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This HQ Operating Instruction (HOI) implements AFPD 64-1, The Contracting System.  The purpose of this HOI is to address the composition of the task order; review team, evaluation factors, and selection procedures

1.  General.  After AFSOC/XPM approval and required documentation as outlined at HQ AFSOC/LGC homepage: http://www.afsoc.af.mil/lgc, the Contracting Officer (CO) shall issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) notifying potential offerors of; (a) work to be performed, (b) desired performance period, and (c) additional information the CO considers necessary for proposal preparation.  Proposals will be evaluated by the SETA Management and Review Team (SMART).
2.  Composition Of The SMART.   Upon receipt of proposals, the CO will assign proposals to the SMART for evaluation.  The SMART is composed of:

2.1.
A technical representation of the requiring activity.

2.1.2. A representation from Contracting.

2.1.2. A third member selected by the CO.

2.1.3.
Additional members as determined by the CO.

2.1.4.
If determined necessary by the CO, legal advisor from JA to participate as a non-voting 

member.  

NOTE:  The CO is designated the Source Selection Authority (SSA) and will maintain control of the process and ensure a “best value” task order award.

2.2.  SMART Scoring Responsibilities.  For each proposal evaluated, each team member will complete Attachment 1, Task Order Evaluation Score Card.  In completing Attachment 1: 

2.2.1.  The technical representative from the requiring activity will only accomplish evaluation factors a and c.

2.2.2.
The contracting representative will complete evaluation factors b and c.

2.2.3.  All other non-technical team members will only complete evaluation factor c.   

2.3.  SMART Independent Evaluation.  Discussions among team members are encouraged in reviewing evaluation factors.  However, team members should use independent sound judgement when grading.  Team members should not consult each other on assigning individual evaluation grade.

3.  Task Order:

Table 3.1.  Task Order Cycle Process.

Step
Action
Responsibility of

1
Evaluate proposals based on criteria set-forth in the SETA statement of work, paragraph 1.8.6.2.3., as reiterated below in paragraph 4.1.
SMART

2
Score task order proposals by completing Attachment 1 and provide award recommendation to the CO.
SMART

3
Ensure evaluations were completed using criteria set forth in the Request for Proposal (RFP) and award is based on “best value” to the Government. 
Contracting Officer

4.  Evaluation Factors Philosophy.  It is Air Force policy to establish the absolute minimum number of factors necessary for evaluation of task orders.  Evaluation factors are the basis for assessing each offeror's ability to meet the Government's needs.  They are the uniform baseline against which each offeror's proposal is evaluated to determine the degree of confidence the Government has that the offeror will perform work proposed.  Evaluation factors establish the level an offeror’s proposal must meet to be judged acceptable.  Factors selected should be real discriminators and serve to identify the “best value” solution. 

4.1.  Task Order Evaluation Factors.  The Government will award task orders based on an integrated assessment of the technical and/or management approach, cost/price, and past performance.  Quality of deliverables, cost control, and current workload should be considered sub-evaluation factors.

4.1.1.  Technical and/or Management Approach.  Technical and/or management approach focuses on the strengths, weaknesses, and inadequacies of the proposal.  This area will be evaluated using Table 4.1.
Table 4.1.  Evaluation Factor:  Technical and/or Managerial Approach.

Color Rating Definition

Blue
Green 
Yellow
Red

Exceptional. Exceeds specified minimum performance

or capability requirements in a way beneficial to the Air Force.
Acceptable.  Meets specified minimum performance or 
capability requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance.
Marginal.  Does not clearly meet some specified minimum performance

or capability requirements necessary for acceptable performance.
Unacceptable.  Fails to meet specified minimum performance or capability

requirements. Task orders will not receive award.

4.1.2.  Cost/Price.  Price/cost analysis is an assessment of affordability used to establish reasonableness and realism.  The level of detail of analysis required will vary among acquisitions depending on the complexity and circumstances of the acquisition, including the degree of competition, the phase of the program, the type of product/services being acquired, and the contract type.  In performing a cost/price evaluation each offeror will be assigned one of the following ratings.  This area will be evaluated using Table 4.2.
Table 4.2.  Evaluation Factor:  Cost/Price.

Color Rating Definition

Blue
Green 
Yellow
Red

Offeror’s cost/price is below or equal to the Government estimate.
Offeror’s cost/price is within 10 percent of the Government estimate.
Offeror’s cost/price is greater than 11 but less than 25 percent higher than the Government estimate.
Offeror’s cost/price is greater than 25 percent higher than the Government estimate.

4.1.3.  Past Performance (Quality of Deliverable, Cost Control, and Current Workload).  For the purpose of this area, quality of deliverable, cost control, and current workload should be considered when evaluating past performance.  

4.1.3.1  The main purpose of the past performance evaluation is to appropriately consider each offeror's demonstrated record of contract compliance in supplying products and services that meet users' needs including cost and schedule.  

4.1.3.2.  In determining relevancy, consideration should be given but not limited to such things as product similarity, product complexity, contract type, program phase, contract environment, division of company proposing, and subcontractor interaction.  The evaluation should be constrained to a few most recent and most relevant contracts/programs for a comprehensive review.  

4.1.3.3.  The past performance evaluation should concentrate on those aspects of the instant acquisition most critical to overall success.  Evaluation of offeror's' performance should focus on demonstrated performance in these specific areas.  The SMART should consider mitigating circumstances, such as process changes, that have resulted in improvements to previous performance problems.  However, process changes should only be considered when objectively measurable improvement in performance has been demonstrated as a result of the changes.  

4.1.3.4.  In performing a past performance evaluation each offeror shall be assigned one of the following ratings.  This area will be evaluated using Table 4.3.
Table 4.3.  Evaluation Factor:  Past Performance.  (Quality of Deliverable, Cost Control, and Current Workload)

Color Rating Definition

Blue
Green 
Yellow
Red

Based on the offeror’s performance record, essentially no doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.
Based on the offeror’s performance record, little doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.
Based on the offeror’s performance record, some doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.
Based on the offeror’s performance record, substantial doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort. Changes to the offeror’s existing processes may be necessary in order to achieve contract requirements.

5.  Task order award selection and notification.  Each team member will return

Attachment 1, Task Order Evaluation Score Card to the SSA.  The SSA will validate the technical team evaluation, determine the overall rating, and select the “best value” proposal.  The CO will then process the task order award and notify all offerors of the “best value” decision.







RICHARD E. SPENCER, Colonel, USAF








Director of Staff

Attachment

1.  Task Order Evaluation Score Card

Attachment 1

Task Order Evaluation Score Card

TASK ORDER: ________________________

CONTRACTOR’S NAME: __________________________________

SMART MEMBER: _______________________________________ 

Evaluation Factors
Blue
Green 
Yellow
Red

a.  Technical and/or Managerial 

     Approach







b. Cost/Price 







c. Past Performance 







SMART MEMBER COMMENTS TO SUPPORT THE ABOVE EVALUATION:

a.

b.

c. 

FOR OFFICIAL HQ AFSOC LGC USE ONLY
Contractor Selected:   _____________________

Assigned Task Order:  ____________________

Date:  _________________________________
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