Minutes from 18 –19 Jul 00 SSEA Meeting

1. Kathleen Miller from SAF/AQCS briefed lessons learned from Agency Level source Selections.  (See slides.)

· Some discussion indicated that Ms. Druyun has a desire to expand the ASTs to the Operational MAJCOMS as well as the AFMC Centers.

· AFMC also indicated that Gen Lyles would like AFMC to become the AF Center of Excellence for Source Selections

· Col Wilson (AQCS) emphasized that whenever teams have problems with SSA involvement, AQCS can engage to resolve the issue

· The point was made that Kathleen’s briefing focused on open communications and quality documents, often the push to reduce acquisition time has made this difficult.  The response was that AQC is considering taking this briefing to the requirements organizations as well, which may give them insight in how additional time ensures a good product.

2. Dave Carstairs from the ESC AST briefed their organization structure and placement of SSEAs. (See slides.)

3. Rhonda Provence from OC-ALC briefed the training that their SSEAs gives all Source Selection teams before evaluation.  (See slides.)  

4. Dick Stem from ASC provided a demonstration of the EZ Source Tool.

· Lotus notes based (licenses required $$)

· Gives structure to the analysis

· Separate menu for each type team member

· Data encrypted within Lotus notes

· Allows for decentralized application

· Subfactor summaries pull raw data from individual evaluator worksheets

· Drafts Briefing charts from Subfactor summaries

· Currently doesn’t break down past performance into subfactors for the subfactor assessment

· Tailored for Air Force Source Selections

· Additional information can be accessed at http://www.pixs.wpafb.af.mil/paso/ezsource.htm
5. Bob Watts from Integrated Data Systems (IDS) provided a briefing (see slides) and demonstration of the Decision Point Source Selection Tool.

· Internet based (no software required)

· In addition to source selection tool, they also provide clearinghouse of acquisition information at AcqCenter.com

· Decision point runs on Lotus notes platform, but software not required by individual user since it is internet based

· Decision point has been used on over 100 source selections in the last 3 years.

· Cost to use consists of paying IDS to customize the system for each source selection and then a monthly access fee of $1.695.  Customizing and loading runs from $5,000 up depending on level of customization required.

· Currently not tailored for Air Force Source Selections.

· Additional information can be accessed at http://acqcenter.com/.

6. Col Kaye from SMC provided a demonstration of the ESS source selection tool

· Ground rules are established by the administrator who is trained in advance

· Tool provides traceability and audit trail

· Cost is $0 - it is free from SMC

· Windows based, so no additional software is required

· SMC will provide training if you pay their TDY costs

· Kick-off training runs 1 1/2 to 2 days

· Overall Source Selection Process

· How to Evaluate Proposal

· Demonstration of ESS

· Teams uses tools in exercise

-  For more information contact Col Kaye at DSN 833-2442.

7. BSX Status.  Kathy James indicated that as of last week Col Parsons was having ANSER look at using an existing web-based site that is free in lieu of BSX.  They are trying to determine if this alternate site will meet the needs of the BSX users.  Currently there is no funding for BSX beyond this fiscal year.  There will not be an immediate stoppage of BSX but if we move to the other site, there will be a gradual transition.  If it is determined that the alternate site is not adequate to support the SSEAs, AQC will pursue funding to continue BSX support.  However right now there are more unlicensed SSEAs than there are licensed SSEAs due to funding shortages.  In the mean time we are trying to put as much source selection policy and training information as possible on the public side of BSX so everyone can have access.

8. AFFARS Changes (AFFARS Case 2000-02)

· SSEA Responsibilities from the charter will be added to the roles and responsibilities in 5315.  

· Won’t identify where SSEAs are functionally located since this differs from location to location.

· Kathy asked SSEAs to look at  charter language to see if the way it is worded would be inappropriate to put ver batim  in the policy

· Clarification of Strength/Blue.  The policy will be clarified to make it clear that just one strength does not automatically drive a  blue rating.  Specifically a sentence will be added to state that “just because you have strengths does not it and of itself drive a blue rating.”  The SSEAs cautioned against saying “a single strength” because then it might be interpreted that 2 strengths drives blue.  Col Kaye from SMC recommended clarifying that the color is assigned at the overall subfactor not based on individual strengths and inadequacies.

· Small Business/SDB Evaluation.  Currently there is a disconnect between the FAR and DFARS in rating small businesses in this subfactor.  The AFFARS will clarify how AF source selections will approach this.  A team of the following individuals was established to work this issue and develop AFFARS language:

· Capt Rob Widmann, Team Lead, HQ AFMC/PK

· John Brannan, ASC/SYG

· Tony Lander, HQ AFSPC/LGC

· Franklin Holland, WR-ALC

· Kathy James, SAF/AQCP

· Karen Trewet, OO-ALC


-  
Approval to Release ENs.  

· Current policy as written appears to requires SSA to approve each round of ENs and clarifications.

· Most everyone has only been getting one approval at time of competitive range.

· At this point, no changes will be made to the AFFARS since no one is interpreting that multiple approvals are required

· Past Performance Evaluations/Rating at the Subfactor Level

· Ms. Druyun has been requesting ratings at the subfactor level even though the policy only requires rating at the factor level

· Rationale is that it is hard to bring together volumes of information at the factor level

· Drawback of rating at subfactor level is that there may not be specific past performance information for each subfactor making it difficult to assign a rating.

· Concerns were raised about having ratings assigned at both the subfactor and factor levels.

· Kathy will try to find out what Ms. Druyun wants for agency source selections and address it in the Procedures Guide.

· Legal Review of Source Selection Plans

· Since Section M is reviewed by legal at the time of RFP review and the JAGs are normally involved in acquisitions starting during acquisition planning, the SSEAs did not see any value in adding a requirement for legal review of the SSP.

9. Cheryl Smith from AMC briefed how they are releasing rating during discussions even though it is optional for non-ACAT programs.  After competitive range is established they send letter to offers with their ENs, color ratings, proposal risk, and price assessment.  Then a meeting is set up to discuss ENs and ratings face to face.  At this meeting they present the offer with their portion of the CR briefing.  Prior  to requesting FPRs, they send offerors another letter with the post-discussion ratings. So FAR AMC has done this on 1 agency, 1 median, and 1 basic source selection.  They have not had any challenges so far.  Benefits are it “keeps the evaluator honest” in that they have to be able to back up their ratings, they get the best proposals because they are eliminating the “guesswork” for the offerors, and it shortens the debriefings.

10. Suzanne Snyder from AFSPC provided a presentation on implementing Performance Based Service Acquisitions in Source Selections (see slides).

11. Dick Stem from ASC/SYG presented a briefing on the disconnects with the SDB subfactor as addressed earlier (see slides).  One issue that was discussed in length was over whether the exemption of LPTA for this requirement also covers PPT.  AQCP is currently advising that PPT is not covered by this exemption.

12. Howard Marks from ASC/SYG presented a briefing on Red vs. Yellow ratings.  The main areas discussed were the requirement to assess  “correctability”  in the Yellow rating, and whether Yellow is awardable (i.e. award w/o discussions).  ASC provided recommended changes to the Yellow definition.  Since this is such a contentious issue, a subteam of the following members was set up to address this issue:

· Dan Fulmer, Team Lead, AFMC/AQ

· Kathy Roseberry, AMC

· Howard Marks, ASC/SYG

· Clinton Rhea, AETC

· Dave Carstairs, ESC/BP

13. Dick Stem indicated that the PAR Template is complete and it will be posted for comments on the BSX and AQC homepage when Kathy gets back.  Please forward any comments to John Brannan at ASC (John.Brannan@wpafb.af.mil)

14. Capt Jonathon Wright briefed the status of the SSDD template (see slides).  The guide was developed by AFMLA and is currently in coordination by AQC.  It includes templates for documenting LPTA and PPT decisions as well.   This template is currently posted for comment in the SSEA Private Workspace on the BSX.  Kathy will e-mail to all SSEAs for comment since some don’t have licenses to access the Private Workshace.

15. E-mailing ENs.  Kathy James brought up the issue about whether ENs should be e-mailed.  It is currently being done by some organizations.  The group came to the consensus that nothing prohibits ENs from being e-mailed.  Source Selection information is considered FOUO which must be “reasonably protected.”  If this practice is employed judgement must be used and it is recommended that this be discussed with offerors up front in industry meetings, pre-proposal conferences or identified in the RFP.

16. Past Performance Relevancy.  Kathy James brought up this issue.  The SSEAs agreed this should be addressed in more detail in the Past Performance Evaluation Guide/PRAG guide.  A subteam was established to draft language to be included in the guide related to evaluation relevance.  The team includes:

· Irene Biddy, Team Lead, ESC/BP

· Ed Martin, ASC/SYG

· Lori Cotton, ACC

· Linda Brecht, AFFTC/PKC

· AFSPC/LGC

Later in discussions a recommendation was made to have the team who drafted the guide to go out and interview PRAG members to address relevance. Kathy was going to take this back for consideration.  OFPP and DoD both are going to “beef up”  the relevancy area in their guides at some point.

17. Capt Rob Widmann from AFMC/PKPC brought up the issue of how do we find/share success stories.  This is a specific concern of Brig Gen (S) Scott.  The SSEAs discussed setting aside time at each quarterly to go over best practices/success stories/lessons learned.

18. Ron Poussard from AQCS brought up that in recent source selections there has been confusion between the “two” past performance ratings (i.e. Exceptional/High Confidence).  For example performance of an offeror may be “exceptional” but due to relevance we may not have “high confidence.”  Kathy James clarified that the intent of including the first rating was to achieve consistency with the DoD guide and the 2 ratings are meant to be the same.  The SSEAs recommended to clarify this issue that the first set of ratings be deleted from the AFFARS.  This change will be included in the AFFARS changes discussed earlier.

19. Linda Brecht brought up concerns about the Utilities Privatization mandatory RFP which in order to make any changes must be staffed up through the centers, to the MAJCOM to the SAF Utilities Privatization IPT for approval.  Kathy James indicated she had just become aware of this RFP and the corresponding Evaluation Guide.  When she gets back she will look into it, however she advised not to use the evaluation guide.

20. Linda Brecht also brought up questions related to A-76 and Best Value.  Specifically, when do you open the TPP and is it color rated?  Kathy James indicated that AQCO is the OPR for A-76 and she will bring these questions to their attention.  It was mentioned that Annie Andrews who is now at the DoD level is drafting a new A-76/Best Value Guide.  AQCO and AQCP will look into becoming involved in drafting the guidance.

21. Training.  Kathy James wanted input on what can be done at the Air Force level as far as providing training.  At this point they have chartered the PAR and SSDD templates.  One recommendation was to use the Centralized AST training as a baseline.  However Dan Fulmer from the Centralized AST recommended modular training would be better since the 2 ½ day training often drives people away.  Dan will talk to Kathy later about what he has in mind for more modular, just-in -time training.  Kathy mentioned there are some areas that may need further emphasis in the current training:  1) covering past performance evaluation and relevancy; and 2) how to develop factor and subfactors at the same time getting rid of the old standards and rolling in the performance-based element that Suzanne Snyder briefed.  Kathy’s tasking is to bring something to the AF level starting with the AST exercises.  Kathy also wants the SSEAs to provide her with any additional training that has been developed.  At some point she may establish another subteam to pull the training together.

Kathy also brought up the question of  what kind of training SSEAs need.  The SSEAs in the meeting were in agreement that it is more important to “develop” SSEAs through experience rather than through training (i.e. spending time working in ASTs getting exposure to lots of Source Selections.)

22. The next meeting will tentatively be 17-18 Oct 00 at Hanscom AFB.  The Hanscom folks recommended making reservations early because things fill up since this is leaf-viewing season.

23.  Meeting was adjourned.

