2.  Experience 
(Coded APDP Experience as Reflected on SURF)



               Check


		Level I

		1 year of correctly coded contracting acquisition experience

		



		Level II

		2 years of correctly coded contracting acquisition experience 

		



		Level III

		4 years of correctly coded contracting acquisition experience

		





3.  Education (If level I has already been awarded, this section is N/A.  Atch copy of Level I certification)


		Degree

		Major

		Graduation Dates



		Baccalaureate

		

		



		Masters

		

		



		

		OR

		



		24 Sem. Hrs.

		Accounting, law, business, finance, contracts, purchasing, economics, industrial management, marketing, quantitative methods, organization and management  (attach official transcripts or appropriate documentation to validate 24 sem hrs in business if not reflected on other attached documentation, e.g. a SURF.  Not required if you hold a degree that’s reflected in your SURF.

		YES   NO



		

		OR

		



		Grandfather

		10 years acquisition coded experience as of 1 Oct 1991

		YES   NO





1 (Elective(s) as agreed to by the supervisor, the elective may be any training opportunity related to the employee’s job, or necessary for career development, or for cross training.  The elective may include no-cost distance learning or other training opportunity; assignment-specific courses funded by DAU/DACM; other training opportunities funded by the student’s organization.)


Equivalencies


Several training providers offer courses that have been certified equivalent to DAU curriculum courses. For current information on equivalencies, go to http://www.dau.mil/learning/appg.asp.


Effective 1 October 2003





_1129098739.doc
PEO Lessons Learned


These are the lessons learned resulting from a recent Competitive Range Briefing.  Be sure to also use/consider the sample slides found on the AFSPC Contracting web site, including the slide note pages (be sure to scroll down on the note pages to make sure you see everything).



a.  Do NOT present the offerors in a specific order.  The order of presentation of the offerors should be entirely random.  Make sure you state this specifically or actually include a statement on the slide when the list of offerors is being presented.



b.  When presenting strengths/deficiencies/weaknesses/inadequacies, present the strongest strength and greatest or worst deficiency/weakness/inadequacy first.



c.  Make sure the language on the slide actually explains to someone who is not familiar with the proposals and/or the function/requirements why something is a deficiency, inadequacy, strength, etc.  Be explicit in your explanation and don’t assume that all members understand what you mean.  NOTE:  If you have to add information to the slide during the briefing to explain “why”, there is not enough info on the slide to make your case for the evaluation rating.




(1)  Make sure  the language actually reads like a deficiency, an inadequacy, a strength, etc.  For example, the words “Proposal appears to only provide . . .” reads like an inadequacy versus the words “Proposal fails to . . .” reads like a deficiency.  The write-up of a deficiency should be reflective of the definition of a deficiency (failure to meet a material aspect of the requirement) and specifically reflect that material aspect or requirement the offeror failed to meet.




(2)  Highlight during the presentation which strength(s), inadequacy(s), weakness(es), etc. are actually driving the color and proposal risk rating.  If not emphasized enough in paragraph b. above, it should be at least the first one (strength, deficiency weakness, etc.) driving the color/risk rating.



d.  Break ENs down to a single point or smallest element of an issue.  So, you may have multiple ENs for a single larger issue.  This makes ENs easier for the contractors to address the issues and to close-out/evaluate the ENs without creating a need for subsequent rounds of EN releases.



e.  Be specific in the bullets and don’t use generic language, like “Solution parts list conflicts”.  Should explain what about the list conflicts with what. 



f.  Don’t downgrade an offeror in two different factors for the same issue.



g.  Give paper copies of the following to the SSA/SSAC for the presentation:  Briefing slides, appropriate parts of Section L & M and a listing of the rating definitions (color, risk, relevancy confidence, etc.).  Have paper copies of the following available during the presentation to refer to just in case:  SSET/PRAG evaluation worksheets, proposals, ENs and solicitation.



h.  Clarification ENs, whether it is something that would help determine if the offeror stays in the Competitive Range or not, should  be sent up early to give Mr. Beyland for approval to release prior to the actual briefing.



i.  Give offerors the color rating that they have as a result of the initial evaluation.  If you have sufficient information to give them a red rating, then give the offeror a red rating, despite some missing information.  For example, the offeror may have included or not included some information that you are sure they didn’t or did mean to based on some information they included in their cost proposal; however, that information or lack of information results in a deficiency and makes them red.  Even though there is a clear conflict between the proposals or they forgot to address something, don’t give the offeror a yellow until they clear up the information, give them a red.  This puts the offeror on alert that if they don’t address this inconsistency, then they know what their rating will be.  If there is some missing information such that there truly is not enough to give the offeror a rating, then you need to give them a yellow.



j.  General statements/concerns made by Mr. Beyland:




(1)  In general, if an offeror has a deficiency, then they should be rated red.  One deficiency can make an offeror red, it is not a cumulative decision.  




(2)  In general, when an offeror has a red rating, Mr. Beyland would expect to see a high proposal risk rating.  If these do not occur, then you need to address in the slides why this is not the case.




(3)  If a contractor does not address a required area, then most likely, it is a “deficiency” and a red rating.  If the contractor acknowledges the requirement, but the approach was not adequate or they covered some aspects, but not all of the solution, then possibly it should be considered an “inadequacy” or “significant weakness” with a rating of yellow.




(4)  Every deficiency, inadequacy, significant weakness and weakness should have at least one EN.  Mr. Beyland may ask about how some ENs are worded if the statement in the slide is not clear.


k.  If the offeror has proposed a different approach that the SSET has not seen before, then be sure to work with the PRAG to try to find out whether they have in fact done it before and how well did they perform out using that approach.  It is also a good opportunity to check up on facts as to how much more performance or cost savings an offeror can give you using a certain approach because they have done it before.  Mr. Beyland is a big proponent of using information and sharing information between all of the evaluation teams (SSET, PRAG and Cost/Price) for reasons like this.



l.  For past performance, explain how you got your confidence assessment.  




(1)  Be sure to specifically address any anomalies when they have an impact to the overall assessment.  For example, on a team of contractors, all of them either have no relevant or only slightly relevant experience in a certain area except for one team member and the PRAG has given the offeror group high confidence for that past performance subfactor.  As it turns out, that one team member is the original equipment manufacturer and one of their primary responsibilities on this acquisition will be to provide overall maintenance for this highly sensitive equipment, which requires special certification training and, as a result, has a limited labor pool to support.  This would be an anomaly worth addressing.




(2)  Also, be sure to fully explain confidence assessment where straight number crunching of the individual citation ratings doesn’t easily result in the PRAG’s overall assessment rating.  The example above also works for this.



m.  Include in the “Overall Approach” section of the briefing those things that are noteworthy or worth mentioning but not something we said we would specifically give evaluation credit for in Section M (e.g. no phase-in cost).



n.  Bottom line:  The key is to have the charts answering “WHY” and support that answer with detailed narratives.


o.  Samples of questions asked during this specific Competitive Range Briefing:


· Did the Task Order give the offerors enough information to properly scope and bid this contract?


· Did you meet with the potential offerors to discuss the Task Order requirements?


· Did you assess that each offeror/team proposed the right skill mix for their proposed approach?


· Was the proposed skill mix significantly different from the government estimate?


· Was it their approach or our expectation that drove a strength or weakness?


· If the contactor states that they plan to retain incumbent personnel, what level of confidence/proof do we have?


· How does the offeror propose to handle surge requirements?


· Did the past performance volumes state which contractor will be doing which tasks?


· Were all critical areas covered by performance of the prime of their core team?


· Were past performance questionnaires sent to POC for “citations” found on CPARS?


· What has been the history per year for work under the current contract to the FRP estimated cost and ceiling?


· How many people currently work on the current contract?


· What is the average fully burden rate per hour incurred under the current contract?


· How do you plan to capture no cost offers?


· Where is current performance taking place?


· Why are there differences in FTEs and how were they evaluated?
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Date of Request

		MEMORANDUM FOR

		HQ AFSPC/DPPE


150 Vandenberg Street, Suite 1105


Peterson AFB, Colorado  80914-4450


(Attn:  Mr. Ray Baldner) 



		

		



		FROM:

		



		

		



		

		



		

		





		SUBJECT:

		Application for Certification in the Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP), Purchasing





1.  IAW DoD 5000.52M, request Acquisition Professional Development Level XXX certification.  The attached documentation reflects the requirements I have completed to qualify for certification.


2.  Please address any questions to me at DSN XXX-XXXX, Comm:  (XXX)XXX-XXXX, FAX DSN XXX-XXXX.

Name








Duty Title

Attachments:


1.  Completed APDP Certification Requirements Worksheet


2.  Acquisition Career Management SURF for verification of acquisition coded experience


     (https://acms.afpc.randolph.af.mil/)


3.  Copy of Certification Certificate for Previous Level (If Applicable)


4.  Copies of Documentation Required for Certification not Reflected in SURF (e.g. Copies of 


     Course Completion Certificates)


Endorsement by Supervisor (With Complete Mailing Address)


Purchasing


APDP CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS WORKSHEET


Circle One:

LEVEL I


LEVEL II


LEVEL III


		NAME:  

		GRADE:  



		SSAN:  

		ORGANIZATION:  





MANDATORY


1.  Training

Level I


		COURSE

		COURSE TITLE

		DATES



		CON 100

		Shaping Smart Business Arrangements (JHE)

		



		CON 101

		Basics of Contracting (BDQ)

		



		CON 237

		Simplified Acquisition Procedures (PAS)

		



		Elective 1 1

		Identify Elective Here - 

		





Level II


		COURSE

		COURSE TITLE

		DATES



		CON 202

		Intermediate Contracting (PGE)

		



		Elective 1 1

		Identify Elective Here - 

		



		Elective 2 1

		Identify Elective Here - 

		





Level III


		COURSE

		COURSE TITLE

		DATES



		N/A

		No Additional Requirements Beyond Level II

		





2.  Experience 
(Coded APDP Experience as Reflected on SURF)



               Check


		Level I

		1 year of correctly coded purchasing acquisition experience

		



		Level II

		2 years of correctly coded purchasing acquisition experience 

		



		Level III

		3 years of correctly coded purchasing acquisition experience

		





1 (Elective(s) as agreed to by the supervisor, the elective may be any training opportunity related to the employee’s job, or necessary for career development, or for cross training.  The elective may include no-cost distance learning or other training opportunity; assignment-specific courses funded by DAU/DACM; other training opportunities funded by the student’s organization.)


Equivalencies


Several training providers offer courses that have been certified equivalent to DAU curriculum courses. For current information on equivalencies, go to http://www.dau.mil/learning/appg.asp.


Effective 1 October 2003
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