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FOREWORD

Several recent reviews of the A-76 process have resulted in recommendations to improve the process.  One of the recommendations was to provide clearer, more detailed Section L and M language in Requests for Proposals (RFPs) for both industry/Interservice Support Agreement (ISSA) offerors and the Government Most Efficient Organization (MEO) Development Team.  Lessons learned from Staff Assistance Visits (SAVs) conducted on cost comparisons with 300 or more positions also highlighted other areas of RFPs that could be improved.  As a result, SAF/AQC, in conjunction with AF/XPMS and SAF/GCQ, has developed the following guidance and recommended language for A-76 RFPs.

This guide is not intended to provide comprehensive guidance for the development of   A-76 RFPs; it is intended to provide specific guidance to address some of the unique aspects of the A-76 process.  For general guidance and templates on how to construct Sections L and M, see the guides developed by Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) at https://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pkp/guides.htm.  

In general, the guidance and recommended language included herein is intended to augment the FAR, DFARS, AFFARS, and command FAR supplements prescribed language for A-76 RFPs.  While the guidance and recommended language provided herein is not mandatory, it is based on lessons learned and was compiled based on a review of A-76 RFPs from several commands.  Any language should be tailored as necessary for your particular situation.

I.
GENERAL GUIDANCE

In principle, the acquisition process for selecting the industry/Interservice Support Agreement (ISSA) offer that will be cost compared against an in-house cost estimate is the same as the acquisition process for any other product/service.  In practice, however, there are some unique aspects of the A-76 process that drive differences in how we structure RFPs and evaluate the industry/ISSA offers.  Contracting professionals involved in A-76 cost comparisons should become intimately familiar with the statutory and regulatory guidance on A-76 cost comparisons, including AFI 38-203, Commercial Activities Program, and the DoD Costing Manual.  The considerations involved in a cost comparison between an industry/ISSA offer and the in-house cost estimate necessitate instructions in Section L, for example, that we may not normally need to address, such as in the area of common costs and escalation of labor and materials.  An integrated team approach with Manpower, Contracting, Financial Management, Personnel, Legal, and functional representation is essential to successful A-76 cost comparisons.

II.

SECTION B:

A.
Transition CLIN.
Transition is a critical part of every A-76 effort, whether the service provider is an industry/ISSA or an in-house organization.  To that end, it is important to establish a separate transition Contract Line Item Number (CLIN) rather than include the transition effort as part of the overall first period of performance.  The in-house organization will always have to include transition costs in the cost estimate.  The RFP should also require the industry/ISSA offers to include transition costs, separate from normal performance effort, and allow the government insight into those costs.

B.
Cost Comparison.
Contracting officers should prepare Section B to clearly state which CLINs will be used in the cost comparison between the selected industry/ISSA offer and the in-house cost estimate.  For example, if Section B includes Cost Reimbursable Not-to-Exceed (NTE) CLINs for common costs, the associated CLIN amounts may be excluded from the price of the industry/ISSA offer for cost comparison purposes.  Alternatively, if the costs associated with common costs, such as Parts Reimbursement or Government-directed travel, are included in the industry/ISSA offer, the in-house cost estimate must also include them, to ensure an “apples-to-apples” cost comparison and Section L should include instructions to that effect.

III.
SECTION C:

Section C of the RFP should reference the requirements document.  It should also be referred to as an attachment in Section J, whether it is a Performance Work Statement (PWS), Performance Requirements Document (PRD), Statement of Work (SOW) or something else.  Alternatively, each CLIN should state that performance is IAW the requirements document and identify it as an attachment in Section J.  The requirements document should be developed in accordance with AFI 63-124, Performance Based Service Contracts.  Although the functional managers are responsible for developing the requirements document, it is imperative that both Manpower and Contracting personnel also be involved in the development, as part of the PWS/PRD/SOW Development Team.  Everyone on the team is responsible for ensuring requirements documents are performance-based.  Contracting professionals who are part of requirements development need to continually emphasize writing requirements documents in a performance-based manner and challenge mandatory compliance with regulatory guidance, such as AFIs, AFMANs, etc., that impose how-to constraints not driven by safety or security requirements.

IV.
SECTION H:

If there are requirements that apply only to an industry/ISSA service provider, they should be stated as a Section H Special Contract Requirement.  If there are requirements that pertain to the service provider, whether an industry/ISSA or MEO service provider, they should be incorporated in the requirements document rather than in a Section H Special Contract Requirement.  

V.

SECTION L:

The aspects described below should be addressed in Section L of RFPs for A-76 cost comparisons as indicated.  Addressing these aspects will better enable offerors to meet the requirements of the RFP and help to ensure that the Government can perform a successful cost comparison.
A.
Budget/Funding Information.  Include budgeting/funding information by fiscal year in Section L; see sample text in italics below.  This will help to ensure offerors provide realistic proposals that are within the projected available funding.  A-76 savings (as a percentage of manpower costs--both military and civilian) are deducted from the current operating costs, which results in the projected available funding.  Current savings rates are 25% for Cost Comparisons and 10% for Direct Conversions.  Therefore, the projected available funding basically equates to the current O&M budget plus 75% or 90% of current manpower costs.  Refer to the Annual Planning and Programming Guidance for further instructions.

Budget/Funding Information

For consideration in developing your proposal, the projected program/budget funding for this effort is as follows:

	FY
	Funding

	FYxx
	$x.xM

	FYxx
	$x.xM

	FYxx
	$x.xM

	…
	…

	TOTAL
	$xx.xM


B.
Proposal Organization Tables.  For A-76 acquisitions conducted in accordance with AFFARS 5315.3 (i.e., using full trade-off procedures), identify the specific proposal volumes that the industry/ISSA offerors and the MEO Development Team must submit, the number of copies that should be submitted (both paper and electronic), and the page count limitations for each volume.  When using full trade-off procedures in the A-76 environment, the source selection organization only evaluates the MEO’s technical approach and does not evaluate the MEO’s proposal risk, past performance, or cost/price.  Therefore, the MEO Development Team should only be required to submit a Technical Performance Plan (TPP) that addresses the mission capability subfactors and the requirements document (PWS/PRD/SOW).  In addition, when developing page count limitations, ensure that page count limitations are the same for both the industry/ISSA offerors and the MEO Development Team and that they are large enough to allow both to adequately address the requirements of the RFP.  This is particularly important in large, multi-function A-76 acquisitions.  An arbitrary page limitation may result in the need to issue a large number of Evaluation Notices (ENs) and hold multiple rounds of discussions to obtain the necessary detail.  See sample text below.  Note that separate volumes could be requested for each mission capability subfactor if desired.  

Proposal Organization

The industry/ISSA offerors shall submit the following volumes of material as indicated in the table below:

	CONTRACT/ISSA PROPOSAL ORGANIZATION

	Volume Title
	Number of Printed Copies
	Number of Electronic

Copies
	Maximum Number of Pages



	Volume I

Mission Capability
	x copies
	x
	Xxx *

	Volume II

Oral Presentation Documentation
	x copies
	x
	x or no limit

	Volume III

Relevant Past/Present Performance
	x copies
	x
	xxx

	Volume IV

Cost
	1 original +

x copies
	x
	no limit

	Volume V

Contract Documentation
	1 original +

x copies
	x
	no limit

	NOTE:  Any excess pages will not be evaluated and printed copies will be returned to the offeror.

*Page count does not include the transmittal letter, cover pages, blank pages, title pages, table of contents, lists of tables and drawings, tab dividers, glossary of acronyms, cross reference matrix, Transition IMS, Subcontracting Plan, position qualifications/descriptions, and alternate data offers.


The Government MEO Development Team shall submit the following volumes of material as indicated in the table below:

	MEO PROPOSAL ORGANIZATION

	Volume Title
	Number of Printed Copies
	Number of Electronic Copies
	Maximum Number of Pages

	Technical Performance Plan (Volume I, Mission Capability)
	x copies
	x
	xxx*

	Volume II

Oral Presentation Documentation
	x copies
	x
	no limit

	Management Plan
	x copies
	x
	no limit

	Government Cost Estimate
	x copies
	x
	no limit

	NOTE:  Any excess pages will not be evaluated and printed copies will be returned to the offeror.

*Page count does not include the transmittal letter, cover pages, blank pages, title pages, table of contents, lists of tables and drawings, tab dividers, glossary of acronyms, cross reference matrix, Transition IMS, Subcontracting Plan, position qualifications/descriptions, and alternate data offers.

NOTE:  See Section L.XX for specific instructions for the Government’s MEO proposal 


C.
Cost Instructions.  Provide detailed cost instructions for industry/ISSA offerors and the MEO Development Team on how to structure costs/prices in order to enable an apples-to-apples cost comparison in WinCOMPARE.  Specifically, since the selected industry/ISSA offeror’s Section B CLIN prices will be entered into the line format of the WinCOMPARE program, cost instructions should address the CLIN structure required to ensure that costs can be segregated into the costs categories used in the WinCOMPARE program. 


In addition, cost instructions should specifically address how labor, material, and escalation on both labor rates and material costs should be supported in the proposal.  A frequent problem area identified in recent reviews is that the MEO Development Team does not correctly escalate labor or materials.  Furthermore, cost instructions should fully define what will be included in common costs and the assumptions associated with common costs so all offerors have a thorough understanding of what costs are included in these areas and do not duplicate those costs in other areas.  For example, if GFP is to be provided to both industry/ISSA offerors and the MEO Development Team, the RFP should clearly state whether offerors are required to maintain an equal inventory of the items furnished as GFP to be turned back to the Government when the performance period ends or whether the initial GFP is to be consumed in performance.  If the RFP states that Refreshment of Information Technology is a common cost, the RFP should fully define what Information Technology will be refreshed and specifically define what types of activities will be performed as part of the refreshment of that technology. 

D.
Identification of Areas Where the Offeror Exceeds Minimum Requirements.  When conducting A-76 acquisitions in accordance with AFFARS 5315.3 (i.e., using full trade-off procedures), offerors may receive credit for offering enhancements that exceed minimum requirements (i.e., may be assigned strengths which may drive a BLUE rating).  The RFP should include language that clearly notifies the offerors that if they choose to exceed requirements, they should be in the context of exceeding the level of performance or performance quality as established in the requirements document.  The RFP should also include language to require the industry/ISSA offeror to identify every instance of higher performance output or performance quality included in its proposal and to identify the associated cost to the Government.  Note that offerors should only be required to identify the areas where they are proposing to exceed requirements for those subfactors where they can earn a BLUE rating; the requirement to identify areas where an offeror exceeds requirements does not apply to those factors which are rated on a pass/fail basis.  The Source Selection Evaluation Team (SSET) should carefully consider whether proposed enhancements offer a desired benefit to the government.  Enhancements should be higher levels of performance or performance quality than required by the requirements document (PWS/PRD/SOW).  Before identifying an instance of exceeding requirements as a desired enhancement or strength, the source selection organization should consider carefully the impact the proposed enhancement/strength would have.  The SSET should consult with the requiring activity or PWS OPR to ensure the requiring activity desires and can pay for proposed enhancements/strengths.  For example, a faster transition period may seem desirable at first glance, but if there are high numbers of military personnel in the current organization, a slower paced transition that allows for an organized PCS plan for the departing military personnel and sufficient time for the MEO or industry/ISSA service provider to hire civilian employees, might actually be more desirable.  Also, if there is a requirement for service provider personnel to obtain security clearances, given the time it takes to obtain clearances, a faster transition may result in an absence of appropriately cleared personnel to do the job.  The Source Selection Authority (SSA) should have the concurrence of the head of the requiring activity before accepting the higher level of performance or performance quality.  See below for sample text.  

Identification of Areas Where the Offeror Exceeds Minimum Requirements:  Under the Mission Capability Factor, offerors may choose to provide proposals that exceed the solicitation requirements in an effort to obtain a BLUE rating for the following Mission Capability subfactors: [insert subfactor names].  If offerors elect to provide proposals that exceed minimum requirements, offerors shall identify the proposed enhancement(s) in the context of exceeding the levels of performance or performance quality contained in the requirements document and identify the associated cost to the Government.  If the Government determines that one or more of the proposed enhancement(s) have a benefit to the Government, and, if the offeror’s proposal is selected to compete in the cost comparison with the in-house cost estimate, the Government will incorporate those enhancement(s) into the PWS/PRD/SOW.  The revised PWS/PRD/SOW will then contain the higher-level requirements with which both the selected industry/ISSA offeror and the MEO Development Team must comply.  If the Government determines that one or more of the proposed enhancement(s) are of little or no benefit to the Government, offerors will be given an opportunity to revise their proposal to meet minimum requirements of the PWS/PRD/SOW, removing any additional costs associated with that excess performance.

E.
Cross Reference Matrix.  Develop and include a Cross Reference Matrix that enables the source selection organization, offerors and the MEO Development Team to ensure that all requirements of the RFP are addressed.  See sample text below:

Cross-Reference Matrix


The offeror and the MEO Development Team shall fill out the cross-reference compliance matrix at Attachment [insert number] of Section L indicating the proposal reference information as it relates to the PWS/PRD/SOW, CLINs, Sections L and M, Proposal Volume and Section, and Contract Data Requirements List (CDRLs) references found therein.  A copy of the completed matrix shall be included in every proposal volume submitted.



	DESCRIPTION
	PROPOSAL VOLUME & PARA #
	CLINs
	CDRLs
	PWS/PRD/SOW
	SEC L
	SEC M

	Administrative Support
	
	
	
	1.1
	4.3
	F1, 1.5.1

	Records Management
	
	
	
	1.1.1
	4.3.1
	F1,SF1, 1.5.1.1

	Forms and Publications
	
	
	
	1.1.2
	4.3.2
	F1, SF2, 1.5.1.2

	Technical Order Management
	
	
	
	1.1.3
	4.3.3
	F1, SF3, 1.5.1.3

	Aircraft Maintenance Operation
	
	
	
	1.2
	4.4
	F2 1.5.2

	PS&D
	
	
	
	1.2.1
	4.4.1
	F2, SF1, 1.5.2.1

	Aircraft, Engine, Equipment Records
	
	
	
	1.2.1.1
	4.4.2
	F2, SF2, 1.5.2.2

	Maintenance Analysis
	
	
	
	1.2.2
	4.4.3
	F2, SF3 1.5.2.3

	Host Data Base Management
	
	
	
	1.2.2.1
	4.4.4
	F2, SF4, 1.5.2.4

	Price
	
	
	
	
	5.0
	1.5.3

	Performance Risk Assessment
	
	
	
	
	7.0
	1.5.4


VI.
SECTION M:

A.
Basis for Award/Cost Comparison Procedure.
For A-76 cost comparisons using any source selection method, the introductory language in Section M should address the basis for award and the procedure for conducting the cost comparison.  Addressing these aspects will ensure that the industry/ISSA offerors understand how the evaluation and cost comparison will be conducted and will ensure that the evaluation is conducted in accordance with Air Force policy.  See sample text below:

For Acquisitions conducted IAW AFFARS 5315.3:

Basis for Award: This acquisition will be conducted in accordance with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 15.3, Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS) 215.3, and Air Force Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (AFFARS) 5315.3.  This is a best value source selection where best value is expected to result from selection of other than the lowest priced technically acceptable offeror.  One offeror, who is deemed responsible in accordance with the FAR, as supplemented, whose proposal conforms to the solicitation’s requirements and is judged to represent the best value to the Government, based on the evaluation factors and subfactors, may be selected to be cost compared against the in-house cost estimate.  The Government seeks to select an offeror who gives the Air Force the greatest confidence that they will best meet our requirements affordably.  This may result in the selection of a higher rated, higher priced offeror, where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and the SSA reasonably determines that superior past performance, and/or technical superiority, and/or overall business approach of the higher price offeror outweighs the price difference.  The SSA, using sound business judgement, will base the source selection decision on an integrated assessment of evaluation factors and subfactors.  While the Government source selection evaluation team and the SSA will strive for maximum objectivity, the source selection process, by its nature, is subjective and, therefore, professional judgment is implicit throughout the entire process.


(1)
This acquisition is a cost comparison study under OMB Circular A-76, as implemented by FAR 52.207-2, OMB A-76 Revised Supplemental Handbook, and AFI 38-203.  To ensure equity and fairness, the Government must be satisfied that the selected industry/ISSA offeror’s proposal and the in-house cost estimate are based on the same level of performance.  To facilitate a comparison between the two, the Government Most Efficient Organization (MEO) (in-house) Development Team will prepare a Management Plan (MP), which includes a Technical Performance Plan (TPP) and in-house cost estimate (IHCE).  The MP and IHCE will be prepared IAW AFI 38-203; the TPP will be prepared IAW the RFP.  The MP and IHCE will undergo an extensive independent Government review prior to delivery to the contracting officer to ensure that the in-house offer is accurate, complete, and fully compliant with all applicable RFP requirements.  The MP is submitted to the contracting officer in one sealed envelope and the IHCE is submitted in a second sealed envelope no later than the exact date and time industry/ISSA proposals are due.

(2)
If the selected industry/ISSA offer merely meets minimum RFP requirements or does not offer any enhancements which the government accepts, the SSA will proceed directly to cost comparison without evaluating the TPP.  

(3)
If higher performance output or quality is identified as part of the assessment of the selected industry/ISSA offer, the PWS will be revised to incorporate the higher performance output or quality requirements.  The TPP will then be evaluated.  If the SSA is satisfied that the TPP meets the PWS requirements as revised and reflects a level of performance output or quality comparable to the selected industry/ISSA offer, the SSA will direct completion of the cost study, the in-house cost estimate (IHCE) will be opened, the cost comparison form will be completed, and the cost comparison decision will be made.  If the SSA does not believe that the TPP reflects a comparable level of performance output or quality, the SSA will communicate that concern to the Independent Review Official (IRO), who will work with the MEO Certifying Official and MEO Development Team to ensure the Government’s TPP is adjusted to a comparable level.  Once the SSA is satisfied that a comparable level of performance output or quality has been achieved, the IHCE will be revised as necessary to reflect the changes made to the TPP.  The cost comparison form will then be completed, and the cost comparison decision made.

As stated in the recommended text above, the SSET will open and evaluate the MEO TPP only when higher performance output or quality is identified as part of the assessment of the selected industry/ISSA offer.  Further, before any evaluation of the TPP is initiated, the requirements document must be revised to reflect the higher level of performance output or quality.  If the SSET/SSA believe the TPP does not meet the revised PWS/PRD/SOW requirements, rather than issuing ENs and entering into discussions with the MEO Development Team, the SSA should identify to the IRO, in writing, the areas where the TPP does not meet requirements.  The IRO should then work with the MEO Certifying Official and the MEO Development Team to revise the TPP as necessary to meet the revised PWS/PRD/SOW requirements.  NOTE:  The MEO Development Team may not be directed to change the TPP in a manner that increases the in-house cost estimate above current projected available funding.

For acquisitions conducted using Lowest Price Technically Acceptable (LPTA) Source Selection Process:

Basis for Award: This acquisition will be conducted in accordance with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Subpart 15.101-2, as supplemented by Air Force FAR Supplement (AFFARS) Subpart 5315.101-2, Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Source Selection Process.  This is a best value source selection where best value is expected to result from selection of the technically acceptable proposal with the lowest evaluated price.  Award will be made to the lowest evaluated cost/price offer that meets all the minimum mandatory criteria in the solicitation.  This section outlines the evaluation criteria against which the Government will evaluate the offeror’s proposal submitted in response to the solicitation.  While the Government source selection evaluation team and the SSA will strive for maximum objectivity, the source selection process, by its nature, is subjective and, therefore, professional judgment is implicit throughout the entire process.


(1)
This acquisition is a cost comparison study under OMB Circular A-76, as implemented by FAR 52.207-2, OMB A-76 Revised Supplemental Handbook, and AFI 38-203.  There will be two steps leading to the determination to either award a contract or retain the requirement for in-house performance.  The Government Most Efficient Organization (MEO) (in-house) Development Team will prepare a Management Plan (MP) and an in-house cost estimate (IHCE).  The MP and IHCE will be prepared IAW AFI 38-203.  The MP and IHCE will undergo an extensive independent Government review prior to delivery to the contracting officer to ensure that the in-house offer is accurate, complete, and fully compliant with all PWS/PRD/SOW requirements.  The MP is submitted to the contracting officer in one sealed envelope and the IHCE is submitted in a second sealed envelope no later than the exact date and time industry/ISSA proposals are due.

(2)
 The first step is the selection of the industry/ISSA offer that will be cost compared with the in-house cost estimate.  That selection will be made on the basis of the lowest evaluated cost/price offer that meets the acceptability standards for non-cost factors.  

(3) The second step will compare the cost of in-house performance against the cost of the selected industry/ISSA offer, using the WinCOMPARE software application.

For Acquisitions Conducted using the Performance/Price Tradeoff (PPT) Source Selection Process:
Basis for Award: This acquisition will be conducted in accordance with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Subpart 15.101-1, as supplemented by Air Force FAR Supplement (AFFARS) Subpart 5315.101-1, Tradeoff Process, (a) Performance Price Tradeoff (PPT).  This process permits tradeoffs between price/cost and the past performance evaluation for technically acceptable proposals.  This is a best value source selection where best value is expected to result from selection of other than the lowest priced technically acceptable offeror.  One offeror, who is deemed responsible in accordance with the FAR, as supplemented, whose proposal conforms to the solicitation’s requirements and is judged to represent the best value to the Government, based on the evaluation factors and subfactors, may be selected to be cost compared against the in-house cost estimate.  The Government seeks to select an offeror who gives the Air Force the greatest confidence that they will best meet our requirements affordably.  This may result in the selection of a higher priced offeror with a higher past performance evaluation, where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and the SSA reasonably determines that superior past performance of the higher price offeror outweighs the price difference.  The SSA, using sound business judgement, will base the source selection decision on an integrated assessment of evaluation factors and subfactors.  While the Government source selection evaluation team and the SSA will strive for maximum objectivity, the source selection process, by its nature, is subjective and, therefore, professional judgment is implicit throughout the entire process.  


(1)
This acquisition is a cost comparison study under OMB Circular A-76, as implemented by FAR 52.207-2, OMB A-76 Revised Supplemental Handbook, and AFI 38-203.  There will be two steps leading to the determination to either award a contract or retain the requirement for in-house performance.  The Government Most Efficient Organization (MEO) (in-house) Development Team will prepare a Management Plan (MP) and an in-house cost estimate (IHCE).  The MP and IHCE will be prepared IAW AFI 38-203.  The MP and IHCE will undergo an extensive independent Government review prior to delivery to the contracting officer to ensure that the in-house offer is accurate, complete, and fully compliant with all PWS/PRD/SOW requirements.  The MP is submitted to the contracting officer in one sealed envelope and the IHCE is submitted in a second sealed envelope no later than the exact date and time industry/ISSA proposals are due.

(2)
 The first step is the selection of the industry/ISSA offer that will be cost compared with the in-house cost estimate.  That selection will be made on the basis of an integrated assessment of past performance and price for offers that are technically acceptable.  

(3) The second step will compare the cost of in-house performance against the cost of the selected industry/ISSA offer, using the WinCOMPARE software application.

B.
Pass/Fail Requirements.  If, when using the full tradeoff procedures at AFFARS 5315.3, there are requirements or subfactors that the Government does not want offerors to exceed, the RFP should identify those instances and specify that proposals will not be awarded strengths for exceeding the requirements for those instances and that a BLUE rating cannot be achieved for those subfactor(s).

Pass/Fail Assessment:
The Government is not soliciting offers that exceed requirements in the below-identified factors/subfactors.  These factors/subfactors will be evaluated on a Pass/Fail basis only, for technical acceptability.  

COMPLETED BY RFP TEAM





COMPLETED BY OFFERORS









