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AFIT/GOM/LIY/395-10

Abstract

This piriot rescarch study was intended to identirfy
factors which alffecy the length of the source selection
process and tO suggest changes to make the process more
efficient. To accomplish this objective, i1nterviews
worae conducted with Aeronautical Systems Division (ASD)
contracting personnel who had recently participated in
source selectiong,

The study identified several factors which appear
Lo be significant contributors to the length of the
source selection process. These factors are:

1) lack of understanding,
experience, and training;

2) lack of teamwork;

3) lack of quality control;

4) lack of written guidance;

5) effects of ASD streamlining
initiatives;

6) excessive aversight;

7) unneccessary or excessive
requirements;

8) manpower constraints; and,

9) politics.

The recommendations of this study are intended to
limit source selection activivies to those essential to
the integrity of the process, remove extraneous

participants from the process, and ensure that actions

are completed correctly the first time. The most

ix




significant recommendations related to specific

activities include:

1)

2)

3)

4)
5)

changing public law/FAR regquirements
to allow s<reening of CICA synposis
respondents and to charge consultants
and marketeers for RFPs as a cost of
doing business;

establishing the Acquisition Review
Team (ART) as the sole RFP review

at ASD;

completing the initial technical
evaluation before determining

whaether to award without discussions;
severely limiting cost analysis; and,
deleting the requirement for Most
Probable Cost (MPC) estimates,

The general recommendationg include:

1)

3)

development of an extensive training
program to develop a thorough
understanding of the source selection
process, provide practical experience
with skills required in source
selection, and build teamwork;

application of Total Quality Management
(TQM) tr the source selection process to
ensure that all decisions and activities
provide a benefi{ to the process; and,

investigate establishing a centralized
source selection office to provide core
teams of experienced personnel to conduct
all major source selections in order to
maintain expertise and apply it to every
source selection.
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE SOURCE SELECTION PROCESS

AT AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS DIVISION

I. Introduction

When the \ir Force f{dentifies a requirement for the
develupment of a new weuapons system, the contractor to
perform the davelopment is determined through the source
selection process, a disciplined procedure for the
solicitatior and evaluation of offerors' proposals
designed to ensure selection of “the source whose
proposal has the highest degree of credibility and whose
performance can be expected to best meet the
government's requirements at an affordable cost”™ (2:3).
In fiscal years 1986 and 1947, the Aeronautical Systems
Division (ASD, of Air Force Systems Command (AFSC)
conducted 17 formal source selections for new systems
ranging from &ircraft Ground Decoys, canvus or wood
mock-ups of fighter aircrafi, to the President's new
aircraft, Air Force One, and the next generation
fighter, Advanced Tactical Fighter. The average length
of time required to complete these source selections,
frem release of the solicitation to source selection

decision, was 222 days, almost e’ *ht months (11).




Genaral Issue

Based on eleven years of experience {n
acquisition, the perception of the researcher is that

as weapons systems and the rulas which govern their

acquisition have growr the time required
to complete the sour: ‘gg has lengthened
significantly. Th» g gource

selection process doiag . - n% needed contracts,

resulting 1n increased administrative and contract
costs to the Air Force. Perhaps more important, this
also delays acquisition of the needed operational
capabilities represented by the new weapons systems.

In recognition of our responsibility to provide
the taxpayer with the maximum value for each tax dollar
spent, AFSC has established a command goal of 120 days
from RFP release to source selection decision. The Air
Force has issued a new regulation, Air Force Regulation

70-30, Streamlined Source Selection Procedures, which

suggests using limitations to proposal length, number
of evaluation factors, and number of evaluators to
shorten the source selection cycle.

During the first quarter of fiscal year 1988,
fifteen source selections were completed by AFSC
product divisions (10:2). The Medium Launch Vehicle

11, a program managed by AFSC's Space Division, has




been cited as an example of the successes which have
been achieved with the new streamlining initiatives;
the source selection decision was rendered only 114
days after RFP release (10:2). Other programs did not
fare as well. For example, the Mark XV source

selection required 221 days from RFP release t0 source

selvoction decision (1).

Svecific Issue

In order to consistently complete the source
selection irn a reasonable amount of time, changes are
required in source selection policies or in the source

selection process i1tself.

Investigative Questions

The following questions were addressed to
determine how the source selection process or policies
should be modified:

1. What are the maior factors contributing to
the length of the process? Can these factors be
controlled?

2. What local initiatives have been implemented
to expedite source selections? How effective have

these 1nitiatives been?




Scope of the Research

This research project addresses source selection
procedures required by Air Force Regulations 70-15 and
70-30 for full-scale engineering development and
production of weapons systems over %5 million in
estimated cost. Source selection procedures for
science and technology (S&T) programs (basic research,
exploratory development, and advanced technology
development) were excluded from consideration; due to
the nature of S&T efforts, these acquisitions are
generally iuch less complaeax than weapons system
acquisitions and, therefore, employ simplified source
selection procedures. However, recommended zhanges
resulting from the research may in some cases be
applicable to S&T procedures, which are derived from
the procedures under investigation.

Only those situations involving technical
competition werc considered; acquisitions based on
price competition were excluded because different
procedures are utilized when low price is the sole

criterion for selecting the successful contractor.




II. Literature Review

Introduction

Source selection requirements and policies are set

forth in Subpart 15.6 of the Federal Acquisition

Regulation (FAR); Air Force Regulation (AFR) 70-15,

Formal Source Selections for Major Acquisitions; AFR

70-30, Streamlined Source Selection Procedures; and

AFSC and product division supplements to these
regulationi. These regulations are discussed below to
provide the reader with an understanding of the

process under :nvestigation. This discussion is not
intended to address avery requirement of the
acquisition process, but will provide a comprehensive
delineation of source selection requirements. The
discussion will be limited to these regulations because
no previous research on the source selection process

was 1dentified.

Discussion

For ease of presentation, the discussion will be
divided into four sections: policy, organization, pre-
evaluation activitiesd, and proposal evaiuation.

Policy. The source selection procedures described
in AFR 70-15 are mandatory for Major Defense

Acquisition Programs and Executive Programs. Major




Defaense Acquisition Programs are those programs
estimated to exceed 3200 milliun in Research,
Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) and $1
billion in production in {iscal year (FY) 1980 dollars,
In FY88 dollars, this is approximately $£300 million in
RDTE and %1.6 billion in production (2:3). Other
programs which do nct meet these dollar levels may be
designated as Major Defense Acquisition Programs by the
Secretary of [afense, Secretary of the Air Force, or
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisition.
Executive Programs are those programs selected based on
‘national significance, large resource commitment, or
management complexity”™ (2:3) to receive direct
oversight by the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
for Acquisition. These programs will be referred to
hereafter az "major programs.’

AFR 70-30 source selection procedures are
applicable to non-major programs, full-scale
engineering development or production efforts estimated

to cost over 35 million, but less than major program

levels.




The source selection process is intended to
promote competition; minimize the complexity of the
solicitation, evaluation, and decision process; ensure
an impartial, comprehensive ewaivation of proposals;
and ensure selection of the source whose proposal iz
hast expectad to fulfill the government's requirements
(2:3; 5:3; 7:15-20). Consideration must be given to
technical, cost, and business factors (2:3; 5:3) in

determining which proposal is most advantageous to the

dovernment.

Organization. Both AFR 70-15 and AFR 70-30

provide primary and alternate organizations.
Example diagrams of the two organizations are
presented below.

Every source zelection is directed by a Source
Selection Authority (SSA), a government official
designated to ensure “proper and efficient conduct of
the entire source selection process”™ (5:4). The SSA
has sole responsibility for making the source selection
decision. Based on the estimated dollar value of the
acquisition, importance of the goods or services
involved, and product division policies, the SSA will
be designated at various levels ranging from the

contracting officer to the Secretary of the Air Force.
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AUTHORITY (SSA)

SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION TEAM (SSET)

CONTRACT TECHNICAL
TEAM TEAM

Figure :. Alternata Organization fer AFR 70-15 Source
Selection (2:27)
Primary Organization for AFR 70-30 Source
Salection (5:19)

The Source Select >n Evaluation Board (SSEB),
shown in Figure 2, is an ad hoc team of government
specialists responsible for evaluating the proposals
against the minimum requirements of the solicitation.
The SSEB is divided into teams which perform different
functions. The ccst team is responsible for paerforming
cost and price analyses and developing Most Probable
Cost estimates for all proposals. The contract
definitization team serves as (he interface between the
government and the offerors, and is responsible for
negotiating contracts with all acceptable offerors.

Each technical team evaluates a different aspect of the

proposals, (e.g. engineering, test, logistics,




management) excluding contract and cost matters. These
team responsibilities are addressed in greater detail
in the sections of the discussion dealing with the

source selec=ion activities.

i e T B e PG Sty Ty G TR S G St ) S PEN GNPk Gt Bk Gy AP WS S D G G WS S VR GRS G Gt Gy S GEE G S B DSOS S Gy Sy S G e S S G S

SOURCE
SELECTION
AUTHORITY (SSA)

ADVISORS

SOURCE SELECTION
ADVISORY COUNCIL (SSAC)

!
SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION BOARD (SSEB)

TEAMS AND/OR PANELS

Hw!moan
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CPOMZIOES
C>QmZInOMmS
e OO W3
CP OO Mm S
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Figure 2. Primary Organization for AFR 70-15 Source
Selection (2:27)
Alternate Organization for AFR 70-30 Source
Selection (5:19)




The Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC),
Figure 2, is5 a panel of senior government personnel
appointed by the SSA to provide advice on conduct of
the source selection and to prepare a comparative
analysis of the proposals based on the evaluation by
the SSEB.

In the organization vhown in Figure 1, the SSEB
and SSAC are combined into the Source Selection
Evaluation Team (SSET). The SSET is composed of a
contract team, which performs the functions of the cost
and contract definitization teams of the SSEB, and a
single technical team which evaluates ali other aspects
of the proposals.

AFR 70-15 prohibits use of its alternate
organization (Figure 1) when the Secretary of the Air
Force acts as the SSA or when representatives of the
Secretariat participate in the source selection. This
prohibition is the only criterion in either regulation
concerning selection of an organization structure;
neither regulation states a preference for either

organization. -

10




AFSC supplements to AFR 70-15 and AFR 70-30
require a Performance Risk Anaiysis Group (PRAG) as an
independent evaluation group, separate from the SSEB,
which reports directly to the SSAC (3:2) or as a
separate evaluation team within the SSET (6: ). The
PRAG 13 composed of senior government personnel with
extensive acquisition experience. The PRAG group 1is
responsible for evaluating the past performance of each
offeror and determining the performance risk associated
with each proposal (3:1; 6:4).

Pre-evaluation activities. This phase of the

source selection includes all activities from
identification of the requirement through receipt of
proposals.

The f{irst significant activity ¢ the pre-
evaluation phase is the Business Strategy Panel (2:11;
4:5) or Acquiszition Strategy Panel (3:1; 6:4). These
panels are intended to review and approve the proposed
acquisition strategy, including such issues as
designation of the S5SA, adequacy of the technical
requirements documents, source selection evaluation
criteria, quality assurance requirements, business
strategy, logistics, and any unusual aspects of the

acquisition (5:5).

11




Prospeaective sources for the acquisition mus be
tdentified through market surveys which may range from
“contacts with knowledgeable faderal and nonfederal
exparts and results of recent market tests to more
formal sources such as ...announcements ...in the

Commerce Business Dailvy’ (2:12).

A Source Selection Plan (SSP) describing the
program, source selection organization, pre-evaluation .
activities, evaluation procedures and criteria,
acquisition strategy, and schedule for completing the
source selection events must be prepared by the program
office, reviewed by organizations detormined by local
policy, and approved by the SSA.
The SSEB or SSET must develop the criteria by
which proposals will be evaluated. Three types of
evaluation criteria are required: cost criterion,
specific criteria, and assessment criteria.
Cost 15 a mandatory criverion to be evaluated as
an arca for every source selection. Cost and/or price
analysis is used to determine the reasonableness,
realism, and completeness of the proposed price. Cost .
is not rated; results of the cost/price analysis are

presented in narrative form (2:14; 5:7).

12




Speciiic criteria are derived from characteristics
of{ the program. Specific criteria deal with areasg
(e.g. technical, logistics, management, operational
utility) which are divided into items representing a
Zreatar leval of detail., Items may be further broken
into factors and subfactors L{ the evaluation area 1is
complex. Only characterigtics of the program which are
significant %o program success should be included in

the specific criteria (2:14; 5:7).

e S B0 gt G G BN T S S T S AL D G AL G g G S B TAS P G Gl e SR G G B G P np S Bt G B G et AR S D G it Gy e Gt S SRR 0B B Gm Y

AREA

ITEM ITEM

FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR

SUBFACTOR SUBFACTOR

AR a e e s e S e e PGS G ML G W G P AT M mh G e Re SO WO G5 Mn R R M G Gm e RS B M M M SR M e S e G Gt S e e e

Figure 3. Graphic depiction of structure of specific
criteria.
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Assessmont criteria are related to the

offeror's

abilities as demonstrated in the proposal (2:14; 5:7).

Assessment criteria typically include soundness of

approach, understanding the problem, compliance with

requirements, and special technical factors.

Assessment criteria are applied against the
criteria in an evaluation matrix which must
developed during the planning phases of the

acquisition.

specific

be

AREA: TECHNICAL DESIGN AND INTEGRATION

SPECIFIC CRITERIA

Airframe R&M Avionics
Design Design

A Soundness

S ¢C of Approach

S R

E I

S T Understanding

S E the Problem

M R

E I

N A Compliance

T with Reqmts

Figure 4. Evaluation Matrix (2:32; 5:21).
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The relative importance of the evaluation areas,
specific criteria, and asszessment criteria must be
determined, because this information must be provided
to the offerors in the solicitation.

In addition to the aspects covaered by the criteria,
general considerations such as past performance,
proposed contractual terms and condlitions, and preaward
survey results are also evaluat:d. The SSEB or SSET
must determine what general considerations will apply,
because these considerations must be provided to the
offerors in the solicitation,

The SSEB or SSET must develop evaluation standards
which correspond to the evaluation criteria. The
standards set forth the minimum acceptable response to
a requirement; they are used to measure whether a
proposal meets, exceeds, or fails t¢ neet the
requirements (2:15; 5:8). The evaluation standards are
not included 1n the solicitation document.

The SSEB or SSET must prepare, for inclusion in
the solicitation, a comprehensive set of instructions
for proposal preparation. These instructions address
content and format of the information to be provided to

the government for evaluation.

15




The final pre-evaluation activity ig the
preparation and issuance of the solicitation document,
the Request for Proposal (RFP). The contracting
officer is responsible for preparing the RFP, using
information and documents provided by the program
manager and other team members, and obtaining the
reviews and approvals required before its release.

Proposal evaluation and contract award. This

phase of the source selection process bhegins with the
receipt of proposals from the offerors.

If desired, the SSEB or SSET may require the
offerors to conduct oral briefings to provide the
overviews of their proposals. Oral presentations must
occur before the evaluation process begins. If oral
presentations are required, evaluators must attend all
or none of the presentations "to eliminate bias and to
ensure objectivity during the evaluation process”
(2:15).

The technical evaluators compare each proposal to
the evaluation standards to determine the adequacy of
each proposal and assign ratings to each. The team
must document every instance in which a proposal fails
to meet the minimum requirements of the solicitation;
these documents are called deficiency reports. The

evaluators must also document any aspects of the

16




propasal which require clarificaticn because the data
provided 135 contradictory or inadequate to evaluate;
these documents are called claritfication requests. The
clarification requests are immediately sent by the
contract team to the offerer to request the necoded
slarification. The deficiency reports are held by the
contract taam until the insttial technical evaluation is
completed. Disposition of these reports will be
addressed below.

The products of this evaluation are the deficiency
reports, clarification raquests, and a written report
which must address, at a minimum:

what is offered; whether it meets or
fails tc meet the standard; any strengths
or weaknesses; what, in the evaluator's
opinion, may be done to remedy a
deficiency; the impact of any deficiency;
and a risk assessment of the offeror's
ability to perform. (2:15)
The evaluator must also convert the assigned ratings to
color ratings as shown in Figure 5.

The cost% and/or price analysis 15 performed by the
cost team, 1f one exists in the organization, or the
contract team. The evaluation typically includes both
cost and price analysis. Cost analysis is a detailed
examination of all elements of cost proposed and

requires the performance of an audit of the proposal by

the Defense Contract Audit Agency and field pricing

17




report by the contract administration office. The
findings of the audit, {ield pricing report, and
technical evaluation are applied to the cost proposal
to determine a fair and reasonable price for the
proposed effort. Price analysis generally compares the
proposed price of the system to prices of similar
systems to determine its reasonableness. On major
programs, ‘an additional measurement of cost or price
reasonableness and realism™ (2:17) i{s required. This
additional check requires that the government develop a
Most Probable Cost estimate which is based on the
results of the cost analysis of the proposed costs and
represents the estimated cost of ownership of the
system throughout its lifetime. This Most Probable
Cozt is then compared to the proposed cost and the
previously prepared program office estimate.

After completion of the initial evaluation, the
contracting officer makes a competitive range
determination for approval by the SSA to determine
which offerors will be included :n the discussion phase
of the source selection process. If a proposal does
not have a reasonable chance of being selected for
award, the proposal may be declared to be outside of
the competitive range and excluded from further

consideration in the source selection. A proposal is




considered 4o be outside the compatitive range if it
does not address essential requirements of the
solicitation, 15 so deficient that further
consideration would require a complete revision of the
proposal, or contains major deficiencies which
discussions could not be expected to cure (2:19; 5:10-
11). Affected offerors must be notified immodiately of
their exclusion from the competitive range. Feollowing
the competitive range determination, the contract team
issues the deficiency reports to the apprepriate
offerors, providing an opportunity for the offerors to
revise their proposals to remedy the deficiencies.
Discussions are conducted by the contract
definitization team of the SSEB or contract team of the
SSET. Discussions must be held with all offerors
determined to be in the competitive range. During
discussions, offerors must be given an opportunity to
correct any remaining deficiencies in the proposals and
to resolve any uncertainties and suspected mistakes.
The discussions may not reveal any aspects of proposals
submitted by other offerors, provide notice of proposal
weaknesses caused by the offeror's lack of diligence 1in
preparing the proposal, or use auction techniques to

reach an expected price (7:15-21).

19




COLOR RATING

Blue Exceptional
Greaen Acceptablae
Yellow Marginal

Red Unacceptable

DEFINITION

Excoeds specified performance
or capability in a beneficial
way to the Air Force; and has
high probability of
satisfying the requirement;
and has no szignificant
weakness,

Meets evaluation standards;
and has good probability of
satisfying the requirement;
and any weaknesses can be
readily corrected.

Fails to meet evaluation
standards; and has low
probability of satisf{ying the
requirement; and has
significant deficiencies but
correctable,

Fails to meet a minimum
requirement; and deficiency
requires a major revision to
the proposal to make it
correct.

Figure 5. Color Codes for Proposal Ratings (2:16).

When discussions with all offerors are complete,

the contracting officer affords all offerors a {inal

opportunity to revise the proposals through the

issuance of 2 request for Best and Final Offers

(BAFOs). The request for BAFO includes a complete

contract which the offeror must sign and return with

the BAFO.

20




In the BAFQ, an offeror may modif{y any aspect ol
the proposal, provided that adequate rationale for any
change is included. After receipt of the BAFO3, the
evaluators must update the evaluations to reflect any
changes made by the offerors.

For AFR 70-i3 source selections, the SSEB must
submit the rosults of the evaluations to the SSAC in an
executive summary report and an oral briefing. Based
on the executive summary report and briefing, the SSAC
prepares an analysis report which compares the
proposals and presents the results of the discussions
and BAFOs. The SSAC is also responsible for preparing a
source selection briefing based on the comparative
report which presents to the SSA all the information
required to make the source selection decision (2:20).

When the procedures of AFR 70-30 are used, the
SSET prepares a Proposal Analysis Report based on the
evaluation reports prepared by the evaluation teams.
The SSET also presents a briefing of the evaluation

results to the SSA for his deciszion (5:11).
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The S3A decision is transmitited to the cont avhaing
nf{ficer {n the source selection decision documunt
s.gned by the SSA. The document sets forth the
+2¢ision, rationale for the decision, and, if award :3
19 be made . other than the low offeror, a
determinatisn that “the technical superiority of the
higher priced proposal warrants the additional cost
involved® (2:21/22: 5:12; “%:10).

The cantracting oXficer executes the signed
contract submitted with the winning offeror's BAFO,
completes any final contract reviews required, providas
the congressional and other notifications required,
notiffes the unsuccessful offerors, and effects
distribution of the fully executed contract. The

source selection is complete.
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Relattonship to Research

The regulations which were reviewed in this
chapter served as a basis for the list of activities
and sub-activities which was developed for the
interviews used in gathering the data f{or this study.
These regulations also served as a basis for
analyzing the source selection process as presented by
the interview subjects and their suggested changes to
the process.

The methodology used in developing the list and

performing the analyses referred to above are addressed

in the following chapter.
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ITYI. Methodology

Querview

This chapter describes the research methodology
used to answer the research questions posed in this
study:

1) What are the major factors contributing
to the length of the process? Can these factors ba
controlled?

2) What local {nitlatives have been
implemented to expedite source selections? How
effective have these initiatives bean?

The discussion includes the development of the
interview instrument, subject selection, interview
protocol, and data analysis. A brie{ summary concludes

the chapter.

Interview Instrument Development

A semi-structured interview was determined to be
the appropriate method for gathering data for this
field experiment. A survey was inappropriate because
the desired information was not quantitative in nature,
and could only be obtained through verbal explanation
and assessment of the participants’' experiences. A

structured interview was too inflexible for the




circumstances. The semi-structured interview was
determined to be the most suitable instrument to gather
qualitative information, and to allow {ollow-up
questions determined by the responses given,

The interview, Appendix A, was based on a list of
source selection activities which was derived {rom the
regulations discussed in Chaptar II and the
researcher's experience with source selections at

Aeronautical Systems Division (ASD). The activities on

the list were:

PRE-EVALUATIQN ACTIVITIES
Business Strategy Panel/Acquision Strategy
Panel
Identification of sources
Source Selection Plan
Evaluation criteria development
Evaluation standards
Instructions to offerors
Request for Proposal lssuance

PROPOSAL EVALUATION AND CONTRACT AWARD
Receipt of proposals
Quick Look briefing or memo
Oral brie/ 'ngs by offerors
Technical evaluation
Mid-Term briefing
Cost/price analysis/Most Probable Cost
estimate
Competitive range determination
Model contracts
Discussions
Best and Final Offers
Technical evaluation update
SSEB Executive Summary Report
SSEB briefing to SSAC
SSAC Analysis Report
SSET Proposal Analysis Report
Final SSA briefing
SSA decision document
Contract execution
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Severa)l of the activities were further divided into sub-
activities, A complete list of all the activities and
sub-activities can be found in Appendix A.

A list of basic questions was developed to elicit
the information needed to answer the investigative
questions. The interview questions were divided into
four general areas:

1) The first section of the interview was
designed to identify problem areas in the source
selection process. The repondents were required
to review every activity on the list, identify the
activities with which they had no experience, rate all
other activities as "not a problem” or as “minor”,
‘moderate”, or "major” problems. For each activity
identified as a problem, a series of questions was
asked concerning the nature of the problem experienced,
the cause of the problem, what immediate actions were
taken to deal with the problem, and suggestions for
long-term solutions to prevent the problem in the
future,

2) The second section of the interview
was designed to look at the source selection activities
from a cost/benefit point of view; that is, does the
benefit derived from the activity justify the

investment of time or resources needed to complete it?
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3) The next peortion of the interview addressed
initiatives which had been implemented to avoid or
solve recurring problems or to expedite source
selection schedules.

4) *he !Yinal portion of the interview offered the
subjects the cpportunity to make any other comments on
the source seiection process or the interview,

In addition to this information on the source
selection process, limited work-related background
information was gathered on the interview subjects.
The background information consisted of:

1) Jjob title,

2) years of government contracting
experience,

3) other non-buyer/PCO acquisition-

related experience,
4) experience at other AFSC product

divisions, and,
5) extent of source selection
experience.
This data was collected to define the sample from which
the information was drawn.

After the interview questions were drafted, threc
pretest interviews were conducted, using the szame
protocol as the actual interviews. The subjects for
the pretest interviews were ASD contracting personnel
who had a familiarity with source selection procedures,

but who were not in the population being considered by

this research; these subjects had conducted source
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selections related to science and technology (S&T)
efforts. The pretest interviews were conducted to
ensure that the questions were ecasily understood and
that they elicirted the information desired. The
interview protocol was used to allow the researcher to
become more familiar with the intended protocol, in
order to be more fluent and at ease during the actual
interviews. No interview questions were revised as a

result of the pretest interviews.

Subject Selection

Because this was a purposive, nen-probability,
judgmentazi sampling, subjects were chosen for their
experience with the topic rather than by random
sampling. Candidates for the interview were ASD
contracting personnel who had recent exPerience with
source selections for full-scale engineering
development or production programs over 35 million.
The research was limited to ASD because of time and
resource constraints. The experience requirement and
selection of ASD as the research location determined
the size of the population. A list of source selecticas
which had been completed within the last 18 months was
obtained from ASD/PMPS, the ASD source selection

office. Seventeen source selections and 18 points of
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contact were included. The individuals listed for each
source selection were contacted to schedule interviews.
In several cases, the original participants in the
source selections had been re-assigned to different ASD
organizations, and the listed individuzl had begun to
work on the program after the source selection had been
completed. The names of the original participants were
obtained, and a total of 19 individuals were identified
as the population. Of the 19 possible subjects, one
individual was an Air Force officer who had been re-
assigned from ASD, and was thus no longer available to
be interviewed. One individual refused to participate.
Two individuals agreed to be interviewed, but did not
appear for the interviews. Three individuals were
unavailable due to workload or temporary duty

considerations. A total of 12 individuals participated

in the interviews.

Protocol

At least one day before the interviews, the
subjects were provided copies of the interview package
which is included as Appendix A. It was requested that
they complete the section on work experiance before the
interview started. The lists of source selection

activities and questions were provided to alliow the
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subjects to become familiar with the areas bto be
addressed. The subjects were also asked to identify
the activities with which they had no experience.
These actions were intended to minimize the time
required to conduct the interviews.

The interviews were conducted face to face at ASD.
Responses were recorded in writing during the
interviews; the instruments used by the researcher had
bean designed to facilitate note-taking, and the pace
of the interviews was slow enough to allow adequate
written documentation.

At the start of the interview, the participants
were told that their names would be listed as interview
subjects, but that their responses would be anonymous;
no program specific information would be included in
Chapter IV, and no responses would be tied to any names
of the interview subjects. This guarantee of anonymity
was believed by the researcher to be necessary to

ensure that honest, open responses were provided.
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The subjects were generally very cooperative and
appeared to be interested in providing extensive and
reliable information, It appeared to the researcher
that the participants felt that they had valuable
informatfon to contribute, and that their participation
could provide the basis for meaningful change in the
source selection process.

Puring the interview, the researcher frequently
used f{ollow-up questions to elicit further information
about problem areas. The individual follow-up
queshions were based on the responses given by the
subjects and the types of information desired.

For ease of conducting the interview, the list of
activities was divided into two sections: 1) pre-
evaluation activities, and 2) proposal evaluation and

contract award. Each section of the list was handled

separately.

Statistical analysis of the responses was limited
to frequency distributions of the "major, moderate,
minor, not a problem, no experience”® responses. Every
source selection activity identified as a problem of

any magnitude was addressed in narratives which
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summarize and compare the interview responses. Any
suggested long-term solutions to these problems were
analyzed, both for compatibility with requiremerts of
law and practicality of implementation.

The results of the analysis of the interview
regponses were used to compile a list of
recommendations for changes in regulation, policy, or

procedures and suggestions for further research.

Chapter Summary

This chapter described the methodology used in
conduct of this research precject from formulation of
the interview questions through data analysis. The
results of this methodology will be presented in

Chapter 1IV.
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IV, Findings and Analysis

OQverview

This chapter presents the research f{indings
resulting from the previously described methodology.
Following a description of the sample {rom which the
information was obtained, the results of the interviews
will be presented and analyzed. The interview was

divided into four areas:

1) source selection problem areas and
sugdested solutions;

2) cost/benefit of source selection
activities;

3) initiatives to improve source selection;
and,

4) goneral comments on the process.
The discussion of the interview findings will be

divided in the same manner. A brief summary will

complete the chapter.

Description of the Sample

The sample for this research project consisted of
12 individuals., While this i1s a small sample, the
total popuiation conszisted of only 19 people. The
individuals in the sample displayed considerable -
knowledge on the source selection process, were very
forthcoming in their responses, and provided an

adequate sample for a pilot research study such as

this.
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The interview subjects had worked as government
contract negotiators and/or contracting off{icers for an
average of over 12.5 years. The range of experience
was from 3.5 to 27 years. The distribution of
axperience is shown in Table 1. One individual cited
1.5 years of contracting experience with Air Force
Logistics Command; the other individuals had worked
only at ASD. All the interview subjects were
civilians; one Air Force officer was a member of the
populatiusn but was no longer assigned at ASD. No
members of the sample had non-buyer/PCO acquisition-
related experience. More than half the sample had
participated in only one major source selection; the
average for the sample was 1.9, with a maximum of four.
This information is shown in Table 2. Many individuals
in the sample had also participated in source
selections which are outside the scope of this study
(under %5 million or science and technology).

All individuals in the sample had an adequate
amount of general contracting experience to be
considered credible. While sourme selection experience
was rather limited, this was to be axpected; many
contracting offices at ASD do very limited numbers of
major source selections, if any. The greatest number

of source selections are conducted in organizations
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such as Aeronautical Equipment (ASD/AE) or Training
Systems (ASD/YW), which manage a number of{ programs.
Offices which manage a single large program, such as
the F-15 (ASD/VF) or F-16 (ASD/YP), conduct most of
their business through sole source contracts with the
airframe manufacturers. Therefore, the possibility

of obtaining experience in source selection is related
to the organizations to which a contract negotiator is
assigned and the frequency of job rotation. An
additional factor in source selection experience is the
limited number of major source selections conducted by
the entire product division. Only seventeen major
source selections were completed at ASD between

February 1988 and June 1989.

Table 1. Contracting experience of sample members.

Experience No. of Respondents
(in years)
1 - 5 1
6 - 10 5
11 - 15 4
16 - 20 0
21 - 25 1
26 - 30 1
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Table 2. Source selection experience of sample.

No. of source selactions No. of raspondents

e G ) e
e O =]

Problem Areas and Suggested Solutions

For this portion of the Interview, subjects
identified source selection activities with which they
had no experience, and rated the cther ssurce selection
activities as “not a problem” or as “minor”,
“moderate”, or “major’ problems. Two of the
respondents also insisted on rating several items as
“moderate to major® and ’'minor to moderate,” although
these were not among the desired responses. The
summary of the responses to this portion of the
interview is detailed in 4ppendix B. For each
activity rated as a probiem, the problems experienced,
causes of those problems, how the problems were
addressed, and how they might be avoided in the future
were discussed.

Only five individuals cited activities with which
they had no experience. This information was
requested because not all the activities listed are

included in all source selections; the researcher did
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not want to show an activity as “not a problem” if the
lack of problems could have been due to 2 lack of use of
the activity. However, a total of only 16 activities
were cited. The maximum number of "no experience’
responses for any activity was two, These responses

are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Activities receiving "No Experience’
Responses

Activity Number of Respanses

Business Strategy Panel/
Acquisition Strategy Panel

[

Source Selection Plan

Preparation 1

Approval 1
Evaluation criteria development i
Evaluation standards development 1
Oral briefings by offerors 2
Cost and price analysis/
Most Probable Cost estimate 1
Technical evaluation update 1
SSEB Executive Summary Report 2
SSEB briefing to SSAC 2
SSAC Analysis Report 2
Total --I;--
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A total of 94 problems were identified by the
respondents., The average number of problems per
interview was 7.8, with a range from 1 to 16. The most
frequently fdentified problem activity (including its
sub-activities) was “technical evaluation,” named 19
times., Only {ive activities were rated as “not a
problem” by all respondents having experience with
these activities:

1) oral briefings by offerors,

2) competitive range determination,

3) SSEB Executive Summary Report,

4) SSEB briefing to SSAC, and,

5) SSET Proposal Analysis Report.
Each activity cited as a problem will be addressed
separately. For the convenience of the reader, the
number of problem responses is shown after each
activity name. The discussion {or each problem
activity is divided into two sections. The first
section provides the information derived from the
interviews. The second section contains the

researcher's analysis of that information.

Business Strategy Panel (BSP)/Acquisition Strategy

Panel (ASP). (Moderate - l; Minor - 3)

Responses. The moderate problem concerned
guidance given by the ASP. The respondent felt that
the guidance received is not always logical and may

result in increased costs for the program. Examples of

38




such guidance included changing the contract type for a
development effort to firm {fixed price and, in another
instance, changing the basis for award to place more
emphasis on technical aspects when the acquisition team
had judged cost/price to be the most fmportant factor
in selecting the successful offeror. The causze cited
by the respondent was politics overcoming good business
decisfons. At the time, the participants attempted to
influence the outcome of tha ASP; after failing in
that, the only means of dealing with ASP guidance which
was opposed to the team's judgment was to accept and
implement the guidance given. The respondent's
proposed solution was to ensure that good business (as
opposed to political) decisions are made up front. No
specific means of implementing this solution was
provided.

A minor problem cited for the BSP/ASP activity
concerned the inability bto ortain a waiver to the
requirement to conduct a BSP for a program which was
considered routine and had no unusual aspects. The

cause of this fairlure was unknown to the respondent. A
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BSP was conducted, which resulted in a schedule slip.
The proposed long-term solution included a more liberal
wafver policy for acquisitions which are routine in
nature, and better planning by the acquisition team to
accomodate unforeseen occurrences such as the inabflity
to obtain waivers, so that schedule tmpacts could be
mitigated,

Another minor problem involved conf{licting
interpretations of the recommendations made by the
BSP. In this case, team members held a meaeting
during which a consensus was reached. This problem
has since been solved by implamentation of an
administrative requirement which provides an uninvolved
party to attend the panel and record the minutes.

The third minor problem concerned the lack of
adequate planning by the acquisition team; the team did
not begin preparation f{ar enough in advance of the ASP.
The cause of this problem involved workload
considerations; team members had other workload for
which they were responsible, and ASP preparation was
not made a priority over other workload. The problem

was solved by having the SPO director assign a priority
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to ASP preparation. The respondent suggested earlier
identification of the potential problem caused by
delaying ASP preparation, and earlier assignment of a

priority to this preparation activity to prevent this

problem in the future. |
Analvsis. Two of the four problems related

to the BSP/ASP involved the unwillingness of j

authorities outside of a program office to accept the

judgment of those most knowledgeable about the }

acquisition. While oversight by uninvolved experts

can provide a useful balance to the parochial views of

the program team, these strategy reviews sometimes

serve “political”® interests at the expense of good

business judgment. This would appear to be an arena

where the decentralization of decision-making

could provide a benefit to the acquisition process.

Because numsrous management reviews are required for

major source selections, it would appear that deletion

of the BSP/ASP requirement for these acquisitions would

not jeopardize management oversight responsibilities.

Changes to AFR 70-15, AFR 70-30, and the AFSC

regulation on Acquisition Strategy Panels would be

needed to delete the BSP/ASP requirement for source

selections.
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Identification of Snurces. {Moderate - 1;

Minor - 4)

Responses. All respondents cited the same
issue related to identification of sources. The
regulatory requirements for this activity include a
market survey, which, because its formal definition is
nebulous, is generally conducted through a formal

advertisement in the Commerce Business Daily, and a

synopsis required by the Competition in Contracting Act
(CicA), which must be accomplished by advertising in

the Commerce Business Daily. The market survey is

meant to discover qualified sources for the
acquisition; only those sources who appear to have the
requisite capabilities are placed on the source list.
The CICA synopsis requirements allow no screening of
potential sources; all respondents are placed on the
source list and receive copies of the solicitation
documents. In effect, two virtually identical synopses
are required, which result in numerous unqualijfied
sources on the source list. This problem was caused by
the unclear definition of a market survey and the lack
of ability to screen respondents to the CICA synopsis.
The usual method of dealing with this problem has been

to publish two synopses and send RFPs to all
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respondants. Suggdestions for long-term solutions

included:

1) combining the market survey and synopsis
requirements S allow ong anncuncaomant)

2) changing the FAR requirements for the
CICA synopsis to allow screening of the
capabilities of the respondents to
limit the source list to qualified
sources; and,

3) changing the FAR requirements for the
CICA synopsis to require respondents to
identify themselves as manufacturers or
marketeers/consultants and to require
non-manufacturing concerns to pay {or
solicitation documents as a cost of
doing business.

Analysis. All three suggested solutions
appear to be reasonable approaches to this problem.
The most conservative suggestion, combining the
announcements, would eliminate one step from the
acquisition process and result in a minor reduction of
the time involved. The ability to screen respondents
and/or charge non-manufacturing concerns for RFPs would
provide a greater benefit to the acquisition system;
the administrative effort required for reproduction and
mailing dozens of solicitation documents, when only two
or three proposals are exp cted, is a burden on the
acquisition system which involves no return or
investment. It could be argued that zllowing the
elimination of prospective sources cculd unfairly
restrict access to the contracting system; however,

criteria for screening could be developed to minimize
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the possibilities for abuse. Implementation of any of
these suggestions would require a change to the FAR;
changes to the CICTA synopsis might require changaes to
public law, depending on the detail included in CICA
addressing the synopsis requirements.

Source Selection Plan (SSP). (Major - 1;

Moderate - 1; Minor =~ 1)

Responses. The major problem related to the
SSP concerned the time required for preparation of the
plan due %o the number of revisions required. This
problem was caused by the lack of knowledge of the
planning process and the required content and format of
the SSP on the part of personnel charged with preparing
the plan. The problem was corrected through meetings
with the program office to work out the problems. The
suggested long-term solution was education; the
responuent suggested that a short course be developed,
bazed on ASD source selection procedures, to
familiarize participants with SSP requirements.

The moderate problem ‘ealt with the inclusion of
too many evaluation factors in the SSP. The evaluators
responsible for these inputs to the plan wanted to
evaluate too many aspects of the proposals; they had to
be pursuaded that the streamlining initiatives required

a reduction in the scope of the technical evaluation.
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A meeting between the appropriate directors was
required to accomplish this end. The long-term
golution for this problem involved enforcement of
existing regulatory guidance that limits the number of
evaluation factors.

The minor problem was very similar to the major
problem discussed above. In addition to the previously
cited cause, this respondent also cited lack of early
involvement of contracting personnel as a cause of the
problem. In addition to suggesting education of the
plan preparers as to format and contents of the plan,
this respondent suggested early involvement of
contracting personnel in the planning process as a
means of avoiding problems with SSP preparation.

Analysis. Earlier involvement of contracting
personnel in the planning process for source selections
is needed to ensure that all contracting issues are
adequately considered. The failure of program
management personnel to seek this involvement can be
caused by conflict between the program management and
contracting functions which results from the different
roles which are served by the functions. This conflict
must be overcome so that the teamwork which is

necessary for efficient conduct of source selections

can be achieved.
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The lack of knowledge of the source selection
process cited by these respondents reflects a common
theme of the interviews. While the SSP in itself does
not represent a significant problem in the source
selection process, the ignorance which surrounds the
planning to be reflected in the SSP is a significant
factor; this ignorance will be cited again and again
throughout this study. The formal training suggested
to eliminate problems with the SSP would require an Air
Force commitment of additional resources for developing
and conducting the training course, but is desireable
to achieve improvements in the performance of source
selection participants.

Evaluation criteria development. (Major - 3;

Moderate ~ 3)

Responses. All respondents cited similar
problems with evaluation criteria development. The
cited problems inciuded criteria that were:

1)  inaccurate;

2) not limited to items which were
important to the evaluation;

3) appeared to favor a particular approach
or contractor; .

4) too specific;

5) inappropriate;

6) not well thought-out;

7) not well written;

8) required numerous re-writes; and,

9) did not reflect the proper priorities
of the technical evaluation or
correlate with the evaluation standards
and instructions to offerors.
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The most frequently cited cause for these problems was
a general lack of understanding on the part of program
managers and engineers of the source selection process
and how evaluation criteria fit into that process (and
relate to other documents such as the evaluation
standards and instructions to offerors). Another cause
cited by several respondents was personnel turnover;
the lack of team continuity from year to year results
in the loss of learning and need to train new
participants for every source gelection. An element of
this cause was the emphasis placed on source selection
experience in the promotion process; several
respondents felt that this emphasis encouraged
personncl to participate in one source selection as a
square~-filling exercise, which prevents the development
of expertise in the process. The problems were
resolved through numerous reviews and corrections of
the criteria and through team meetings to thrash out
the problems. Suggested solutions centered on
education. Three of the six respondents suggested that
ASD/PMPS, the Source Selection Division, develop a
short course on source selection to be conducted very
early in the planning stages. The course should focus
on planning for source selections and provide

instruction in preparation of the required documents
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and how they relate to each other. One respondent
suggested that completion of the Statement of Work and
specification be required before development of
evaluation criteria could begin. Another suggestion
proposed that the evaluation criteria be approved at
the ASP to rwquire early development and multi-
disciplinary review of the criteria.

Analysis. Half of the respondents cited
significant problems with evaluation criteria
development. These problems flow throughout the process
because many other documents or activities build on or
relate to the criteria. Elimination of the problems
with this activity could provide a significant benefit
to the entire process.

The problems cited for evaluation criteria
development re-inforce the need for formal training to
provide an understanding of the source selection
process, If the participants do not understand the
process, it is unlikely that they will see the
relationships between the various documents and
activities. An understanding of the process should
eliminate the failure to tie the evaluation criteria to

the requirements documents of the RFP, the evaluation
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standards, and the instructions to offerors. The
participants would be better able to write objective,
relevant. and meaningful criteria.

The issue of personnel turnover and resultant lack
of source selection expertise were not addressed by the
respondents in their long-term solutions for dealing
with problems in developing evaluation criteria. This
situation will be addressed in the analysis of
technical evaluation problems and in the fourth section

of this chapter, which presents the general comments of

the respondents.

Evaluation standards. (Major - 3;

Moderate - 1)

Responses. Problems cited for evaluation
standards were very similar to those cited for

evaluation criteria. The cited problems included

standards that were:

1) unfair;

2) not definitive;

3) not specific;

4) inaccurate;

5) did not reflect the RFP requirements;
and,

6) did not correlate with the evaluation
criteria and instructions to offeror.

Cited causes for these problems included:
1) a lack of understanding of the source
selection process;

2) lack of familiarity with the technical
requirements of the RFP;
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3) ignorance of the relationship between
various parts of the RFP (that standards
flow from technical requirements and
evaluation criteria);

4) preparation of related RFP documents
by different persornel and as separate
entities;

5) lack of training; and,

6) time constiraints.

Two respondents stated that t>e problems were resolved
through team meetings to refi.e the standards. One
respondent was unable to influence the situation. In
the final instance, the problems with the standards
were not discovered until the technical evauation was
in process and the bad standards made the avaluation
impossible., The RFP and evaluation standards had to be
modified, and the technical evaluation re-accomplished.
Long-term solutions centered around formal training to
educate team members about the purpose and development
of evaluation standards. Another suggestion concerned
ensuring that team members responsible for preparing
the standards are knowledgeable of the technical
requirements in the RFP. It was also recommended that
the Statement of Work and specifications be completed
before development of the evaluation standards.

Analysis. One-third of the respondents had

experienced significant problems related to evaluation

standards. Again, many of the problems resulted from a

lack of understanding of the source selection process
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and the relationships between the various documents and
activities. These problems could be mitigated through
formal education,

An additional problem concerned the lack of
familiarity of technical team members with the
technical requirements of the RFP, resulting in the
development of standards which did not reflect the RFP
requirements. This problem would seem to indicate a
lack of diligence on the part of the technical team
chief, program manager, and/or SSEB chairman. These
individuals should, as part of their reviews of the
source selection documents, ensure the accuracy of all
standards by checking the sources of those standards in
the technical requirements documents. This problem
could have been influenced by time constraints, which
were cited by respondents; quality may have been
sacrificed to schedule.

Instructions to offerors (ITO). (Major - 2;:

Modarate - 2)

Responses. Both respondents who cited major
problems with the ITO focused on the scope of
information required by the ITO. In both cases, the
ingtructions required the offerors to submit
significant amounts of data which would not or could

not be evaliuated. In one case, the ITO was 100 pages
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in length, single-spaced, which is the same number of
pages the offeror was allowed for the technical
proposzal. An additional problem related to the failure
of the ITO to coincide with the evaluation criteria and
standards. Those who cited moderate problems with the
ITO found that extensive changes were required to the
instructions; in one case, the drafters attempted to
mandate contractual requirements through the ITO.
Causas cited by the respondents included:

1) a lack of understanding of the source
selection process;

2) lack of knowledge of the “canned” ITO,
which led to inclusion of unneccessary
data and deletion of needed information;

3) lack of integrated review of the ITO;

4) lack of knowledge concerning what
information is needed to demonstrate
compliance with standards;

5) lack of training; and,

6) time constraints.

Team review of the ITO and a meeting between the SSEB
deputy chairman and the area chiefs were used to deal
with these problems., Suggestions for long-term
solutions included early meetings between functionzls
and area chiefs 4o fozter 2 true underatanding of the
contents and purpose of the ITO, and formal training.
One individual suggested the formation of small inter-
disciplinary teams to prepare the ITO as an integrated

document, rather than piece-mealing modified boiler-

plate ITO segments together.
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Analysisz. Ona-third of the respondents also
had significant problems with the ITO. These problems
wera often related to the problems experienced with
evaluation criteria and standards, and had the common
cause of lack of understanding of the source selection
process. The problems with the ITO involve all
functional disciplines of the source selection team;
the ITO consolidates the data needs of every functional
area, In addition to formal education, preparation of
an integrated ITO by a small inter-disciplinary team
drawn from the SSEB or SSET would «ppear to be a viable
approach to minimizing the problems encountered.

Purchase Request (PR) package development.

(Major - 4; Moderate - 2; Minor - 2)

Responses. Three of the four respondents
who characterized PR package development as a major
problem stated that the requirements packages delivered
by the program office to contracting were deficient.
The packages were missing documents or were disjointed,
with no flow between related parts such as the
Statement of Work, evaluation criteria, instructions to
offerors, and basis for award. The packages required
major corrections before they were suitable for use by

the contracting offices. Causes cited included:
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1} lack of knowledge of the required
contents of a PR package;
2) lack of a definitive operating
inatruction covering PR package
contents and preparation;
3) failure to involve contracting
personnel early in the acquisition
cycle; and,
4) lack of understanding of the source
selection process,
These problems were corrected by returning the package
to the originating office with extensive comments on
content and format, modifying the contract after award
to correct errors and provide missing information, and
holding team meetings and reviews to resolve the
issues, Suggestions to avoid the problem in the future
included earlier involvement by contracting personnel
in acquisition planning and the requirements
development process, development of a detailed
operating instruction on PR package requirements, and
education on the source selection process.
The fourth problem characterized as major involved
a PR package which did not accurately reflect the
desired program, resulting in the receipt of proposals
which exceeded the program budget. The PR package had
included excessive requirements, such as full cost
reporting on a firm fixed price contract, and included
requirements which were not properly tailored for the

program. The problem was solved by de-scoping the

effort to delete excessive or inappropriate
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raequirements and re=soliciting. The suggested long-~
term solution was to ensure that requirements are
appropriately tailored to the program; no means of
ensuring such tatloring was suggested.

Both subjects who cited moderate problems with PR
package development had experienced problems with the
requirements definition process, Requirements for the
program were not defined well early in the process and
continued to change throughout the source selection,
One of these respondents stated that translating the
general requirements of the Statemen? of Need into the
detailed requirements of a Statement of Work and
specifications was very difficult and frequently led
to conflicts between the engineers and users. The

cirted causes were:

1) a lack of understanding of mission
requirements on the part of those
responsibla for writing the
detailed requirements documents;

2) that users {requently have a particular
equipment item or system in mind,
while the engineers in the program
office have no “vested interest”™ in
any system; and,

3) conflict between the users and the
acquisition community due to users’
lack of knowledge of acquisition
procedures and regulations.
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Tha pronl¢ms were handled by making changes to the
Statement of Work and specifications throughout the
source selection and after contract award, and through
persistence by engineering and contracting parsonnel to
overcome the users' pre-existing product interests.
Long-term solutionz were to define the requirements
early 1in the prozess, to ensure greater familiarity
with mission requirements. and to mitigate the effects
of polities in the system, which can cause personnel to
push the “party line® rather than being realistic about
what can be achieved technically.

Both minor problems concerned incomplete PR
packages and the failure of the program office to
provide the packages to the contracting office in a
timely manner. Lack of knowledge and a definitive
standard for PR packages were cited as the cause.
Discussions with the drafters of the packages were
held to resolve the problems. The suggested long-term
solution, in both cases, was the development of
internal operating instructions defining the contents
of a PR package.

Analysis. Development of the PR package
represents an area where significant improvement could
be made in the source selection process; eight of the

twelve respondents identified problems with this
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activity. Because PR packages and their problams are
not unique to source selections, improvements in this
area could benefit all types of acquisitions.

In addition to the previously cited need for
formal education on the source selection process, the
respondants also cited the need for a standard defining
required PR package contents. The researcher is aware
that some contracting directorates at ASD have
developed operating instructions which address PR
package contents; other directoratas could easily
develop such standards to alleviate this problem.

An additional factor is the lack of quality
control for PR packages. If adeguate tecnnical
reviews of the completed packages were accomplished
before the PR packages left the program office, the
number of inadequate ackages should be reduced.

The problem with requirements definition cited by
two respondents is not so easily dealt with., This
problem has been cited by critics of the defense
acquisition system (8:145-147; 9:107-117). If
politics could be removed from the requirements -
definition process, this problem would be alleviated;
however, reforms to the methods of requirements

definition are beyond the scope of this study.
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Request for Propnsal (RFP) preparation and

review. (Major - 2; Moderate - 3: Minor - 1)

—— V————

Responses. Both major problems were related
to the RFP review process. One respondent cited the
late receipt of review comments from AFSC, which
necessitated an extension to the proposal due date to
accomodate the comments. This problem was caused by a
“business as usual® review of the RFP by AFSC. The
problem was handled by extending the due datz for
proposals to answer or implement the AFSC comments.
The suggested solution was the establizhment of a time
limit for AFSC review of RFPs.

The second major problem involved the number of
reviews required. For a high dollar program, the
following reviews are required:

1) Acquisition Review Team (ART) -
require approximately one month
including preparation, briefing,
reviews, response to comments,
and resolution of problems;

2) Legal review by JAG - requires
three to five days, minimum;

3) Contracting directorate review -
requires three to five days
minimum;

4) Contract review committee-- requires
five days minimum; and,

5) AFSC contract review committee -
review is accomplished after release
of RFP and may be waived if AFSC
workload is heavy. The lack of a
review on the RFP can cause problems
at contract award after a signed
contract has been received from the
contractor.
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These multiple reviews can result in conflicting
opinions which must be resolved by the contracting
office, often resulting in constant changes to all
parts of the RFP. The cited cause of this problem was
related to the recent streamlining initiatives, which
have shortened the time available for activities
between release of the RFP and source selection
decision, but added to the time required for up-front,
unmonitored activities by adding requirements like the
ART. In addition, mandates by the SSA to award
without discussions caused reviewers to be over-
cautious, lengthening the time required for the
reviews. Under extremely unusual circumstances,
certain reviews may be waived; generally, however, the
only choice for dealing with this problem was to
accomplish all the required reviews and resolve all the
review comments. The suggested solution for this
problem called for allowing the ART to serve as the sole
RFP review at ASD. All participants in the current ASD
review process participate in the ART; therefore, when
the ART is complete, all parties could sign off on the
RFP at that time to complete the ASD review cycle in
one step.

All the moderate problems cited concerned the

time required to accomplish the preparation and review
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process. The causes included buyer workload,
constantly changing regulatory requirements, excessive
number of reviews, and excessive time required to have
RFPs reproduced. These causes are hard to influence;
therefore, the respondents had dealt rather
unsuccessfully with these problems in the past. As
long-term solutions, the respondents suggested sharing
workload among groups, requesting priority reviews and
priority printing, overtime, and cutting the number of
reviews required.

The minor problem concerned the lengthening of
the RFP preparation cycle by the streamlining
initiatives; these initiativeg move time from the
portion of the schedule which is &racked to the
preparation period, require additional document
reviews and approvals, and add new higher level
coordination/approval/briefings. The respondent was
unable to identiiy an associated cause. The problem
has been mitigated through overtime, dedication of
personnel to source selections, and letting other
workload s5lip. Suggested long-term solutions included:

1) cutting the number and levels of review,
2) delegation of approvals to the lowest
appropriate level;
3) better cooperation between team
members and users; and,
4) establishment of generic samples

of various source selection d~cuments
to serve as models.
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Analysis, Half of the respondents identified
problems with RFP preparation and review; all problems
related to the time required to complate the activity.
Five of the six respondents characterized the number of
required reviews as excessive. The suggestion that the
ART serve as the sole RFP review at ASD appears to be a
practical means of avoiding redundant reviews and
saving time. Implementation of this change would
require revision of the ASD FAR Supplement.

One very interesting point arose during the
discussions of RFP preparation and review problems.
Several respondents cited the recent streamlining
initiatives as the cause of increasing RFP preparation
leadtimes. The respondents cited additional
requirements imposed by the initiatives which are
designed to minimize the time consumed by source
selections. This topic will be addressed in greater
detail in the section of this chapter which deals with
the general comments.

Receipt of proposals. {(Minor - 1) One minor

problem was identified related to receipt of proposals.
This was an administrative problem related to security
1ssues specific to the office in which the respondent
was assigned; the problem is unrelated to the source

selection process.
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Quick Look briefing or memo. (Minor - 1)

Responses. The respondent stated that having
to stop the entire process to prepare this memo was a
minor problem. The cause lay in the perceived lack of
value of the memo, which relays very little information
to the SSA. Although the respondent has routinely
processed the required memo in the past, he suggested
that the requirement for the memo be deleted.

Analysis. This activity represents only a
minor problem in the process. However, because the
Quick Look memo does provide very little benefit to the
process, consideration should be given to changing the
requirement to allow a notification to the SSA of the
proposals received, rather than requiring a briefing or
memo .

Technical evaluation. (Major - 9; Moderate - 4;

Moderate to Minor - 2; Minor - 4)

Responses. One major problem experienced
with the technical evaluation was the lack of specific
information and support in the technical evaluation
report, caused by lack of btraining. The problem was
resolved by holding discussions with the area chiefs

until adequate rationale was obtained for the positions
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stated in the evaluation report. The respondent
suggested formal training and an update of the ASD/PMPS
source 3election handbook as long-term solutions.

The remaining major problems dealt with two
different aspects of technical evaluation:
.) Clarification Requests (CRs), Deficiency Reports
(DRs), and Modification Requests (MRs), and 2) effects
of streamlining initiatives. Two respondents cived the
large number of CRs and DRs that were required, which
delayed completion of the evaluation. In one case, the
problem was caused by deficiencies in the RFP; the
second was caused by the failure of the offerors to
comply with RFP requirements. Because the information
was needed to complete the evaluations, the CRs and DRs
were processzed. Solutions included more thorough
reviews of the technical requirements documents in the
RFP and better communication with potential offerors to

ensure that RFP requirements are understood and

addressed.
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Another problem concerned the discovery during the
technical evaluation that an important programnm
requirement had been omitted from the RFP, requiring
the issuance of an MR to incorperate it, and delaying
the contract award by two weeks. The suggested
solution included a thorough technical review of the
RFP and better planning.

In another case, numerous “re-hashes® of the CRs
and DRs were raquired to reduce the number, which made
the process very time consuming. The cited cause was a
goal, established by the ASD Commander, of zero CRs and
DRs. The respondent felt that this goal caused a loss
of support from the evaluators who felt that their
comments were being ignored and that management was
attempting to control the issues to be addressed
through controlling the CR/DR process. The problem was
handled by deferring issues to the discussion period,
rather than resolving them during the evaluation. The
proposed long-term solution included eaducation and a
change in the climate %o allow proper handling of
issues which must be resolved before contract award.

The major problems related to the streamlining
initiatives fell into two categories. The first had to
do with constraints placed on the evaluation because of

streamlining. One respondent stated that the
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accelerated schedules do not allow adequate time to
conduct a thorough review of the proposals. The page
limits on proposals were also cited as a factor
limiting the adequacy of the evaluations. Although the
subjects complied with the constraints mandated by the
streamlining initiatives, they believed that these
constraints severely limited the usefulness of the
resulting evaluations. They suggested that sufficient
time and information be allowed to ensure a meaningful
evaluation. One respondent suggested that, if adequate
time and data cannot be provided, the requirement for
technical evaluation should be deleted because it
provides no meaningful measure.

The final major problem was caused by a mandate by
the SSA, prior to the start of the source selection,
that award would be made without discussions. This
mandate meant that the SSA would not approve issuance
of any CRs or DRs, which took the evaluation out of the
hands of the evaluators. The evaluators were forced to
defend (unsuccessfully) their need for information, had
valid concerns which could not be addressed, and were
unable to obtain clarifications which were needed for
an unrestricted evaluation. The respondent felt that
the mandate for award without discussions severely

limited the validity and completeness of the
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evaluation. The SSA's mandate was complied with, and
the contract was awarded without discussions. The
respondent proposed as a long-term solution that the
CR/DR process be taken from the hands of the SSA and
returned to the evaluation team chairperson to ensure
that complete evaluations are performed and that the
government can obtain the benefits that can be derived
from meaningful discussions.

The moderate and moderate to minor problems
invoived:

1) the desire of evaluators to send
CRs for “nice to have® information
which was not required and could
not be evaluated;

2) the¢ need for csignificant revisions
to CRs, DRs, close-out sheets,
and evaluation reports submitted
by the evaluators;

3) the requirement for SSA approval
of CRs and DRs;

4) wuntimely receipt of technical
evaluation reports; and,

5) excess time spent in training
during the evaluation.

The causes cited fcr these problems were:

1) lack of experience and education;
2) lack of technical skill;
3) lack of awareness on the part
of the evaluators concerning
contracting requirements and
how contract awards are justified;
and,
4) lack of training.

The situations were handled through close teamwork and

meetings. The respondents cited the nead for formal

66




training. It was also suggested that approval of CRs
and DRs be delegated to a lower level than the SSA.
One respondent proposed that experienced source
selection teams be formed in each Deputy; these teams
would ve supplemented by technical experts to conduct
all the source selections for that organization.

One minor problem involved the need to issue an
MR to correct errors in the technical requirements
which were discovered during the evaluation, thus
adding to the length of the source selection. The MR
was needed because the technical requirements documents
were prepared too quickly and were not adequately
reviewed by technical personnel. The MR corrected the
errors, but a formal review of the Statement of Work,
specifications, and data requirements would have
ensured that the documents were correct as submitted to
the contracting office.

Another minor problem concerned the Performance
Risk Analysis (PRA). The respondent stated that the
PRA was too general and lacking in detail; the grades
given for past performance were too high; and that too
much emphasis was placed on past performance in the
evaluation, to the point that past performance became
the most important issue in contractor selection. The

problems with the PRA were resolved through discussions
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between the contracting officer and evaluators. The
proposed long-term solution included clarifscation of
the PRA content requirements and reduced emphasis on
past performance.

An additional minor problem was that the
evaluators did not know the difference between a CR and
a DR, resulting in increased time required {or review
and revision of the CR/DR submittals. The stated cause
was lack of understanding, and the suggested solution
was training.

Analysis. Technical evaluation and its sub-
activities received 19 problem ratings. The extent of
the problems experienced with technical evaluations
indicates that this actlvity provides the greatest
opportunity for improvement in the process.

The majority of the problems described resulted
from the lack of education or experience of evaluation
team members. The technical teams were unable teo
produce acceptable documentation in a timely manner.
Providing adequate training prior to the evaluation
period would improve the quality of the evaluation

documents and reduce the time needed to review and
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revise thz documentation. A good understanding of the
process would also reduce the amount of non-relevant
data required f{rom offerors, providing a reduction in
time and possible minor cost savings.

The suggestion that lack of experience be overcome
by establishing expert source selection teams in each
Deputy sounds attractive, but does not seem very
practical due to the limited number of source
selections conducted in most organizations. A
variation of this idea will be addressed in the section
of this chapter which presents the general comments
made during the interviews.

The second most f{requently identified cause of
problems was the streamlining initiatives, which
limit the scope of the evaluations. Because technical
excellence is often the most important element in
determining the successful offeror, any limitation on
the valiadity and completeness of the technical
evaluations seems undesireabtle; thorough evaluations
are necessary to provide the highest probability that
the resultart contract will provide a system that meets
the users' needs. A reduction in the time required to
conduct cource selections may not be a satisfactory
pay-off if the price for that reduction is a compromise

in the quality of the end item. The researcher would
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take greatest exception to the apparent elimination of
DRs, which appears to be a violation of the FAR
requirement to disclose and allow correction of
deficiaencies prior to contract award. Even if
deficiencies were corrected through modifications after
award to protect the quality of the equipment, i1t would
appear that the contractor would stand to gain
financially through equitable adjustments for changes
which should have included in the scoepe and cost of the
basic contract. It would seem to be in the
government's best interests to reverse the trend toward
eliminating correction of proposal deficiencies for the
sole purpose of avoiding discussions and BAFOs.

Several of the technical evaluation problems
resulted from inadequacies in the technical
requirements documents in the RFPs. This problem is
a result of the inadequate quality control for PR
packages, which was previously discussed.

Mid-Term Briefing. (Moderate - 2; Minor - 1)

Responses. Both moderate problems concerned
the inordinate amount of time required 4o prepare for
the briefing, including chart preparation and dry runs.
In one case, the effort expended was wasted, in that
the briefing was conducted unsuccessfully and had to be

completely revised and re-accomplished. This
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respondent believed that the failure of the briefing
was caused by the lack of knowledge of content and
format requirements and lack of understanding of the
purpose of the briefing; the suggestaed long-term
solution was education. Thae zecond r.spondent simply
felt that the effort required to produce the briefing
was far in excess of the henefit derived from the
briefing, and suggested that the requirement for a Mid-
Term briefing be deleted.

The minor problem concerned the information to be
presented at the Mid-Term. The Mid-Term presgants the
evaluation of the “as received® proposals; no
information on the resolution of DRs is presented. The
respondent had problems = .,h evaluahtor: wishing to
present infermation on i1ssues which had been resolved.
This was caused by the natural reluctance of people to
present out-of-date information. The problem was dealt
with through numerous reminders and references to
regulatory guidance which defines the information to be
included in the Mid-Term. The proposed long-term
solution was to allow the information ¢o be presented

ags part of the Mid-Term briefing.
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Analysis., Preparation and conduct of the
Mid-Term briefing requires a considerable effort from
the entire source selection team. It would seem that
this effort could be expended in more beneficial
activities if the scope of the briefing were changed.
The Mid-Term presents great detail about the initial
technical evaluation of the “as received” proposals;
this information is obsolete after resolution of the
CRs/DRs. It would seem reasonable, therefore, to
present only an overview of the evaluation resulis and
the status of any significant problems encountered. In
many cases, it would seem that a memorandum could be
sent to the SSA in lieu of a formal presentation.
A brief overview or memorandum would keep the SSA
informed of the status of the source selection, but
would relieve the administrabtive burden of a detailed
presentation of information which is of temporary
value. Changes to the ASD supplements to AFR 70-15
and AFR 70-30 wculd be required to modify the Mud-

Term briefing requirements.
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Cost/price analysis/Most Probabla Cost (MPC)

astimate. (Major - 3; Moderate - 1)

Responses. The difficulty and time involved
in obtaining the needed information {rom the
Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO) and the
Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) were cited by two
respondents as a major problem involved in cost/price
analysis. Often the audits caused significant delays,
and f{requently DCAA did full a ..ts on the prime
contractor and all proposed subcontractors when only
limited audits on the prime had been requested. Stated
causes for the problem included the absence of
priorities at DCAA; the lack of personal involvement by
field personnel, leading to a lack of the closest
attention to requests for information; and failure of
Jutside agencies to become attuned to tae Air Force's
accelerated schedules. The immediate solutions Vo the
problem included frequent telephone follow-ups and
close monitoring of audit schedules, and elevation of
delinquencies to upper management for attempted
resolution; in many cases, however, attempts to
accelerate audits were unsuccessful. One respondent
suggested that DoD implement initiatives to make field

personnel more responcive to buying agency requests for

information.
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Another major problem with cost/price analysis
involved the role of program control (cost estimating)
personnel in the analysis. The respondent found that
program control personnel believed that tl.ey were
responsible for performing the analysis which results
in the determination of “fair and reasonable’ prices.
(Per the Federal Acquisition Regulation, this
responsibility belongs to the contracting officer, who
may be assisted by a price analyst.) This confusion
led to a duplication of effort, in that program control
personnel obtained information and performed an
analysis which was never used, because the official
price analysis was performed by the contracting
officer and price analyst. The cause of this problem
was a lack of understanding by program control
prrsonnel of the functions of the contracting officer
vs. program control. The resolution of the problem was
very difficult becauvse program control was not willing
to limit their activity to what was desired by the
contracting cfficer, which led to a significant waste
of resources. The long-term solution was to clarify to

program control personnel the responsibilities of the

contracting officer.
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Two respondents also found major problem with the
Most Probable Cost (MPC) estimate. One respondent
stated that excessive data was required to be submitted
for performance of the MPC., It was also felt that the
computer modaels used by program control te periorm the
MPC were f{requently inappropriate, resulting in an
invalid MPC. The stated cause was the unfamiliarity of
cost estinating personnel wjith tho MPC process, and the
reliance an computer modsls which are not appropriately
tailored to individual programs. The problem related
to excess data requirements was dealt with by holding
meetings between the directorates to negotiate
reductions in the data submittal requirements. No
satisfactory alternative to using the inappropriate
computer model was achieved or suggested.

The second respondent stated that the MPC was a
very time-consuming process which resulted in no
benefit to the Air Force. This problem derived from
the natura of price determination on competitive
acquisitions; the best cost/price iz determined by
conpetition. The requirement for an MPC at certain
dollair values “assumes that the MPC developer knows
more than the competitive system.” Even if the MPC is
at variance from the offeror’s proposed price, the Air

Force can only point out the general areas of
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difference, and has no power to make the offeror change
the proposed cost to comply with the MPC estimate. The
respondent has complied with the requirement for
conduct of an MPC, but suggested that the requirement be
deleted as unnecessary in a competitive environment.
The moderate problem identified with cost/price
analysis also related to the nature of price
determination in a competitive environment. The
rezpondent questioned the extent of analysis required
when prices are determined through competition vs.
negotiation. The respondent felt that too much
analysis is done to no avail in the competitive
environment of source selections. The respondent
stated that such extensive analysis is performed as an
aid in explaining the “fair and reasonable’ nature of
the final price because the organizational climate has
not yet adapted to accepting competition as the
determinor of price. The respondent has performed
limited analysis in the past, verifying rates and
factors through the field and using the technical
evaluation to justify hours. The suggested long-term
solution was to severely limit analysis and rely more

heavily on competition to justify prices as “fair and

reasonable.’
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Analysis. One third of the subjects have
experienced significant problems with cost/price
analysis or the MPC. The most serious of these
problems call into question the need for these
activities. In a competitive environment, it should be
necessary to perform only enough analysis to assure the
government that the offeror has submitted a complete
cost proposal which realistically reflects the total
requirement of the solicitation. Extensive cost
analyses or MPC estimates are of very limited value
when prices are determined through BA¥0s rather than
negotiation. Limiting the cost analysis performed for
source selections is possible under recent
interpretations of ‘adequate price competition® but is
not widely accepted, perhaps because the policy is new
and not well defined. Elimination of the MPC
requirement could be accomplished through revision of
4FR 70-15. Increased use of limited cost analysis and
elimination of the MPC would alleviate the other
pr blems cited by the respondents for this activity.

Model contract preparation. (Major - 3;

Moderate to major - 1; Moderate - 1l; Minor - 1)
Responses. One respondent identified a major
problem in contract preparation which was related to

the use of MIL-PRIME specifications. With MIL-PRIME,
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each offeror has a different Statement of Work (SOW)
based on each individual approach to the program. The
problem arose from SOW changes resulting from a
Modification Request. Rather than writing the changes
themselves, the government engineers had the offerors
submit revised SOWs., The enginears did not review the
SOW changes, and the contracting office later
discovered that the changes had not been made as
desired. The engineers had tried to save time, without
considering the possible consequences; this situation
resulted from lack of experience and guidance. The
contract negotiator explained the problems to the team
members, and worked with the team to resolve them,
resulting in time which should have been 3pent on
contracting activities being expended in accomplishing
the tasks of other functional team members. The
suggested long-term solution included placing more
emphasis on the assignment of team members to ensure
that any lack of experience is offset by experienced
participants, providing close guidance for
inexperienced members, and re-examining the use of MIL-
PRTME in source selections.

The second major problem was the fact that the
physical preparation of the model contracts was very

time-consuming and labor intensive. 1In this instance,
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the lack of experienced clerical personnel required the
contract negotiators to perform a major portion of the
clerical effort. The documents were typed by the
contract negotiator, who was required to work a great
deal of overtime to complete this clerical task. The
suggested long-term solution was to ensure that
adequate, experienced, dedicated clerical support is
available for source selections.

The final major problem involved the acciduntal
deletion of an evolving model contract f{rom the
contract writing data base. While this was a
significant problem for the contracting team in this
case, it was caused by human error unrelated to the
source selection procsass.

The remaining problems in model contract
preparation all involved the continuous flow of
contract changes required, either due vo CRs and DRs or
to changes in the FAR and its supplements, and the
difficuity of accomodating them, with quality, under
accelerated contracting schedules. In one case, the
contract was being awarded under a mandate of "no
discussions,” which precluded the incorporation of FAR
changes. The other cases involved late receipt of
CR/DR changes. In all three cases, the solutions

involved modification of the contracts after award.
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The suggested long-term solutions included providing
more contracting manpower; establishing deadlines for
receipt of technical changes in the contracting office;
allowing for the provision of a notice to the
contractor that FAR changes will be included in the
resultant contract, without such notice bheing
congidered to be discussions; and clarification by
upper management as to priorities - “what is more
important, quality or schedule?”

Analysis. Hal{ the sample identified
problems with model contract preparation. The most
signif{icant factor affecting this activity is the
labor-intensive nature of the contract preparation
process and the shortage of clerical personnel. The
f{requent FAR and FAR supplement changes exacerbate the
sirtvation. When the CR/DR/MR change process is not
adequately controlled, contract preparation becomes
very burdensome. This is particularly true when time
pressures are present. Contract preparation requires
the cooperation of all team members to minimize changes

and ensure the accuracy of contract documents.
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The request for management clarification of the
priorities to be placed on quality and schedule
tndicates that the streamlining initiatives have also
influenced the contract preparation process. It
appears that quality is no longer the major concern.

Discussions, {Moderate to major - 1)

Responses. In this instance, the contracting
officer was constrained by management in the subjects
to be addressed during discussions. In addition to
attempting to limit the scope of the discussions,
manage also required the contracting officer to
1limit ..c¢ten information provided to the offerors in
preparation for the discussions to the general areas
for discussion, rather than providing the specific
questions to be addressed. The respondent was unable
to cite a specific cause f{nr this situation, but felt
that it was in some way related to the Commander's goal
of zero CRs and DEs. The immediate solution required
the contracting officer to hold extensive telephone
discussions with the offerors in advance of the
discussions, to ensure that all parties were prepared.
The management direction to limit the scope of

discussions was ignored, because the team felt that
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certain issues had to be addressed. The suggested
solution was to remove the outside influences on the
contracting officer, so that the contracting officer
can determine the nature of the discussions.

Analysis. This problem appears to be an
nutgrowth of the streamlining initiatives; limiting the
discussions would accelerate the schedule. However,
this acceleration could come at the expense of quality
and cost, similar to the situation discussed under
“technical evaluation® above.

BAFO process. (Major - 1; Moderate - 1;

Minor - 2)

Responses. The major problem involved the
respondent's perception that use of BAFOs is out of
favor, and that award without discussions may be
mandated by the SSA prior to the start of the source
selection. The respondent stated that being required
to award without discussions arbitrarily takes the
decision concerning the need for a BAFO out of the
contracting officer's hands and “perverts® the source
selection process. The cited cause for-this problem
was the current emphasis on schedule over fairness and
logic, which the respondent assumed to be a local
interpretaticn of the AFSC Commander's conrcerns on

source selection streamlining. The respondent stated

82




that gast efforts to deal with this probiem had been
unsuscessfiul, Attempts had been made to communicate
through the 5SAC that a pre-doterminahion 4o award
without discussions and BAFO was not an optimal
3ituation; these attempts ware not accepied. The
propesed long-taorm solution was abolibtion of the
existing policy of mandataed award without BAFD. The
respondaont stated that the circumstances of each
individual acquisition must be examined before an
appropriate detarmination concerning discussions and
BAFO can be made. I¢ was suggested that ASD/PM should
maka every atbtempt %o get this policy changed.
The moderato problem related to cases in which the
SSA has not mandated that award will be made without
discussions. In these cases, it was virtually
impossible to award without a BAFO beacause of the
narrowness of the criteria that must be met. The
criteria {for award without BAFO, as stated by the
respondent, are:
1} {ull! and open competition;
2}  the possibility of an award without
discussions must be stated i1n the RFP;
3) the proposal must meet all the specific
requirements of the RFPF;
4) no discussions were required or
conducted: and,
5) the contracting officer must certafy
that the best price available was
obtained by the government, based

anly oan prior cost experience or
comparison to an established price.
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The regpondaent stated that the criteria, particularly
the first and f1fth criteria, generally force the use
of a BAFO in situations where award without discussions
1s felt %o be appropriate., For example, when
competition 15 conducted after the exclusion of

zources te.g. olassified progects which require special

b4

ccess security cloarances) an award cannot be made
without d:32ussions because of the first criteria. The
f1{%h ecriteria does not allow the contracting ovificer
to car4tify that the bast price was obtained through
competition; a price history or catalog price must be
available to allow award wrthout discussions. In the
past in situations where award without discussions and
BAFQ was felt to be appropriate, a BAFO was conducted
because the coritaria related to price could not be met.
The respondent suggested that the craiteria be revised
in order to expand the possibilities for award without
discussions and BAFO.

The minor problems concern the constraints 1mposed
on the time available for preparation of the offerors'
BAFOs; the short suspenses can cause the offerors o
make serious errors which cannot be corrected. The
short-term solutions involved workaing closely with the

offerors’' local offices and using telefax machines %o
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minimize communicabtions time. The proposed long-term

solutions involved allowing reasonable times for

responses and stressing the need for full compliance

with RFP requirements in BAFOs,

Analysis, The minor problems with the
BAFO process do not represent serious flaws in the

process.

I By thisz stage, if{ tvhe process has been

conducted reasonably, the offerors have had adequate
time and information to respond to a short suspense

request for BAFO.

The mandate to award without BAFOs is, again, a
very troubling outgrowth of the streamlining

inttiativas, Implicit in the mandate is the

willingness to accept proposals which do not meet all
the minimum requirements of the RFP. While expedient,
this willingness is clearly opposed to regulabtory
guidance which requires conformance %o all aspects of
the RFP. The determination to award without
discussions and BAFO cannot reasonably be made until
after the proposals have been thoroughly evaluated to
assess compliance with the RFF requirements. The
eriteria for award without BAFO should preclude such
si1tuations; the third criterion requires compliance

with all RFP requirements.
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The respondent’'s objyections Lo the first and fifth
criteria appear to be reasonable. There does not
appear to be any valid reason to preclude award without
BAFQO when using competition after exclusion of sources.
Nor does there appear to be a justification for
nat allowing the determination that the best price has
been achieved to be based on competition, One of the
basic assumptions of the government acquisition system
15 that competition results in the best price
availadble; this assumption should apply to source
selections as well as sealed bidding.

SSAC Analysis Report. (Major = 1)

Responses. This problem was an unusual
situation related to the unauthorized release ol
sensitive information by a member of the SSAC who did
not work at ASD. This problem led the respondent to
suggest that all outside participation in source
selections be eliminated; only ASD resources should be
utilized.

Analysis. The problem reported by this
respondent does not appear to be a common problem 1in
source selections. However, the SSAC Analysis Report,
25 defined by the source selection regulations, is an
analysis of the SSEB report, which is a compilation of

the technical evaluation reports prepared by the area
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chiefs based on the evaluation reports of the
individual evaluaters. Four levels of technical
reports covering the same information seems excassive,
It would appear that the SSAC Analysis Report
represents an excessive requirement f{or documentation.

SSA briefing. (Moderatae - 2)

Responses. One respondent stated that too
many levels of briefings were requived, caused by tha
involvement of different people at each level. 1In the
past, the respondent has complied with the requirement.
The svggested long-term solution was to conseclidate or
eliminate some levels of briefing.

The second problem concernad disagreement between
the SSA and the team due to differencez in judgment
between individuals. In addition to individual
diiferences, the respondent cited political naivety of
the team members as a cause of the problem. In this
case, the briefing was revised and presented again, to
comply with the SSA's judgment. The respondent
suggested that this problem might be eliminated through
education in the source selection process to provide a

better foundation for making Judgment calls.
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Analvsgis. The need for numerous dry runs of
the SSA briefing is fueled by the visibility attached
to this activity; every level of management wants to
ensure that the briefing is conducted successxfully.
This oversight {5 intended to provide benefit to the
system, but is implemented in a mannee which imposes
a burden. This activity would seem to provide a good
opportunity for streamlining by reducing the number of
non-contributing participants.

SSA dacision document. {Minor = 2)

Rezponses. Both minor problems involved the
need for repeated re-writes of the document before the
technical justification was adequate, Cited causes
were lack of communication and lack of knowledge both
about the required content and that decision documents
are releaseable under the Freedom of Information Act.
The problem was solved in both cases through numerous
revisions of the document. Suggested long-term
solutions called for involving technical personnel in
discussions with the SSA concerning the document, and

training.
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Analvsis. While the decision document
represants only a minor problem in the process, the
causes of this problem are commnn to many of the
serious problams which have been :dzntified in this
study. The major influences involva' 1 %his problem
are the lack of experience with source sw'eciions and
the failure of teamwork. The decision document
requires the input from numerous team members to
adequately justify the SSA's decision, but must be
sircumspact in the tnformdtion ravealed, The solutions
suggested by the respondents appear to be reasonable.

Contract Review, {Major - 2; Moderate - 3)

Responses. One major problem involved the
need to incorporate numerous late changes while
accomplishing the reviews. The problem was caused by
lack of a coordinated team effort, late receipt of
funds, and untimely receipt of technical changes from
the CR/DR process. The immediate solution was to
incorporate the changes as they were received, which
resulted in a schedule slip. The proposed long-term
solution called for better planning to avoid the need
for numerous contract revisions.

The second major problem involved a contract which
required final review and manual approval at AFSC. The

review notice, which wasg sent by the ASD review
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commititee, was not recesvaed by AFSC. When the document
was received at AFSC, {t was not on the reviaew
schedule. The document was held at AFSC for the next
avastlable reviewer, resulting in a delay in contract
award., This problem was caused by a faflure of
communications and lack of a follow-up on the message.
Whan the problem occurred, there was no way to correct
the szisuation., The suggested long-term solution was to
{ollow up on important communications with other
organizations.

Two of the moderate problems involved the
timeliness of contract reviews. Manpower constraints
and >eviewer workload caused the inability to
accomplish the reviews in a timely manner. Suggested
csolutions included attempting to schedule source
s@lections to avoid having reviews at the end of the
fiscal year or over holidays, and the establishment of
a control system for reviews through time standards and
measurement.

The final situation involved proolems which arose
during AFSC review of a contract on which AFSC had
waived the RFP review. The problem was caused by the
AFSC policy of waiving RFP reviews when their review
workload is heavy. The immediate solution included

obtaining a "clarification” from the contractor, and
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agraesing %o include AFSC's required changes in the
first modifrcation Lo the contract. The zuggested
long-term soluticn required awarenaess at AFSC of the
critical nature of RFP reviews.

Analysis. Five of the twelve respondenis
rated contract review as a significant problem. The
problems can generally be abtitributed %o lack of
teamwork, fatlure of communications, and manpower
constraints., That AFSC, the originator of the
streamlining initiatives, would rarse obstacles to
award due to their failure to review the RFP is a
troubling aspect of bthis problem.

Contract exacution,. {Major - 1)

Responses. This problem t{nvolved a source
selection which was set aside for small business. Prior
to award of a competitive small business set-aside, the
unsuccessful offerors must be notified of the intended
awardee. This requirement exists to allow the
unsuccessful offerors to challenge the small business
status claimed by the apparent successful offeror. In
this case, the notification prompted an unsuccessfiul
offeror to submit a protest before award on an issue
unrelated to busineszs size. The problem was caused by
the requirement for a pre-award notice to the

unsuccessful offerors (post award notices are required
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in dthar civcumstances). The conbtract award was
delayed whila the protest was processed as ruquired by

regulations. The respondent suggested that esther the

requirement for pre-~award notice be eliminated, or that
notiifcation of all participants {n tha competition be
givan earlier in the process. This would allow any
challanges to be resolved without xffecting the

contracting schedulae,

Analysis. The experi{ence of the researcher

and responses of the interview subjects indicate that
this problem is not a common one, due to the small

number of small business set-asides awarded through

source selections. However, the problem is a

significant one when it occurs. The requirement for

pre-award notice to unsuccessful offerors seems to be
an i1ll-conceived requirement which should be changed %o
eliminate the invitation it offers for protests before
award. This change would require a modification %o
the FAR.

Contract distribution. {Minor - 1)

Responses. One respondent cited printing
leadtime as a minor problem with this activity, caused

by the workload in the printing office. The respondent

has dealt with this problem by requesting priority
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printing. The suggested solution waz Lo provide
droater printing capabilittes.,

Analvsis, This represents & minor probdlem
which should be correctable through incrcased

manpower or additional contract:ing-out of printing

3ervices.

Cast/Bonafit of Source Saloction debtivities

In this portion of the interview, the subjects
ware askad o review rhe source selection activities
to fdentify those which require a greater expenditure
of affort or resources than the benefit derived. For
aach activity identified, the respondent was asked to
suggest a more cost-beneficial method of completing or
achieving the objecitive of the questioned acbivity.

The respondents identified 15 activities which
they felt could be performed more cost effectively or
deleted without detriment to the source selection
process. These responses are shown in Appendix C.

No activities received unanimous identification as
requiring a greater expenditure of effort or resources
than the benefiv received. Many of the comments made

during this portion of the interview echoed comments

from the first section.




The si1gnificant suggestions which have not been

addressed include:

1)

3)

4)

5)

limiting the number of participants
in Ne ASP by using fewer people
with broader backgrounds;

deleting the requirement {or
conducting a market survey for
tdentifsication of sources;

deleting the requirement for AFSC
review of RFPs;

combining or reducing the number

of technical evaluation reports

to reduce the time and redundancy
involved; and,

uzing more oral discussions and fewer
CRs and VRs.

With the exception of deleting AFSC review of RFPs,

which can cause problems at final contract review,

these suggestions appear to be reasonable. Deletion of

the market survey would require a change to the FAR; a

change to the Competition in Contracting Act might also

be required.

Changing the technical report

requirements would require modifications to AFR 70-15

and AFR 70-30.

The other suggestions could be

implemented by changing either the ASD Supplement to

the source selection regulations or through local

policy letters.
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Lezal Issttialives

~

This section of Ltha interview was intendad to

datermine whether any ASD contracting organizations had
itmplemented unfque local initiatives to accelerate
sourc2 solaction schodules. Subjects were asked o
wdandyfy any unusual means which had been usad Lo avo:id
problams or accelerate achedules for source selections,
deseriboe how effective those actions had been, and
stata whether those methods would be used again in
similar circumstances

It appears that very few i1nitiatives to accelerate
source selection schedules have been instituted by
individual contracting directorates at ASD. The
tnitiatives named by the respondents included:

1) establishing detailed milestone
schedules for each team;

2) issuing CRs and DRs in one batch;

3) issuing modifications after
contract award to avoid the need
for discussions;

4) obtaining minimal cost data and
relying on competition for price
Justification;

5) accomplizhing the Mid-Term
briefing through a memorandum;

5) using several Solicitations
for Information and holding
individual meetings with
potential offerors tu discuss
requirements definition;
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7) asking offerors to provide
itnformation abousd rent-Iree use
of government-owned facilities or
proparty and about EEQO clearances
15 days after i{ssuance of the RFP,
rather than waiting f{or the
information to be submitied with
the proposals; and,

8) providing written instructions
tc tha technical team on CR/DR
preparation and processing.

Tha respondents felt that these actions ware effeoctive,

and should be used again.

The third initiative, modifying the contract after
award to avoid the need for discussions, is viewed by
the researcher as a questionable tactic; the otjections
to this technique were discussed in an earlier section
of this chapter.

The fourth initiative, obtaining minimal cost data
and limiting cost/price analysié. connot really be
considered a local initiative; recent DoD policy
interpretations have advocated this approach for
competitive acquisitions. This technique has not been
widely used, however. The respondent's recommendation
of the technique demonstrates that it iz applicable to

major source selections.

96




The sixth initiative, soliciting information from
industry for use in the definition of requirements, is
a viable approach to ensuring that requirements are
realistic and achievable. Care must be exercised,
however, in the conduct of private meetings with
potential olferors Yo ansure that requirements are not
tailored to favor a parbticular approach and ¢that all
interested sources receive equal access to the
government and ar+ treated fairly.

The seventh initiative, obtaining early
notification about rent-free use of government-owned
assets and about needed EEO clearances, is an excellent
way to ensure that the necessary apprcovals and
clearances are received in a timely manner. Obtaining
these approvals Ancd clearances can be very time=~
consuming; early notification provides an extra cushion
to ensure %hat the award is not delayed by these
administrative actions.

The other initiatives might provide some
administrative benefit, but do not represent
significant improvements or changes to the process.
With the exception of the third initiative, these
techniques could be employed without a~, changes to

existing regulations or policy documents.
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General Comments about Source Selection

The final portion of the interview was intended as
an open forum to allow the subjects to make comments on

any aspect of source selection. Thy cymments all

related to two issues: 1) ' ton and

axperience of personnel, - e*3 of the

streamlining initiaiivesx 2% the .
comments will be dividad un « win2y, For each

1ssue, the discussion will begin wirth the comments made

by the respondents; an analysis of the comments will

follow.

Lack of experience and education of personnel.

Comments. Four comments were made about the
iack of experience and education of personnel involved
in source selections.

One subject stated that people are very poorly
prepared for source s2lections. The lack of

preparation, combined with tight schedules, leads to

frustration on both the government and offeror teams,

and increases the probability that major mistakes will
be made. The respondent suggested that extra guidance
be provided for i1nexperienced program managers, which

the respondent felt was the worst place for

inexzarience on a source selection team.




A second respondent suggested that contracting
teams should always pair an experienced person with a
trainee. This would ensure a certain amount of
experience on every source selection team, rather than
continuously cyecling inexperienced people through
source selections as square-filling exercises for
promotions.

The two remaining comments both cited the lack of
sustained learning; high turnover causes each source
selection to be a learning experience. One of these
respondents pointed out that the formal education

required for contracting personnel ignores source

elaction.

153

Both suggested that ASD/PMPS be expanded to
include experts to take the lead in writing source
selection documents and to serve as the core of source

selection teams, to be augmented by program office

personnel who would

after completion of

Analysis.

maintain the program continuity
the source selections.

The suggestions offered in this

portion of the interview to overcome the lack of
education and experience are all valuable suggestions.
The most effective solution would establish a pool
of experts in a centralized office to run all the
source selections at ASD.

This would ensure an

experienced core %o direct each source selection, while
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training the inexperienced personnel drawn f{rom the
program office to augment the teams and provide program
continuity. The fiscal practicality of this suggestion
cannot be accurately assessed by the researcher, but 1t
appears L0 be a more practical solution than
establishing dedicated source selection teams in 2ach
Deputy or conducting every source salection with an
inexperianced team.

Effects of streamlining tnitiad

»e

ves.

Tomments., Four respondents also made
comments which related to the recent sitreamlining
inisiatives; all were diszalisfied with the effects
which the i1nitiatives have had on the source seleation
process.

One respondent stated that the current policy
stresses schedule above all other considerations. The
respondent felt Shat gquality should be the first
priority, to ensure that good decisions are made and
that sole source engineering changes after contract
award are minimizad,

A second respondent stated that source selections
should be allowed to “run their natural course” rather
than being forced 1nto artificial time constraints

which 1gnore the complexity or unusual aspects of some

acquisitions.
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Another respondent btook exception to the mandated
use of award without discussions. The respondent
stated that, while discussions may have been used too
often in the past, a realistic approach would accept
that acquisitions of complex systems usually require
discussions.

The last comment emphasized the added regquirements
that have been levied on the system by ASD in the name
of streamlining. The Source Selection Management Group
(SSMG) is a new bureaucracy which has been created,
outside of the tracked time, to review the source
selection planning. The Acquisition Review Team (ART)
replaced the old “murder board”™ which reviewad RF?Ps.
While the murder board was a single meeting, the ART is
a three phase process, also outside of the tracked
portion of the process:

1) the ART may be convened before
the ASP to parbticipate in
development of the acquisition
strategy;

2) 4the ART must convene to conduct
a detailed review of the draft
RFP and all aspects of the
acquisition; and,

3) after comments are received f{rom
industry reviews of the draft
RFP, the source selection team's
suggested disposition of the
comments is reviewed by the ART
chairman. The chairman has the
discretion to re-convene the ART
before izzuance of the RFP.
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The reviews conducted by the ART have made othar
established review requirements redundant:

1} an engineering review of the

technical aspects is required
before the ART. This review 1s
repeated during the ART;
2) ASD/PMC and AFCLC/JAN conduct
compliiance and legal reviews
as part of the ART. These reviews
are repeated after the ART comments
are addressed; and,
3) the ART reviews the source
selection planning, which has
alreadly boun reviewed by the
SSMG.
Additional requiremants such as these have added to the
total time required to complete a source selection,
without affecting the portion of the process which 1is
tracked against the command goal, which represents only
a very small part of the process.

Analysis. The commenis on the effects of
streamlining reflect a great deal of cyniciam toward
the initiatives. The streamlining initiatives were
intended to lezsen the time raquired to conduct source
selechions. The impementation of these initiatives
brough% some new requirements, but no exiszbting
requirements were removed. The oversight mandated by

the initiatives is applied to a very limited segment of

the process, ignoring any schedule growths which occur
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outside of that segment of the process. The segment
which i3 covered by the time constraint iz parhaps the
most disciplined and most critical portion of the
process, banefiting leaszt from the imposition of time
limits,

Additionally, there is presently jireai emphaziz on
Total Quality Managament (TQM) at ASD, but no mention
of the application of TQM to the source selection process.
indeed, the raspondents felt that the oppozsite appliac
to source saloction because the emphasis is on schedule

ovaer gquality or other considerations.

Chapier Summary

Thizs chapter described the subjects who took
part in the interviews for thiszs study, presented the
findings obtained f{rom those interviews, and analy=ed
thosze {indings.

The intarviews revealed that participants in
ra2cant zource salections at ASD perceive problems 1in
the source selaciion process. The mosh significanti
problems 1dentified by the :interview subjects were 1in

the fnllowing areas:

1) preparation of source selection
documents such as the evaluation
criteria, evaluation standards,
and the instructions to offerors;
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2) preparatioa of the purchase
request package which defines the
requirements of the acquisition;

3) review of the Request for Proposal;
and,

4) the technical evaluation.

The cited causes of these problems were:

1)  lack of understanding of the source
selection process;

2) lack o! experience in source selection;

3} lack ¢f training of bthe participants;

4) lack of quality control on technical
documents;

5) excessive oversight requirements: and,
6) effects of streamlining initiatives.
The conclusions and recommendations resulting from

the res2arch will be addressed in thy following

chapter.
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Concluzsions and Recommendations

Qvarview

This chapter draws conclusions from the findings

presentaed in Chapter IV to answer the investigative

questions posed by this study, After the discussion of
the investiigative questions, some general concluszions

will be presented. These ctonclusions will bo followed
by recommendations related to the source selection
process, limitations of this study, and recommendassions

for future research.

Conclusions

The interviews conducted to gather data for this
study revealed that contracting personnel involved in
recent source selections at Aeronautical Sysiems
Division (ASD) perceive problems in the conduct of

source selazctions, The problems identified by this

study do not indicate fundamental flaws in the basic
source seleaction process; the problems indicate the

need for educational, proecedural, and organizational
climate changes, and modification or eliminatior of

individual tasks within the process.
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Investigative Question 1l: What are the major

factors centributing to the length of the process? Can
these factors be con4rolled?

This pilot study has identifia2d several facters
which appear to be significant contributors to the
langth of the zource selection process. All of the
problems identified by this study can be atiributed to
one or more of these factors, each of which will be
briefly addrossed {ollowing the list, These Iactors
are:

17  lack of understandinyg,
experience, and training;

2) lack of teamwork;

3) lack of quality control;

4}  lack of written guidance;

5) effects of ASD streamlining
inttiatives;

6) excessive oversight;

7} unneccessary or excassive
requirements;

8) manpower constraints; and,

9) politics.

Lack of understanding, experience, and tratning
was the most frequently cited cause for problems
experienced by the respondenis., The respondents felf,
that most participants in source s2lections are 1ll-

prepared, lacking both a general understanding of the

process and a knowledge of their individual tasks and
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rasponsibilities. The abzence of formal training in
source selection requires the participants o learn

on tho job, often having to repeat tasks several times
to accomplish them successf{ully.

Tha fatlure of teams to work vogether effec. vely
can cause problems in planning she source selection,
resalving problems which arisze during (ts conduct, and
accompiishing multi~disciplinary taszks efficiently.
This lack of teamwork can be attributed to confl:ictz
raoasulting from the different roles servad by the
various functiosnals on the team and the lack of
understanding of the value, purpose, and requiremants
of those roles. Theze confilicts can be seen between
program managers and condtraciing personnel, beiween
program control and contracting, and betwe .. users and
Lthe acquisition community.

Many problems encountered by the respondents
wore cauvsed by inadequate quality control of source
salention and technical requirements documants, The
mast significant problems caused by failure of adequate
quality coentrol i1nvolved defitciencies in and lack of
correlation between the evaluatinn criteria, avaluation
standards, and instructions to oflferors; defechtive PR

packages: and inadequate technical evaluation
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dacumentatian, The documents required repeatad
ravisions, and in some cases lod to the need for
modxrfications Lo the solicitations and proposals and
Lo re-accoamplishment of the technical evaluations.

The lack of written gutdance waz a si1gnificans

e,

A2%or 1n the problems encouniered in PR package
praparation, whar= raspondents cited the absance of a
standard defining the contends of the package. The
respondents also cited the lack of appropriate “sample”
documents as a factor in technical svaluation and
parlormance risk analysis documentation problems. The
lack of wribtten guidance resulted in incomplete PR
packages and inadagquate itechnical evaluation
documentation which had to be returned to the
originators {for signif{icant revisions, adding to the
langth of the source selection.

Several respondents cited the additional
requirements implemented by the ASD streamlining
inttiatives, such as the Source Selection Management

Group and Lthe Acquisition Review Team (ART), as
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contributors o the length of the process. The
respondents statad that these requirementis added
signtfrcantly %o the total time required to complete a
sourca salection by increasing the up-front time which
t5 not monitored against the command goal of 120 days
from RFP release Lo SSA daciston.

Excessive management oversight wasg cited as a
significant problem by many of the interviaw subjects.
The oxcessive oversight was most evidant .1 the
Business Strateygy Panel (BSP)/Acquisition Sirategy
Panel (ASP), where the judgment of those mosd
knowladgeable about the program was {reguently
overturned; the RFP and contrach’ review cycles, where
the respondents encountered numerous redundant reviews;
the requirement for Source Selection Authority (384)
approval of the Claritfication Ragquesis (CRz) and
Daf{iciency Reports (DRs), which delayed the issuance of

CRs and DRs and sometimes limited the resolution of
source selection 1ssues; and 1n Lhe final SSA briafing,
which required several levels of briefling because of
the numerous individuals involved.

The respondents cited several unnecessary or
excessive requirements which add to the lengih of the
process. The excessive raquirements included numerous

redundant management and RFP reviews, duplication 1in
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Lhe market survay and synopsis requirements, the need
to send RFP3 to all raspondents to the zynopsis,
axtensive cost and price analysis, and the SSAC
Analysis Report. Unnecessary requirements included ihe
Quick Look brieiing, Most Probabla Coszt estimate, and
Mrd=Term briafing.

Manpower constraints ware cited as causas {for
delayz in coniract preparabtion and timely completion of
AFP and contract reviews. The respondents felt that
2lerical support to source selactions was frequently
tnadequate, and SYhat She workloads of reviaw personnel
caused delays in reviews or waiver of AFSC RFP reviews.

Polities was cited as a problem in the ASP,
requirements definition process, and source sclection
briefings. The respondents felt that politics
frequently :nterfered with the exercise of sound
business sudgment,.

All of these factors can be controlled to some
extent. Most of the factors can be influenced locally,
with the factors i1nvolving training and experience,

teamwork, quality control, and ASD

written guidance,
streamlining initiatives being totally under lozal
control. Some aspects of the factors involving
oversight and unnecessary/excessive requirements

factors are controlled by AFSC or higher
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authorities. The last factor, poliwnics, can be
influenced to a limited extent at a1l levels in the
bureaucracy, but cannot be eliminated from ithe
acquisition process.

The changes needad Lo mibtigate the influences of
those factors will be addressed later in this chapter.

Investigative Question 2: What local initiatives

have been implemented to expedite source selections?
How effective have these initiatives been?

This study identified no significant local
initiatives. The respondents identified some actions
which have been taken to expedite source selections,
but all have been very limited in scope and effect,

This lack of local initiatives is troubling in
that the participants all were able to cite suggested
solutions to the problems which are encow ered in
source selection, but had taken no action to have these
solutions implementad. It iz possible that a cause for
this lack of initiative by the coniracting personnel
can be seen in the reaction to attempts which the
respondents had made to i1nfluence decisions which they
felt would be detrimental to their programs. One
respondent had attempted to influence ASP guidance;
another had attempted to influence an SSA mandate that

a source selection would be conducted without
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dizcuzsioanz. 3oth rospondants werea unsuccess{ul 1in
their attampits to reversa decisions which they feit
ware harmful to thetr programs. Theszds f{ailed attempts
may have led to a fasling of powerlassnass in the face
of the buresaucracy which conirols the process.

Genearal. The ganeral ar2as which muszt be i(mprovad
area shown bdalow, ranked by the regsearcher in descending

order of importance:

1) skill and knowledge of participantis;

2) determination of appropriata levels
of managament oversight;

3) aelimination of non-value-added
activities;

4) quality of business decisions; and,
5) quality of source selection and
technical requirements documents.
Theze areas for improvement encompass problams
influenced by all the factors described above,

Improvements in theze arsas would li=mil Xty

ity

selection activities bto those essenbial bto tha
itntegrity of the process, remove extiraneous
participants from the process, and attempt to ensure
that actionsz are completed correctly the first time, in
a2 manner that serves the best interests of the program
and the government. The actions recommended to bring

about the nceded improvements are discussed below.
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Recommendations

The recommendations of this study can be divided

into two categories: specific recommendations related
to the individual activities of the source selection
process and general recommendations related to
improvements in perf{ormance of the procass.

Spacific Recommendations for Individual

Activities. The specifiic recommendations {or source

selection activities were addressed in detatl (n

Chapter IV. These recommendations are alszo listed in

Appendix D for ithe reader's convenience. A summary of

the most zignificant recommendations, which will be
followed by rationale for the suggested changes, is:

1) changing public law/FAR requirements
to allow screening of CICA synposas
respondents and to charge consultants
and marketeers f{or RFPr as a cost of
doing business;

2) developing instructions to define
PR package requirements;

3) establishing the Acquiszition Review
Team (ART) a5 the sole RFP review
at ASD;

4) completing the initial technical
evaluation before debermining
whether to award without discuszions;
severely limiting cost analysis;

3) deleting the regquirement for Most
Frobable Cost (MPC) estimates;

7) deleting the SSAC Analysis Repori;

8) reducing the participants in the
S3A briefing; and,
9) raising manual approval threshholds.
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The regulations currently require the government
t3> expend considerable resources to provide RFPs, at no
charge, %o all respondants to the CICA synopsis,
Frequently, many of the respondents are consultanis or
marketeers who are not potential sources for the goods
2r services being acquiraed. These non=manufacturing
firms then use the information provided at government
expanse to solicit business {rom potential offerors.
The regulations should be changed to allow the
government Lo charge these firms a reasonable fee for
the reproduction of{ the RFPs3.

Because some ASD organizations do not have
standards to define PR package requirements, the
packages delivered to dontracting oifices are
frequently i1ncomplete or otherwise inadequate.

These packages are reviewed ind returned to the projgram
offices for correction, resulting in the loss of
considerable time., These problems with PR package
requirements could be reduced by the development of
nperating instructions defining the content and format

5{ PR package documents.
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The curren® RFP reviow cyele for a high dollar

program ncludes the following segquential reviews:

1) ART,

2) JAG,

3) directorate contract raview
committea,

4) ASD contract reviow commitiece, and,
5) AFSC contract review commitiee,

Representatives {rom JAG and the directorate and ASD
review committoas parcicipabe an the ART; each conduct
another review aftar Lthe ART 15 completed. These
redundant reviews could be avoided by having all
participants approve the RFP upon complebtion of the
ART.

In at least one interview for this study, 1% was
raported that the S5A had mandated award without
discussions at the sitart of the source seleczion. The
determination to award without discussions should be
based on Yhe adequacy of the proposals rece:ived; all
requirements of the RFP must be satisfied before
contract award. A mardated award without discussions
places the highest prioriiy on schedulz, and could
compromise the guality or i1necrease the cozt of a system
by allowing contract award against a deficient
proposal. To ensure that all requirements of tha RFP
are met, the decision to award without discussions
should not be made before completion of the initial

technical evaluat:ion.
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In a source selection, the contract price 43 not
reachad through nagotiation; rather, the proposed price
of the proposal which is determined to represant the
bast value 15 accepted by the government ir a
compatitive environment. Detailed cost analysis
15 of very little value, becausa the government cannot
enforce any of the findings; only general areas of -
disagreement can be discussed. Therefore, the
considerable effort inveolved in the routine performance
cf audits and cost analysis i5 wasted. When prices are
determined through competition, cost analysis should
be limitad Lo the minimum required to ansure that the
cost proposal includes all requirements of the RFP.

The rationale for deleticn of the MPC is also
based on the method of determining prices in
competitive environments. The MPC is a time-consuming
effort which produces no benefit to the Air Force in a
compebitive acquisition and should, therefore, be
eliminated.

The SSAC report 1z an analysis of the 3SEB report,
which 13 a compilation of Lhe technical reports

prepared by the area chiefs ifrom the reports prepared

by the individual evaluators. Four levels of written

reporting of the same information appears to be
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excassive, Any wnlormation novu included i1n the SSEB
report which thea SSAC wishes o convey to the SSA could
be prasentad at the final briafing without the need for
an additional written report.

The laszt achivity-specif{ic recommendation cited
above involves :increases in tha manual approvai
threshholds, which would reduce the number of contracts
requiring final reviews and manual approval above the
contacting directorats lavel, The ASD raviaw committae
and AFSC would still have the opportunity to review thas
RFPs for these acquigsitions, which zhould be adequata
bacause the RFPz are essentially model contracts,

General Recommendations. The {{r3t general

recommendation involves training. There is a serious
need {or devalopment of an extensive training program
to ensure that source selection participants thoroughly
understand the process and their tasks within thad
process. Bolh mulii-disc:plinary and specialized task-
or discipline-oriented learning modules are neaded.

One possible approasch would begin with a lecture and
discussion session for all participants, to provide an
overview of the process and make clear the
relationships between the various activities and
participants in the process. This introductory session

could be followed by smaller “workshop” sessions which
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wnld tnelude inzétruciional szazsions on speciiic task-
Mt muelsi-dizsciplinary sessions to include activitin~s
stch \3 casze ztudies and exerciszes {n planning,
siratz ey formulation, problem-solving, and document
grepuratiun and ~aviaw, In addition to providing
pract wal axperiente with skills required in source
selaction, theszse mulsti-disciplinary exercises would
f{ogter the teamwork which is essantial for effactive
conduct of tha proess.

The second genaral recommendation calls for
application of Tobtal Quality Management (TQM) to the
source sslaction proceszs. The problems revealed by
thiz study do not appear to be systemic in nature;
rather tﬁcy oftan resulted from the inclusion of
non=valua~-added aclivities or procedures, failures
of quality control, or implementation of ill-conceived
deciszions. The process, including AFSC activities and
participation, and the ASD streamlining initiatives
should be subjected to a complete TQM review to ensure

that all decisions and activities provide a banefit to

The third recommendation involves the possibility
of establizhing a centralized source selection office
Lo provide core teams of experienced personnel to

conduct major source selections for the product
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division, augmented by personnal {rom the program
offizces. The practiecality of establishing such an
arganizasion should be asszessed, because it would
appaar that matntaining such expertise and applying it

Lo a2very source selaction would provide signifficant

banefid to the prosess.

Limitations

The vai:dity and applicabiliby of this research 1s
subject Lo several limitations.

The research was conducted solely at ASD due to
constraints on time and resources. Much of the
rasearch might be applicable to other AFSC product
divisions, but some findings are unique to ASD. It 1s
not known whether any of the research i5 applicabie to
other commands of the Air Force or to the other Armed
Services.

The research was conducted with a small sample;
only 12 individuals were interviewed. Howaver, the
population from which the sample was drawn consisied of
ASD conYracting personnel who had compieted major

source selections between February 1988 and June 1989;
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anly 12 inpdaividunls made up the ensira population. The
twelve individuals who comprized the sample wore
suff{iciantly axparicnced and knowledgeable in
government contracting and honest and forthcoming
during the interviews to be considerad a credible
samplae ot a pileod research study.

The research was limited to the perspectives of
contrachting personnel. While these individuals had
valuable insight into the entire source selection
process, the views expressed may have been affected by
parochial interests.

The information gathoraed during the research
ef{fort was gqualitative {n nature, noct gquantitative, and
15 therefore subject to i{ntarpretation. However,
bacause this was a pilot study, the desired information
zould be elicited only through narrative expressions ol

the participants' experiences.




Racammandabians Yar Fupthar Research

Replicasion of this study at othar AFSC product
divisions, other Air Forca commands, and buying
commands of athar Armed Servicos (s recommended. This
roplication would determine whather Lthe same problams
arg axperienced throughout govarnmenti source selec%ians
and could reyult i1n additional recommendations for
improving the process.

Simrlar studies could alzo be conducted with
personnel from other disciplines, such as program
managem:nt and engineering. While contracting
parsonnel have an :insighd into the 2ntire preocass, sha
views of source selection participants {rom othar
functional areas would provide a2 broader perspachive.

Addibianal resaarch 15 recommended into She
individual activities identifged by this study as
si1gnificant problems in the source selection process.
Suggested activities for this research include
preparation of evaluation criteria and standards,
instructions to offerors, PR packags development, RFP

praparation and review, and technical evaluation.




Anothar worthwhila razearch affort would be the
davalopment of a sourca selaction handbook including an
axplanation of thc'procoxs. detailed instructions, and
sample documenta. Such an effort could study various
zource selactions to devalop instructions and identify
the best documentation which could than be tailored by
source selection teams,

The f{inal recommendation for additional research
involves the development of a2 training course on source
selection. The courze zhould inciude an overview to
provide an understanding of the process, instructional
sezsions on spacific taskz, and multi-disciplinary
seszions to include activities such az casze studiez and
axercises in planning, strategy formulation, problem-
solving, and document preparat:ion and review. In
addition t developing a thorough understanding of the
source selection process, the objectives of the course
should include providing practical experience with
skills required in source selection and building the

teamwork which is essential for affective condunt of

sourca gelections.




Appandix A: Intarview Questions

NAmM® e Interview No.

___________________ Warranted? Y N

Program(s):
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PR

-EVALUATION ACTIVITIES
Buziness Stratagy Pana2l/Acquizition Strategy Panel
Identification of sources
Market survey/synopsis
Source Selaction Plan
Preparation
Review and approval
Evaluation criteria devalopment
Cost
Specific
Asgzessment
General considerations
Evaluation standards
Instructions to Offerors praeparation
Request for Proposal issuance
PR package devalopment
RFP preparation
Review

PROPOSAL EVALUATION AND CONTRACT AWARD
Recaipt of proposals
Quick Look bLriefing or memo
Oral briefings by offarors (optional)
Technical evaluation
Deficiency Reports
Clarificxtion Reaquests
Modification Requeszts
Technical evaluation reports
Puerformance Risk Anzlysis
Mid-Term brieling
Cost/price analysis/Mosi Probable Cost
Competitiva range determ:ination
Model contracts
Preparation
Raviaw
Discussions
Best and Final Offers BAFO)
Request for BAFO
Receipt of BAFO
Technical evaluation update
SSEB Executive Summary KReport
SSEB briefing to SSAC or SSET Froposal Analys:is
SSAC Analysis Report Report
Final SSA briefing
SS3A decision document
Contract execution
Contract raview
Contract approval
Contract distribution
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Are %Yhera any pre-evaluation activitias on thiz lissg
with which you have no axperiance?

What iz tho {irst item on the liat which you would

charactarize as a problem in the source selection
process?

Do you consider this area %o be a minor, moderate, or
major probiam?

What ara the problams Lhab you've axparienced witlh this
activity?

What do you think caused the prchlem(s)?
What actions were taken to solve the problem(s)?

Do you have any suggestions {or avoiding the prodlem(s)
in the Iutura?

(This series of questions is rapeated for avery activiiy
tdentifred as representing a problem in the source
selection procass).

Do you 3ee any activities listed which require an
invastment of time and/or anergy in excess of the
banefit that results?

Could thisz activity be deleted wrthoub debriment o the
process, or :s there a mora cost affective way (o
accemplizh the effort® (Repeated fox 2ach activity
1dentiiied).,

Have you ever used any unusual means 4o solve problems,
avoid problems you've experienced on past source

selectiong, or to accelerabe a source selection
schedule?

How well did this inibtiative work?®
Would you use the same technigue again?

Have vou thought of any other techniques that you would
like to try if you ran into the same situatien again?

Do you have any comments about the source seleciion
process or this interview?
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Appendix B:

Interview Results

Problem Areas

Yo Min- Mod~- Total
Activity Exp Min Mod Mod Maj Maj Prod
BSP/ASP 2 3 1 4
Source ID 4 1 5
S3F 1 1
Prep 2 1 1 2
Review 1
App'} 2
Criteria 2 3 3 6
Standards 1 4 4
170 1 2 2 4
RFP
PR pkg 2 2 4 3
RFP prep 1 1 2
Review 3 2 5
Proposals 1 1
Quick Look 1 1
Oral brief. 2 0
Tech eval 2 2 4
DRs 1 1 1 3 <]
CRs 1 1 1 2 5
MRs 1 1 2
Reports 1 1
PRA 1 1
Mid-Term 1 2 3
Cost/price/
MPC 1 1 3 4
Competitive
range 0
Modz2l k prep 1 1 1 3 6
Discussions 1 1
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RF? prep (cont..

Quick Look

Tach eval

Mrd-Term

MPC

Cost/price
analysis

Model contract
preparation

[

RFP preparasion can stard
bafore complota PR package
13 recetved; develop PR
package and RFP in parallel

too many higher level
reviews: ART team, ASD/PMC,
and AFSC

Delete AFSC raviews; thay
arae not part of the ART and
do not understand bthe
problams; their demands
caus2 MRs; they should
atther be totally involved
in the program or not ba
ftnvolved at all

make the ART the sole RFP
review at ASD

combine with Mid=-Term
delete

involves too many people
with too little skill

CR/DR approval by SSA wastes
time; canno: i1ssue CRs/DRs
until after Mid-Term
combine or reduce number of
2valuation reports; time-
consuming and redundant
delete SSAC Analysis Report

delete (3 responses)
make optional or allow memo

delete (2 responses)

audits useless due Lo method
of price deiermination 1in
source selection; delete
delete

limpt cost data required
tune DCAS and DCAA to new
accelerated schedules

ensure adequate contracts
team: dedicated CO, two
buyers, clerk
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Discussions

BAFOs

35A briefing

Contract review
and approval

(&

= uze more oral discussion and
fawar CRs and DRs

- award without discussions
more often when appropriate

- previse criteria to allow
more awards without
discussions

~ usa less {raquently

- whan SAF {s SSA, briefing .3
very hard to schedule; allow
use of report in lieu of
briefinyg

- raise manual approval
thresholds

-~ proc«ss takes too long;
should bea much f{aster
bacause final conitract has
been Ythrough numerous
reviews
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5) deleting the requirement for Most Probable
Cost estimates.
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selection, and build teamwork;

2) application of Total Quality Management to
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all decisions and activities provide a benefit
to the process; and,
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selection office to provide core teams of
experienced personnel to conduct all major
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and apply it to every source selection.
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