Internal Consistency.  This is the concept of ensuring that all sections of the RFP are consistent where they  discuss a common topic or item.  Requirements are contained in the SOW.  They may have some additional guidance and direction for the offerors included in Section L.  These same requirements may also have some related proposal evaluation criteria included in Section M.  Wherever we include language about the same item or topic in the SOW, Section C, Section L , Section M or even elsewhere in the RFP, there must be consistency of what is required and/or expected.  


To ensure this process, there are two good tools/techniques.  First, use the TurboStreamliner ìRFP Review Checklistî.  This list provides a topic and section listing with  key items to check in the RFP.  


Second, use the RFP development IPT to jointly review the RFP.  This should include representation from all functional skills and should be done as a team to ensure consistency in the RFP.  Some key items to look for include:  


A clear, concise statement of critical objectives of the program, particularly in the SOW and Specification.


Consistent use of terminology, phrases and verbiage/style of writing.


Streamlining (i.e., the more that is written, the more the risk of inconsistency)


Correlation across all RFP sections. This requires more than a single reading or review of the RFP.


Clear identification of which CLINs apply to subsequent clauses (particularly in Sections H and I) and CLINs which are not all priced in the same manner (where multiple pricing mechanisms exist Ö FFP, CPAF, T&M, etc.)


Incorrect cross-references.


Inconsistency between Section L, ìProposal Evaluation Requirementsî, and Section M ìEvaluation Factorsî.  These should deal with exactly the same topics.


�
7.2	Consistency Between Related Performance-	Based Sections of RFP


��


�When reviewing an RFP, great care must be taken to consider its content as a complete, interrelated whole, and not be content simply with an analysis of its concomitant parts. RFPs must be internally consistent, notwithstanding the fact that they cover many separate disciplines/functional areas and are normally developed using the varied talents of many different parties.


As a means of checking for internal RFP consistency, use the Turbo Streamliner ìRFP Review Checklist ì


� ìA "Quick-Look" reminder of acquisition reform principles that are central to Request For Proposal(RFP) Development and some basic questions to help gauge if they are properly applied to your RFP.  This guide/checklist is a "Quick-Look" reminder of Acquisition Reform (AR) Principles that are central to RFP Development and some basic questions to help you gauge if they are properly applied to your RFP. These issues are discussed in more detail within Turbo Streamliner and can be accessed under the "Getting Started" menu (see "AR Principles" for broad introduction; detailed discussions retrieved by "RFP Section," "Functional Specialty,” and "AR Topics").î 


�
�
7.2.1	Opportunity for Error and Impact


�In a complex and/or lengthy RFP, there exists increased potential for the lack of correlation between SOW, specification, and Section L and Section M. In such situations, it may be necessary to draw fishbone diagrams interconnecting SOW and specification requirements with respective Section L and M provisions. Consider the use of word search capabilities in most word processing software to confirm that Sections L and M key topics are included in the SOW. In all cases look at both the content and size of the SOW, specification, and Sections L and M.


7.2.2	Team Approach


�Integrated Product Teams have been employed to ensure proper integration of the various parts of the RFP. The objective of these teams, composed of individuals with functional skills covering all areas of the RFP, is to develop a logically consistent finished product. While this approach has been successful, there are still several areas which require special attention to ensure internal consistency.  


�
The students should be familiar with the concept of the single process initiative (SPI) to allow contractors to propose and have approved a single (or a series of single) process across all the DOD contracts in his facility.  What is key  here is that  once a SPI has been approved for a given process in an offerorís facility, it is DOD’s preference that new work does not wind up causing the introduction  of a new/separate process as result of a new contract (unless it is absolutely essential to have a specific process).  Thus, offerors are to be allowed to propose  the use of its already  approved SPI for this RFP.  Thus, the offerorís proposal should not be considered non-responsive just because a different process from one specified in the RFP; but the proposed SPI process should be evaluated on its merits in accordance with the same evaluation criteria used for the original process requirements of this solicitation.  





AWAITING LATEST LANGUAGE FROM ARO ON THIS ISSUE.





�
7.3	Considering the Single Process Initiative/Block 	Change Process


�


7.3.1	Single Process Initiative (SPI)


SPI (also referred to as "common process initiative" or "block change process") is an initiative to consolidate or eliminate multiple management and manufacturing requirements across existing defense contracts on a facility-wide basis. Historically contractors have often maintained many different methods of performing the same process for same/similar supplies and services due to the insistence of different industry and Government customers. On occasion as many as 13 methods of performing the same process was required to satisfy different contracts/customers. Given the fact that defense contractors may on average employ 250 or more discrete processes, any multiplication of alternate methods rapidly introduced technical and cost inefficiencies. 


�SPI addressed this problem by allowing contractors to propose use of its preferred single process facility-wide. Such proposals are referred to a review team of DCAA/DCMC/Military Services personnel to analyze its feasibility and tech/cost impact. Administrative Contracting Officers (ACOs) are then authorized to execute class contract modifications (block changes) to implement the approved SPI.





�
�
SPI/Block Change Issues in Section L


Look For:	Section L clause that requires bidders to identify any SPI processes proposed in lieu of RFP requirements.


�Sample:	Contractors having SPI processes approved by a Contract Administration Office on existing contracts may propose those processes in lieu of the corresponding process requirements of this solicitation. Proposals should identify where approved SPI processes are being substituted. Under acquisition streamlining provisions, contained elsewhere in this solicitation, SPI processes which are pending final approval may also be submitted as alternatives to the corresponding process requirements of this solicitation. All SPI processes offered for use under this solicitation will be evaluated under the same evaluation criteria being used for the original process requirements of this solicitation.


7.3.3	SPI/Block Change Issue in Section M


�The following language is recommended to be included in Sections C, L, and M of solicitations:


Section C: (Optional depending on how contract award documents are structured.)


 ìThe Contractor shall comply with those Single Process Initiative processes incorporated in this contract and identified as substitutes for specified requirements stipulated herein.î


Section L:


 ìYour proposal shall identify where you are substituting your previously approved Single Process Initiative (SPI) processes for specified requirements.  In addition, offerors should provide copies of executed SPI modifications to document that the previously approved SPIs have been implemented by the Contract Administration  Office on past or existing contracts.î


Section M:


 ìPreviously approved SPI processes will be evaluated under the source selection criteria of the RFP.  If the successful offeror has previously approved SPI processes in the proposal, those SPI processes will be incorporated into the contract upon award.î


�
Developing Section M Evaluation Criteria.  


We will not be able to tell students exactly how to develop criteria.  These are dependent on the instant procurement and the types of objectives  the program wants to emphasize.  Remember these are the evaluation criteria for evaluating the offerorsí proposals for making a contract awardÖ. These are not criteria for determining the actual performance of the product or service.  These may be related, but the performance of the product or service should be evaluated via some other form of testing or measurement called out in the SOW.  


The slide shows the  types of considerations for developing evaluation factors called out in FAR.  Some key items to note include:


Price or cost must be a factor.


Past performance shall be included as a factor (or a subfactor to another major factor such as management).


Quality shall be addressed.  


Relative importance of factors must be indicated to the offerors.


Factors must be tailored to the instant procurement.


Preference for ìbest valueî in the words ìproposal offers the greatest value to the Governmentî.


Note that FAR says ìagencies may elect to assign numerical weights to evaluation factorsî.  However, past experience tell us to stay away from numerical weights or evaluation scales  in that it is very hard to distinguish between ratings of decimal point differences.  It has generally be determined by all services to use adjective ratings (e.g., unsatisfactory, acceptable, superior) or color code ratings (e.g., red, yellow, green).   





�
Developing Section M Evaluation Criteria in PBC


�


What Does FAR say About Evaluation Factors?


�FAR Section 15-605 Evaluation Factors and Subfactors.


(a)	The factors and subfactors that will be considered in evaluating proposals shall be tailored to each acquisition and shall include only those factors that will have an impact on the source selection decision.


(b)(1) The evaluation factors and subfactors that apply to an acquisition and the relative importance of those factors and subfactors are within the broad discretion of agency acquisition officials except that -- 


(i)	Price or cost to the Government shall be included as an evaluation factor in every source selection.


(ii)	Past performance shall be evaluated in all competitively negotiated acquisitions expected to exceed $100,000 not later than January 1, 1999, unless the contracting officer documents in the contract file the reasons why past performance should not be evaluated. Agencies may develop their own phase-in schedule for past performance evaluations which meets or exceeds the following milestones:  All solicitations with an estimated value in excess of


(A)	$1,000,000 issued on or after July 1, 1995;


(B)	$500,000 issued on or after July 1, 1997; and


(C)	$100,000 issued on or after January 1, 1999. Past performance may be evaluated in competitively negotiated acquisitions estimated at $100,000 or less at the discretion of the contracting officer.


�
�
Developing Section M Evaluation Criteria in PBC


 (iii)	Quality shall be addressed in every source selection through inclusion in one or more of the non-cost evaluation factors or subfactors, such as past performance, technical excellence, management capability, personnel qualifications, prior experience, and schedule compliance.


�(iv)	Environmental objectives, such as promoting waste reduction, source reduction, energy efficiency, and maximum practicable recovered material content (see Part 23), shall also be considered in every source selection, when appropriate.


(2)	Any other relevant factors or subfactors, such as cost realism, may also be included.


(c)	In awarding a cost-reimbursement contract, the cost proposal should not be controlling, since advance estimates of cost may not be valid indicators of final actual costs. There is no requirement that cost-reimbursement contracts be awarded on the basis of lowest proposed cost, lowest proposed fee, or the lowest total proposed cost plus fee. The award of cost-reimbursement contracts primarily on the basis of estimated costs may encourage the submission of unrealistically low estimates and increase the likelihood of cost overruns. The primary consideration should be which offeror can perform the contract in a manner most advantageous to the Government, as determined by evaluation of proposals according to the established evaluation criteria.


(d)(1)	The solicitation should be structured to provide for the selection of the source whose proposal offers the greatest value to the Government in terms of performance, risk management, cost or price, and other factors. At a minimum, the solicitation shall clearly state the significant evaluation factors, such as cost or price, cost or price-related factors, past performance and other non-cost or non-price-related factors, and any significant subfactors, that will be considered in making the source selection, and their relative importance (see 15.406-5(c)). The solicitation shall inform offerors of minimum requirements that apply to particular evaluation factors and significant subfactors. Further, the solicitation shall state whether all evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are -- 


(i)	Significantly more important than cost or price;


(ii)	Approximately equal to cost or price; or


(iii)	Significantly less important than cost or price.


(2)	The solicitation may elaborate on the relative importance of factors and subfactors at the discretion of the contracting officer. Agencies may elect to assign numerical weights to evaluation factors and employ those weights when evaluating proposals. Numerical weights need not be disclosed in solicitations; however, nothing precludes an agency from disclosing the weights on a case-by-case basis. The solicitation may state that award will be made to the offeror that meets the solicitation's minimum criteria for acceptable award at the lowest cost or price.


In addition to other factors, offers will be evaluated on the basis of advantages and disadvantages to the Government that might result from making more than one award (see 15.407(h)). The contracting officer shall assume for the purpose of making multiple awards that $500 would be the administrative cost to the Government for issuing and administering each contract awarded under a solicitation. Individual awards shall be for the items or combination of items that result in the lowest aggregate cost to the Government, including the assumed administrative costs.


�
Note:  Before this session, the Instructor should contact the respective activity for which the training is held and ascertain any local policy, guidance or procedures developed for use in Best Value contracts.


Ensuring a Best Value Award.


Best value has become a centerpiece of acquisition reform policy.  It is directly linked to the use of performance specifications/standards/SOWs and use of Past Performance Information.  Collectively these AR elements allow the offeror greater flexibility in proposing and assessing the value of cost/technical tradeoffs.  


Best Value means that the evaluation criteria must state that the  award will be made on cost and other factors (emphasis added).  This allows the government to make tradeoffs between the various proposals in terms of cost and non-cost (e.g., quality, technical approach,  past performance, management approach, etc.) evaluation factors and make award to the offeror whose proposal gives the Government the greatest or best value for its money.  This means that the Government may pay a premium for an approach  which clearly  will give the Government a better, more efficient, more innovative, more effective result/outcome.  


�
7.4.1	Relationship to Tasks and/or Specifications in SOW


Avoid inconsistency between Section L, Proposal  Evaluation Requirements, and Section M,  Evaluation Factors.  Both should deal with exactly the  same topics. Do not request proposal evaluation  information in Section L not intended for evaluation  under Section M. Do not include such topics in  Sections L and M if they are not directly related to  the objectives of the SOW and specification.


Ensuring a Best Value Award


�Best Value is a process used in competitive, negotiated contracting to select the most advantageous offer by evaluating and comparing factors in addition to cost or price. It allows offerors flexibility in selection of their best proposal strategy through tradeoffs which may be made between the cost and non-cost evaluation factors. It should result in an award that will give the Government the greatest or best value for its money. It is the preferred source selection methodology, having been given renewed vigor since Executive Order 12931 was issued on 13 October 94. The Executive Order directs executive agencies to " place more emphasis on past performance and promote best value rather than simply low cost in selecting sources for supplies and services".


Factors impacting "best value" decisions include technical competence, proven past performance, management capability, life cycle costs and quality. Evaluation of these factors should be structured to ensure that they are given due consideration in determining the overall benefit associated with the offered price. 


"Best value" evaluations should be employed wherever possible and especially in weapons system, federal information processing (FIP) and professional and technical service support acquisitions.  Requirements which dictate complex integration of people, equipment, hardware, innovation and software should also be evaluated on a "best value" basis. However, when non-complex, routine requirements are being procured and the product to be delivered is clearly defined at the outset of the procurement, it may be appropriate to award to the lowest priced, technically acceptable offeror.   


- ASN(RDA) Memo 22 March 91


�
One specific AR initiative (Cost As an Independent Variable - CAIV) is important to this  concept of Best Value and award evaluation criteria.  Undersecretary of Defense Kaminski has published a policy memo calling for the use of CAIV in acquisitions.  This essentially means that in evaluating proposals, give an appropriate weight to cost in cost/technical/schedule tradeoffs, treating it more than a consequence of the selected technical approach.  In other words, have clearly defined cost objectives that are consistent with requirements and projected fiscal resources and donít let technical parameters unduly drive you beyond your cost goals.  To be able to do this, you should have key  trade-off areas identified  in the SOW and specifications.  





You should also have clear indications of how life-cycle cost objectives such as manning, maintenance and training are to be measured so as to be able to stay within the cost objectives and to be able to make logical/rational technical/logistical tradeoffs.  





THERE MAY BE MORE GUIDANCE HERE AFTER WE GET ABM CAIV POLICY MEMO.





�
7.4.1	Relationship to Tasks and/or Specifications in SOW, con’d�





"....we must be able to take advantage of the professionals we have in the acquisition work force and allow them to exercise their judgment in making sound business decisions on behalf of the US Government."


Ms. Colleen Preston,


Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition Reform





�Best Value has become a centerpiece of acquisition reform policy. It is inextricably linked with sweeping changes in our specification/standards reform and use of Past Performance Information. Collectively, these AR elements allow the offeror great flexibility in proposing and assessing the value of cost/technical tradeoffs . The overall intent is to stimulate innovative thinking and techniques, obtain technology breakthroughs, and reduce life-cycle costs. Key elements in this concept include:


Allow greater offeror proposal flexibility.


Assumption of greater risk in technical/cost tradeoffs.


Expansion of the use of best value into areas other than cost reimbursable R&D and systems acquisitions.


Encouragement of grater tailoring of source selection factors/subfactors to the instant procurement and less use of ìboilerplateî provisions in Sections L and M of the RFP.


Per OFPP Best Practices Guide of May í95, ìthe use of past performance as an evaluation factor in the contract award process makes the awards (de facto) ëbest valueí selections.î





�
Use of PPI. 


There is now a requirement for use of PPI in the evaluation of all contracts valued at more than $1M.  


There is no specific guidance on how to weight or establish the measures of PPI.  The OFPP Best Practices Guide on Past Performance says ìit is recommended that past performance normally be at least equal in significance to any other non-cost evaluation factor.î


For offerors who are new to the industry or do not have past performance they must not be penalized in the evaluation.  Specifically,  FASA requirements interpreted in FAR as ìin the case of an offeror with respect to which there is no information on past performance or with respect to which information on past performance is not available, the offeror may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on the factor  of past contract performanceî.  In this  case, the offeror  is to be given some form of a ìneutralî rating which neither hurts nor  helps them.  However, one should also consider getting past performance information on key personnel planned to be utilized on the contract.  Usually these people have been involved in other contractorís efforts for which there is PPI and/or for which there is PPI for the specific  individual.  In fact, we are now required to collect PPI on key personnel as well as on the overall contractorís effort.  


Things to be concerned about in use of PPI include:


Requirement for PPI under more than one factor whenever PPI is included as a separate evaluation factor.  PPI should  not bleed over into other  factors such as technical  or management.  


Requirement for ìXî years of experience with similar programs or with a specific agency or site without  indication that the quality  of that  experience is an evaluation factor.


PPI as the lowest weighted non-cost factor or the last factor in descending order of importance.  The Navyís position regarding use of PPI is ìoutcome orientedî and endorses tailoring of PPI factor/subfactors and relative weight to the instant contract. However, its importance must be significant  in all RFPs, and lesser weights may indicate  inappropriate use of prior practices or ìboilerplateî provisions.


Also look out for asking for too much PPI (e.g., all relevant contracts for the past 5 years).  This may exceed your ability to perform meaningful review.  Remember PPI should only be relevant data  to the instant procurement.


The last thing to concern yourself about is the use of too many evaluation  factors and/or subfactors.  While we want to be able to discriminate between the various proposals to ascertain the one which best meets our requirements and gives us the best value, too many criteria tend to dilute the real important issues.  Make sure to focus on the key objectives of the requirement and develop evaluation criteria that will allow clear discrimination between the proposals for these objectives.


Note:  Appendix for Session 7 provides samples of various ìclausesî to be included in Sections L and M.  These are arranged by category.  


�
7.4.2	Relationship to CAIV in Performance/Schedule Trade-Offs


�Things to consider in applying CAIV in development of an RFP:


Application of Cost as an Independent Variable (CAIV) to ensure that best value cost/technical tradeoffs give appropriate weight to cost, treating it as more than a consequence of the selected technical approach. 


Clearly defined cost objectives  that are consistent with requirements  and projected fiscal resources. 


Key trade-off areas identified in  the SOW and specifications.  


A minimum number of  performance specifications (critical  performance criteria), identifying  trade-off flexibility in requirements and  program baseline.  


Provisions for contractor  participation on the Cost-Performance  Integrated Product Team (CP-IPT) to facilitate trade-offs during all program  phases.  Robust contractor incentives for  achieving cost objectives during all  program phases to motivate contractors  to achieve program objectives. 


Appropriate metrics for tracking  progress in setting and achieving cost  objectives. 


Clear indications of how  life-cycle cost objectives, e.g., manning,  maintenance, and training, are to be  measured.


�
�
7.4.3	Use of Past Performance Information  (PPI)


�Key aspects of PPI in evaluation criteria include:


PPI as a significant factor in Section M of the RFP.  The exact weight shall be tailored to the unique requirements of each RFP – one size does not fit all (note, OFPP recommends PPI be given a weight "at least equal in significance to any other non-cost related factor").


Section L and Section M compliance with FASA section 1091 that "in the case of an offeror with respect to which there is no information on  past performance or with respect to which information on past performance is not available, the offeror may not be evaluated favorably or  unfavorably on the factor of past contract performance."


 A requirement for PPI on key personnel.  The source of successful past performance may reside not simply at the corporate level, but may be attributed to the performance of key personnel. This may be a critical predictor of future performance in some acquisitions (e.g., almost always for support services contracts) and should therefore be emphasized as appropriate for the instant contract.


A requirement for relevant PPI. This key challenge is best accomplished if supported by a fully integrated Section L approach.  Review all of Section L for the following: 


Are the offerors directed to provide their unique technical approach which meets clearly delineated critical objectives of the SOW/SPEC? 


 Has the offeror been requested to identify the critical risk elements of their unique technical approach to meeting these critical objectives?  


 Is the offeror's management approach required to address the aforementioned critical risks to mitigate their impact? 


 Has the offeror been requested to identify when/where/if these risk mitigation techniques have been previously employed?


�
�
7.4.3	Use of Past Performance Information  (PPI), cont’d


Be concerned about:


�Requirements for PPI, in Section L and Section M, under more than  one factor whenever Past Performance is included as a separate evaluation  factor. PPI has often been included in Section M as a separate evaluation  factor to emphasize its importance. When following this approach, it is  imperative that past performance only be considered under that factor, and  not "bleed over" into other factors such as technical/management. GAO cases have adequately established that a past performance incident can not  be made the subject of "double jeopardy”.     


A requirement, in Section L and Section M, for x years of experience  with similar programs or with a specific agency or site without indication  that the quality of that experience is an evaluation factor. Without  considering the quality of prior performance such factors at most amount to  special standards of responsibility.


Past Performance as the lowest weighted non-cost factor, or shown as  the last factor in descending order of importance. The Navy's position  regarding PPI is "outcome oriented", and endorses tailoring of PPI factor/subfactors and relative weight to the instant contract. However, its  importance must be significant in all RFPs , and lesser weights may  indicate inappropriate use of prior practices or boilerplate provisions.     


A requirement, in Section L, for the contractor to "submit all relevant  contracts in the last five years." This may dramatically exceed the  Government's ability to perform meaningful review and does not encourage  offerors to carefully prioritize their PPI. The RFP should request offerors to  provide a limited number of relevant references.


7.4.4	Too Many Criteria?


�Too many evaluation factors often result in unintended dilution. Effective best value determination relies on a limited set  of meaningful discriminators that do not descend into obscure  levels of granularity (e.g., reiterating all aspects of the SOW and  specification as individual evaluation factors/subfactors). See TurboStreamliner ì RFP Internal Consistencyî and NAVSUPINST 4900.72 for  more detailed discussions.


�
This exercise involves the review of one or more cases from Sections L and M of an RFP which resulted in a protest or lawsuit. Students will be allowed to read, review and discuss the case(s) in their work/IPT group and then discuss their  findings.   The objective of the exercise is to review the language in the RFP and to determine what was done poorly and what may have been done to avoid this situation. 





The instructor will provide an example.


�
7.5	Exercise: “Train Wreck”


�Teams will review a case study of a traditional solicitation that resulted in award and/or protest issues. The groups will discuss PBC-related factors that must be considered in Sections L and M, and actions needed to ensure a “safe” contracting journey during this acquisition stage.








�
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