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Forward

General Comments

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) is a logistics combat support agency whose primary role is to provide supplies and services to America's military forces worldwide.  Within the Department of Defense (DoD) and DLA, support costs are consuming an increasing share of valuable resources that otherwise could be used for modernization and quality of life improvements.  To execute DLA’s mission in today’s environment of constrained defense budgets, DLA must significantly reduce costs while simultaneously improving logistics support services. 

The Commercial Activities (CA) Program, also known as the A-76 or Competitive Sourcing program, is one of the tools available to DLA to increase efficiencies and reduce cost.  In recent years, DLA identified that approximately 66 percent of its Full Time Equivalents (FTE) perform CA.  With such a high percentage of CA, DLA will use the A-76 commercial activity process as a management tool to ensure it accomplishes its mission more effectively and efficiently.  The CA process governs competition between a Government activity and private industry offeror to provide commercially available services.  The process is designed to allow a fair and equitable comparison of the Government and private sector offers.  The offeror providing the best value to the Government wins the competition among the private sector offerors and then competes with the Most Efficient Organization (MEO) of the Government. 

DLA recognizes the value and supports the use of competitive sourcing as a tool to assist in reducing the costs of operations of its commercial activities and incorporating better business practices to provide increasingly responsive and quality service to our customers.  Top management is committed to ensuring that the competitive sourcing program and each individual cost comparison is conducted in the most efficient and fair manner and requires that each individual involved in the process be equally dedicated.  At all times, the A-76 rules and the defense acquisition rules are to be followed, as contained in this guidebook and in other documents referenced herein, ensuring that both the public and private sector are treated fairly and equally in the process. 

Each cost comparison is to be conducted in a manner that promotes quality, timeliness, and subsequently, cost effectiveness.  To limit the disruption to operations and to the workforce, approved schedules are to be followed as aggressively as is practicable.  Each solicitation will be prepared in such a way that all offerors are incentivized to propose innovative and increasingly effective processes.

The goals of this DLA Commercial Activities (A-76) Guidebook are to provide instructions and procedures for executing the Defense Logistics Agency’s Commercial Activities Directive (DLAD 4100.15); Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-76 and its Supplemental Handbook, Performance of Commercial Activities; Department of Defense Directive (DoDD) 4100.15, Commercial Activities Program; and Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 4100.33, Commercial Activities Program Procedures.    

This Guidebook is designed to assist DLA components and major staff organizations (designated as “Requiring Activities”) and the subordinate elements of Requiring Activities or organizations (designated as “Activities Under Study”) with the execution of their CA study-related responsibilities.  Each chapter includes an Overview, Description of Key Tasks, and a Checklist for Key Players. 

The following is a list of key definitions and acronyms that will aid in understanding the Guidebook.

Definitions 

A-76 Timeline:  The Defense Logistic Agency’s process, outlined in this Guidebook, for completing a CA study.

Action Plan:  A description of specific steps, including milestones, timelines, and data collection methodology to be performed during the CA study.
Amendment:  A change (correction, deletion, or addition) to any information contained in an RFP (or previous amendment thereto).  The amendment becomes part of the solicitation and any resulting contract.

CA Team Leader:  The person chosen by the Requiring Activity CA Program office to lead the CA team.

Commercial Activities Program Office (CAPO):  The Requiring Activity A-76 program office.

Commercial Activity (CA) Program Manager:  The person designated by the Requiring Activity Commander to execute the Commercial Activities Competition Program within the Requiring Activity organization and its Activities Under Study.

Commercial Activity (CA):  The process resulting in a product or service that is or could be obtained from a private sector source. Agency missions may be accomplished through commercial facilities and resources, Government facilities and resources, or mixes thereof, depending on the product, service, type of mission, and the equipment required.

Continuing Government Activity: The government organization at an activity that has completed an A-76 study that is responsible for the oversight of the performing activity (MEO or contractor).

Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR)/Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative (COTR):  An individual designated and authorized in writing by the Contracting Officer to perform specific technical or administrative functions.

Cost Comparison:  A process for determining whether it is more economical to acquire the needed products or services from a commercial source or from an existing or proposed in-house CA, following the procedures in OMB Circular A-76 and related instructions.

Cost Comparison Form (CCF):  The form prescribed by OMB Circular A-76 for comparing the cost of continued government operation (IHCE) with that of the selected private sector offeror.

Defense Logistics Agency (DLA):  Logistics combat support agency whose primary role is to provide supplies and services to America’s military forces worldwide.

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service (DRMS):  The activity that receives unserviceable, non-repairable, and excess materiel for the purpose of redistribution, resale, or disposal.

Defense Distribution Center (DDC):  A combat support organization providing a single, unified materiel distribution system for DoD under DLA management.
Discrepancy Report:  A written report notifying a contractor that its performance is not in compliance with the standards in the PWS.

Disposal:  The process of redistributing, transferring, donating, selling, abandoning, or destroying disposable Government property that is no longer of use in the Government system.

Full Time Equivalent (FTE):  A manpower measure used by the DoD to represent a year’s worth of employee effort that equals 1776 work hours, excluding holidays and leave.

Functional Manager:  The most senior manager responsible for a specific function within the command.  In many cases, the functional manager may be a senior manager.

Government Furnished Equipment (GFE):  Equipment in the possession of, or directly acquired by, the Government and subsequently made available to the PA.

Government Furnished Facilities (GFF):  Facilities in the possession of, or directly acquired by, the Government and subsequently made available to the PA.  
Government Furnished Property (GFP):  Property in the possession of, or directly acquired by, the Government and subsequently made available to the PA.

Human Resource Office (HRO):  HRO is made up of the two centers Customer Support Office - New Cumberland and Customer Service Office - Columbus. 

Independent Review (IR):  The purpose of the independent review is to certify that the in-house organization’s performance and cost comparison estimates have been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the A-76 Circular and the Supplemental Handbook.
Independent Review Official (IRO):  Individual from impartial activity organizationally independent of the commercial activity being studied that is qualified to conduct this type of review.  For DLA A-76 competitions, this function will be performed by J-308 (Internal Review).

In-House Cost Estimate (IHCE):  The Government’s cost estimate for the MEO performance of the requirements in the PWS.

Inspection:  Examination and testing of supplies and services (including, where appropriate, raw materials, components, and intermediate assemblies) to determine whether the supplies and services conform to contract requirements.

Interservice Support Agreements (ISSA):  Agreement when the provider is another agency of the Government.  The service is provided on a reimbursable basis.  

Inventory:  A physical count performed to determine the on-hand quantity of an item/material or group of items/materials.

Legislative Affairs Office:  The official designated by the Director to be responsible for activities related to Congress.

Line Item:  A separate item of supply on a transaction or service document.

Management Plan:  A plan that identifies the organizational structure, staffing, and operating procedures required to perform the requirements of the PWS.  The Management Plan includes the following documents: Most Efficient Organization (MEO), In-House Cost Estimate (IHCE), Technical Performance Plan (TPP), and Transition Plan (TP).

Management Plan Study Team:  Develops the Most Efficient Organization, Technical Performance Plan, Transition Plan, and In-House Cost Estimate.  While developing the Management Plan the team will take into consideration re-engineering, process and productivity improvements, consolidation, personnel classification, and market analysis.

Mobilization:  The art of preparing for war or other emergencies through assembling and organizing natural resources, and the process by which the Armed Forces (or a part thereof) are brought to a state of readiness for war or other national emergencies.  This includes activating all or part of the Reserve components as well as assembling and organizing personnel supplies and material.  

Mock Reduction-in-Force (RIF):  Performed to establish personnel baseline force structure, to support execution of the Transition Plan, and identify early Priority Placement Program registrants does not result in separation. 

Most Efficient Organization (MEO):  The MEO refers to the Government’s in-house organization to perform a commercial activity. It may include a mix of Federal employees and contract support.  It is the basis for all Government costs entered on the Cost Comparison Form. The Most Efficient Organization (MEO) is the product of the Management Plan and is based upon the Performance Work Statement (PWS).  The MEO reflects the proposed organization to perform the work specified in the PWS.  

NISH:  Non-profit organization that works with over 600 non-profit agencies to provide employment opportunities to people with severe disabilities.

Offer:  A legally binding promise made by one party to another to enter into a contractual agreement if the offer is accepted.  In sealed bidding, offers made in response to Invitations For Bid (IFB) are called “bids.”  In negotiated acquisitions, offers made in response to a Request for Proposals (RFP) are called “proposals.”

Office of Management and Budget (OMB):  Federal office that provides guidelines for conducting A-76 studies.

Overhead:  General costs not attributable to a single function but spread over multiple functions.

Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG):  Chaired as appointed by the SSAC.  Provides past performance evaluation support to the SSAC.
Performance Work Statement (PWS):  Describes the work to be performed, in performance-based terms, focusing on results or outputs.  The PWS is the basis for Section C of the resulting solicitation and the Government's and contractor proposals for performing the required work.

PWS Study Team:  Develops the PWS including developing technical requirements, performance standards, technical exhibits, and contract data requirements.  Develops the Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP), which is the plan the Government will follow to assure that the desired levels of quality will be met by either a contractor or the MEO.

Performing Activity (PA):  Organization that performs functions outlined in the Performance Work Statement (PWS).

Post-MEO Review:  An evaluation of the performance of CA that are retained in-house.

Price Negotiation Memorandum:  The document that tells the story of the negotiation.  It is the document that establishes the reasonableness of the agreement reached with the successful offeror.  It is also the permanent record of the decisions that the negotiator made in establishing that the price was fair and reasonable.

Protest:  A written objection by an interested party to a solicitation, proposed award, or award of a contract.  Interested parties include actual or prospective offerors whose direct economic interest would be affected by the award of a contract or the failure to award a contract.

Public Affairs Office (PAO):  The office designated by the Commander to be responsible for activities related to the media or public affairs.

Quality:  The extent to which the contract’s deliverable(s) satisfies the actual minimum needs of the end users.

Quality Assurance (QA):  The functions and associated actions performed by the Government to ensure that contract requirements are performed IAW specified standards and that an appropriate level of PA quality control activities are in place and operational.

Quality Assurance Evaluator (QAE):  An individual responsible for evaluating the performance of work performed under a PWS.  

Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP):  The functions and associated actions performed by the Government to ensure that contract requirements are performed IAW specified standards, and that an appropriate level of PA quality control activities are in place and operational.  The QASP also forms the basis for the Post-MEO Review.

Quality Control (QC):  Those internal management functions that include, but are not limited to, training, documented procedures, inspections, and tests (taken at the point of performance) necessary to ensure that PA products and services conform to PWS requirements, specifications and standards.

Request for Proposals (RFP):  The solicitation in negotiated acquisitions.

Requiring Activity:  The activity or organization responsible for describing the agency need(s) and ultimately responsible for execution of mission and functions of the activity under study. 

Senior Manager:  Generally, managers at the level directly below the Commanding Officer and Executive Officer.

Solicitation:  Document used in negotiated acquisitions to communicate government requirements to prospective contractors and to solicit proposals.  RFPs for competitive acquisitions shall, at a minimum, describe the government’s requirement, the anticipated contract terms and conditions, information required to be in the offeror’s proposal, and factors and significant subfactors that will be used to evaluate the proposal and their relative importance.

Source Selection Authority (SSA):  Determines final best value A-76 proposal decision.

Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC):  Group of professional and managerial government personnel appointed by the SSAC Chairperson who advise the SSA on the conduct of the source selection process and who provide a comparative assessment of the offers.

Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB):  Group of government personnel who possess the technical skills and knowledge to evaluate proposals and report their findings to the KO/SSAC/SSA as applicable.

Source Selection Team:  Individuals involved with the Source Selection Process (SSA, SSAC, SSEB, CEB, and KO).

Surge, Sustainment, and Mobilization:  The accelerated production, maintenance, and repair of selected items, and the expansion of logistic support services to meet contingencies short of a declared national emergency using existing facilities and equipment.  Only existing peacetime program priorities will be available to obtain materials, components, and other industrial resources necessary to support accelerated program requirements; however, increased emphasis may be placed on use of these existing authorities and priorities. 

Technical Leveling:  In A-76, the process by which the Source Selection Authority (or Technical Leveling Authority) evaluates the in-house offer and assesses whether or not the same level of performance and performance quality as the selected best-value offer will be achieved.  If not, the in-house offer is “leveled” to the same level as the best-value offer.

Technical Performance Plan:  A plan that explains how the Government will perform requirements of the PWS in the event that the MEO wins.  The TPP is required in actions with a technical cost tradeoff.

Timeliness:  Delivery of requisitioned supplies to the end user in the quantity and at the time necessary for the end user’s purposes, or performance of services at the time necessary for the end user’s purposes.

Transition Plan (TP):  Details the Government’s plan to implement the MEO and the plan for conversion to contract.

WinCOMPARE2:  The DoD designated software tool for completing the government cost proposal and the Cost Comparison Form.  

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronyms and abbreviations as used during the A-76 process are listed below.   

AAA
Administrative Appeals Authority

AAP
Administrative Appeals Process

ABC
Activity-Based Costing

ACO
Administrative Contracting Officer

AFGE
American Federation of Government Employees

AP
Acquisition Plan

APL
Acceptable Performance Level

BPR
Business Process Reengineering

BVO
Best Value Offer

CA
Commercial Activities
CAMIS
Commercial Activities Management Information System

CAMs
Customer Account Managers

CAPO
Commercial Activities Program Office
CCF
Cost Comparison Form

CDR
Contract Discrepancy Reports
CEB
Cost Evaluation Board

CFR
Code of Federal Regulations

CGA
Continuing Government Activity

COTR
Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative

CSD
Competitive Sourcing Division
DAPS
Document Automation and Production Service
DCAA
Defense Contract Audit Agency

DCMA
Defense Contract Management Agency

DDC
Defense Distribution Center
DLA
Defense Logistics Agency

DLAD
Defense Logistics Agency Directive

DoD
Department of Defense
DoDD
Department of Defense Directive
DoDI
Department of Defense Instruction
DORRA
DLA Office of Operations Research and Resource Analysis

DRMS
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service

FAR
Federal Acquisition Regulation

FTE
Full Time Equivalent
GAO
General Accounting Office
GFE
Government-Furnished Equipment

GFF
Government-Furnished Facilities

GFP
Government-Furnished Property

GPE
Government Point of Entry
HQ
Headquarters

HR
Human Resources

HRO
Human Resources Office
IGE
Independent Government Estimate

IHCE
In-House Cost Estimate
IR
Independent Review
IRO
Independent Review Official
ISSA
Interservice Support Agreement

JWOD
Javits-Wagner-O’Day

KO 
Contracting Officer

MBA
Mentoring Business Agreements

MEO
Most Efficient Organization

MOA
Memorandum of Agreement
MOU
Memorandum of Understanding

NAMS
National Account Managers

NIB
National Industries for the Blind
OMB
Office of Management and Budget
OSD
Office of the Secretary of Defense
PA
Performing Activity

PAO
Public Affairs Office

PCS
Permanent Change of Station
POA&M
Plan of Action Milestones

POC
Point of Contact
PPP
Priority Placement Program

PRAG
Performance Risk Assessment Group

PRD
Performance Requirements Document
PWS
Performance Work Statement

QAE
Quality Assurance Evaluator
QASP
Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan

QC
Quality Control

QCP
Quality Control Plan

QDR
Quality Discrepancy Reports
RFP
Request for Proposals
RIF
Reduction in Force

SCCF
Simplified Cost Comparison Form
SSA
Source Selection Authority

SOO
Statement of Objective

SON
Statement of Need

SOW
Statement of Work
SSAC
Source Selection Advisory Council
SSEB
Source Selection Evaluation Board
SSP
Source Selection Plan

TLA
Technical Leveling Authority

TPP
Technical Performance Plan

TRD
Technical Requirements Document
VSIP/VERA
Voluntary Separation Incentive Pay/Voluntary Early Retirement Authority 

VTC

   Video Teleconference

Comments/corrections for this guidebook should be submitted to the Competitive Sourcing Division at DLA Headquarters.
CHAPTER 1: Study Planning & Organizing

1.1 OVERVIEW

The Requiring Activity, with input from the Activity Under Study (if different from the Requiring Activity), will submit candidates and strategies for competitive sourcing to the Competitive Sourcing Division (CSD) for approval by the Director DLA.  Competitive sourcing can include a number of strategies.  Once the Director DLA has approved a competitive sourcing strategy, the planning can begin for the actual execution of the study.  Study planning and organizing includes participation from many different organizational elements.  While DLA Headquarters focuses on the strategic execution of studies, Requiring Activities and Activities Under Study have the responsibility for the day-to-day, or tactical execution of the study.  The Requiring Activity is responsible for defining the scope of the study, developing the Plan of Action and Milestones (POA&M), providing resources to execute the study, and communicating the study’s purpose and progress to affected employees and other stakeholders during the course of the study.  The Requiring Activity may decide to share/delegate responsibility for the aforementioned activities to the Activity Under Study; however, the Requiring Activity is ultimately accountable.

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF KEY TASKS

CA study candidates are selected from the annual inventory of commercial activities.  Once the candidates are identified, the scope of the study must be defined.  Defining the study scope includes identifying and packaging business units or functions into a study.  Developing the POA&M includes scheduling tasks to obtain study data to develop required documents and to meet study milestones.  Providing resources includes furnishing personnel and funds to execute the study.  Communicating the study purpose and progress to employees and stakeholders includes providing notifications, regular meetings, and public information. 
1.2.1 Select the Competitive Sourcing Candidates and Strategies

The Requiring Activity should evaluate the full range of competitive sourcing strategies for application to CA functions as well as identify candidates for competitive sourcing.  In determining whether a function or business unit should be committed to the competitive sourcing process, consideration should be given to inherent study costs versus benefits; timing; potential savings/efficiencies; and mission degradation.  Available competitive sourcing strategies include Direct Conversion, Streamlined Cost Comparison, Full Cost Comparison, and Direct Conversion to Preferred Procurement Sources.  (Preferred procurement sources receive a 10% evaluation factor.)

1.2.1.1 Direct Conversions
Direct Conversions, when involving 10 FTE or fewer, are typically completed within six months (see Chapter 11 for information on Direct Conversions).  The Direct Conversion start date is the date the decision to proceed is approved by the Director.  The end date is the date the contractor’s bid or proposal is selected for contract award or the decision is made that contracting is not cost effective.  The Requiring Activity will submit to the Director DLA, through the CSD, a recommendation to either convert the work or to retain it in-house.  Under this method of Direct Conversion, all personnel affected by Direct Conversions must be placed in other positions within DLA whenever practical. 

A CA of any size that is performed by Federal employees may be converted to a preferential procurement source without cost comparison—even if it results in adverse employee actions.  Contracts must not exceed fair market price.  At the Agency’s discretion, a cost comparison may be conducted between the costs of the Government’s performance against the cost of the preferential procurement source.

1.2.1.2 Streamlined Cost Comparisons 

Streamlined Cost Comparisons are typically completed within twelve months (reference Chapter 11 of this guidebook).  The start date is the date the decision to proceed is approved by the Director of Operations (J-3), with the end date being the date the contractor’s bid or proposal is selected for contract award or it is determined that contracting is not cost effective.  To use the streamlined cost comparison process, the Requiring Activity must certify that the current organization is the most efficient organization.

1.2.1.3 Full Cost Comparisons 

Full Cost Comparisons must be completed within 24 months for a single function and 48 months for multiple functions.  The start date for studies with less than 50 FTE is the date the decision to proceed is approved by the Director of Operations (J-3), and the end date is the date that the tentative decision is made.  For studies of more than 50 FTE, the start date is the date of official congressional notification, and the end date is the date that the tentative decision is made.

1.2.2 Define the Scope of Work of the A-76 Study

Following DLA’s announcement that a particular activity will be studied under the CA process, the Activity Under Study, the Requiring Activity CA Program Manager, and the affected organization’s senior management should discuss all issues surrounding the activity to be studied.  This includes identifying the elements of the organization that perform the work under study and those associated groups that interact and support the core function.  It is important to verify the boundaries of—or “package”—the function or scope of work under study as compared with the announcement.  Where these boundaries are set is crucial to the organization’s ability to perform the required work regardless of the decision of the competition.  In defining the scope of work, boundaries should be established in such a way that the product or service produced by the activity is adequately maintained.

The Activity Under Study should consider the potential effect a study would have on the internal and external support groups to the command.  The Activity Under Study should communicate the potential impact of the CA study to these organizations, but keep in mind that these groups are outside the scope of the study.  Interservice Support Agreements (ISSA) provided by a host command or other reimbursable activity should be included as part of the scope of work, particularly when the service has a major impact on the performance of the core functions.

The number of performance periods should be based on the completeness of the workload data and the needs of DLA.  Cost comparisons are conducted using not less than three years of proposal/cost data submitted by the MEO or contractors.  In-House Cost Estimates (IHCE) and contract prices will reflect the same multi-year basis.  If permitted by statute and the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), performance periods for cost comparisons in excess of five years may be submitted to the CSD to obtain approval by the Director DLA or the Director of Operations (J-3).  If the Director DLA or the Director of Operations (J-3) approves extending the performance period, they must certify that no known cost comparison advantage is conveyed to the in-house, contract, or ISSA bid by the extension.  
1.2.3 Create the CA Teams

Successful execution of a full cost comparison study will require the creation of Performance Work Statement (PWS) and Management Plan Study Teams.  Creation of the PWS Study Team for the execution of competitive sourcing strategies other than full cost comparison is optional.  DLA activities should avoid any dual participation between the PWS and Management Plan Study teams.  

Upon establishment of the PWS and Management Plan Study Teams, the Requiring Activity must identify members of both teams to the DLA CSD (J-374) and the Contracting Office.  Members may not serve on both teams, nor can they transfer from one team to the other once document development has begun.  If dual participation cannot be avoided because the experience and skills of one person are needed on both teams, a request for waiver must be submitted to the Executive Director, Logistics Policy and Acquisition Management (J-33) before the teams are established.  The waiver request should be signed by the contacting officer (KO) for the acquisition and clearly show why the individual(s) slated for dual participation is critical to both teams and why someone else cannot perform a comparable function on one of the two teams.  Further, the waiver request should state how potential conflicts would be reduced or avoided if approved.  

The Requiring Activity CA Program Manager and the Activity Under Study should meet to discuss potential team leaders and members for the PWS and the Management Plan Study Teams and their availability for the effort.  Both teams require individuals with management analysis expertise in the functional area under study and skills in organizational analysis, industrial engineering, work measurement, position classification, contract administration, and cost analysis.  Good writing skills are essential in developing the PWS and Management Plan documents.  Study Team members should also have experience in productivity improvement.  Although experience in A-76 studies is not mandatory, an understanding of the A-76 requirements is helpful.  Mandatory training standards for personnel involved with the execution of the study are listed in Appendix A of this guidebook and at http://www.dla.mil/j-8/a-76/A-76GuidebookAppendA.html.
The basic PWS Study Team and the Management Plan Study Teams each consist of a Team Leader and functional representatives/subject matter experts.  Union representatives are encouraged to participate as members of the teams.  External resources, such as DLA’s Office of Operations Research and Resources Analysis (DORRA) or consultants, may be used to augment the team.  DORRA’s expertise includes Business Process Reengineering (BPR), activity models, functional/economic analyses, operations research, Activity-Based Costing (ABC), benchmarking, and data modeling.  Consultants provide experience and knowledge in A-76 study support, as well as analysis and other forms of organizational change management.  Using DORRA and/or consultants may also provide the advantages of expert support for time-limited staffs and an independent perspective.

The Team Leader facilitates the management study/schedule, ensures the study plan’s completion, and maintains files.  Functional team members on the PWS Study Team utilize their expertise and analytical skills to develop and support the PWS and Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP).  The functional team members on the Management Plan Study Team identify and process waivers to regulations/policies; develop the MEO, Management Plan, Transition Plan, and Technical Performance Plan (TPP); In-House Cost Estimate (IHCE); review and authenticate the MEO; prepare the request for environmental impact analysis (reference DLAR 1000.22 for further details); and prepare and submit the MEO proposal. 

Representatives of labor organizations may participate as members of PWS and Management Plan Study Teams.  Participation as full members of the Study Teams is permissible as long as each member complies with the non-disclosure and conflict of interest requirements, FAR, OMB Circular A-76, and is not assigned to both the PWS and Management Plan Study Teams.  The union’s representative can provide input on the concept of operations, potential new job descriptions, and other issues that may require renegotiations.  They can also provide input on training/certification gaps, development of “right-of-first-refusal” procedures, and employee interview protocol. 

The PWS and Management Plan Study Teams can simultaneously collect and share initial data.  Exclusive of the initial data-gathering phase where the information is shared, the preponderance of the Management Plan is developed after the draft PWS is completed. 

The Activity Under Study and Requiring Activity CA Program Manager also should consider establishing a resource pool of individuals whose skills are needed only for some portions of the study or who may be needed as advisors.  This resource pool might include staff from the human resources office, budget office, finance/comptrollers, legal counsel, Equal Employment Opportunity Office, Public Affairs Office (PAO), and a KO and/or a contracts specialist.  For example, the human resources office should assist with developing position descriptions; providing employee notifications (liaison with union); classifying positions for the MEO; acting as the point of contact (POC) for employee affairs; processing reduction in force (RIF) action/conversion; and assessing affirmative employment impact.  The PWS and Management Plan Study Teams should be able to rely on support from this resource pool as required.

It is important for the Activity Under Study and the Requiring Activity CA Program Manager to be aware of and sensitive to ethical considerations related to the A-76 and procurement processes.  Participation by an employee on the PWS Study Team or the Management Plan Study Team could trigger the application of statutory and regulatory requirements governing conflict of interest, “revolving door” bars or restrictions on post-employment, and seeking or negotiating for employment, among other ethical considerations.  For example, an employee of the Activity Under Study who seeks employment with a company that is an actual or potential offeror for the solicitation (Chapter 6, Solicitation and Evaluation) may have a prohibited conflict of interest.  Generally, individuals furnishing data or technical support to be used by others in developing the performance standards and PWS would not adversely affect the employee’s Right of First Refusal for employment with a contractor if the cost comparison results in a contract award.  All personnel involved in the CA study will sign a nondisclosure and conflict of interest statement.  This is done in an effort to prevent unauthorized disclosure of source selection or proposal information (including the Government’s Management Plan).  An example of a nondisclosure statement is shown in Appendix D and at http://www.dla.mil/J-8/A-76/A-76GuidebookAppendD.html#GovEmpl.

1.2.4 Study Team Training

The Requiring Activity will coordinate and fund CA training for both the PWS Study Team and the Management Plan Study Team.  The Requiring Activity should ensure training is provided early enough to meet the study schedule.  Mandatory training standards for personnel involved with the execution of the study are listed in Appendix A of this guidebook and at http://www.dla.mil/j-8/a-76/A-76GuidebookAppendA.html. 

1.2.5 Develop the POA&M

The Requiring Activity prepares the POA&M with input from the contracting office, Independent Review office, and DLA HQ.  The POA&M should define the information to be gathered, the methodologies for collecting and analyzing the data, the documentation to be produced, the manner in which required reports must be generated, and the major milestones for the cost comparison.  The Requiring Activity must ensure that the PWS and Management Plan Study Teams regularly update the POA&M to reflect the current study status.  The Study Teams must submit bi-weekly POA&M updates to the Requiring Activity.  The Requiring Activity provides monthly updates to the CSD.  

The CSD is responsible for providing the POA&M to the KO and to the other Headquarters (HQ) DLA Offices that require access to the schedule.  The POA&M should be organized so that specific tasks are assigned to appropriate PWS Study Team and Management Plan Study Team members.  Expected PWS and MEO completion dates should be established and a milestone schedule created as part of the POA&M.  A sample format for the POA&M is described in Template C2 and at http://www.dla.mil/j-8/a-76/A-76GuidebookAppendCPOAM.html.  The POA&M sample should be modified to accomplish milestones as efficiently and effectively as possible.

1.2.6 Communications With Affected Employees and other Stakeholders

The leadership of the Activity Under Study or designee is required to provide an update, at least monthly during the development and preparation of the PWS and the Management Plan, to civilian employees who will be included in the cost comparison study and consider their views on the development and preparation of the PWS and Management Plan (as required by 10 USC 2467).  This monthly consultation must be face-to-face if requested by the organization’s representative (e.g., union).  In those instances where employees are represented by a labor organization accorded exclusive recognition under 5 USC 7111, the consultation requirement is satisfied by consultation with representatives of that labor organization.  

During the planning stage, the Activity Under Study and Requiring Activity CA Program Manager should plan a series of meetings with a variety of levels of management within DLA and the major customers.  DLA HQ Customer Support Readiness representatives will be afforded the opportunity to review the communication plan and participate in the meetings with customers.  The early meetings should be conducted with senior level management with the purpose of providing an overview of the functions to be studied, efforts that will be taken to ensure continued mission accomplishment during and after the study, and any proposed impacts  (See Appendix C1 in this document (or at http://www.dla.mil/j-8/a-76/A-76GuidebookAppendCSMB.html) for a sample meeting outline).  When relevant, current ISSA providers should be notified of the upcoming competition.

Requiring Activities should consider developing a separate customer awareness or customer communication plan if there are a large number or broad variety of customers, or if the A-76 study is expected to result in large-scale changes to the way the customer is accustomed to receiving service.  Our customers are the reason we perform the functions that we do, and, to the maximum extent possible, they should be encouraged to provide input to the performance requirements and to the evaluation of offerors.  Even more importantly, they should be made to understand the purpose and the timing of the competitions and should be aware of the potential changes in the way they will receive services.  They need to know that A-76 will not negatively impact the relationship with either the Agency or the service that they depend on DLA to provide.

In much the same way that the workforce and internal stakeholders are kept informed through an internal communication plan, the customers should also be provided relevant and timely information about the upcoming competition.  The time to do this is as early as possible, but certainly before the request for proposals is issued.  When accomplished early enough, this would be a prime opportunity to gain the customers’ buy-in of the process, to gain their commitment to input to the performance requirements, and to provide personnel to assist in the evaluation of offers, if needed.  The customer awareness process could consist of briefings and meetings at various levels.  The National Account Managers (NAMs) and Customer Account Managers (CAMs) are to be encouraged to participate in these forums, and, depending on the level of the customer to be addressed, HQ personnel should participate.

Subsequent meetings held with the Activity Under Study and key individuals, such as the PWS Study Team Leader, will be held to ensure that managers/leaders in the Command have been informed of the goals, objectives, strategy and methodology for conducting the A-76 study, and implementing the Action Plan.  Roles and responsibilities should be outlined along with instructions for proper disclosure of data among team members, i.e., who can discuss what with whom, etc.  It is strongly suggested that appropriate legal counsel assist in explaining the latter.

Once the Activity Under Study and the Requiring Activity CA Program Manager have approved the approach, the Activity Under Study can convene the first all-hands meeting.  The first all-hands meeting should be held prior to or concurrently with the public announcement of the study.

The Activity Under Study will provide employees with updated milestones/target dates, and the general status of the study progress, and should offer the employees an opportunity to review and to comment on the PWS.  To preclude allegations of non-compliance with this statutory requirement, the Activity Under Study will summarize the results of each monthly meeting in a brief memorandum for the record, forward copies to employees’ representatives, and post copies in the workplace.

1.2.6.1 Communications Planning

Educating employees about the A-76 competitive sourcing process and sharing information regarding the study process and potential outcomes can help ease employee concerns.  Union participation is encouraged through all communications forums including video teleconferences (VTCs).  Early in the process, developing and implementing an effective communications strategy and plan are critically important in establishing and maintaining the tone for A-76 studies.  Communication strategies ensure stakeholders, customers, and most importantly, affected employees understand the study requirements and processes and are not unduly affected by rumors and misunderstandings.  It is important that everyone know why the study is being conducted, the study process and timelines, and the potential impacts to employees and their organization.  The Communications Plan will provide a methodology for continuous communication including workforce briefings, monthly meetings, web site information (e.g., posting of Frequently Asked Questions), an internal CA Newsletter, and local TV radio/newspaper coverage to inform the public and those affected by the study.  Union participation also offers the opportunity to consider employee feedback in the A-76 process.  The Activity Under Study is responsible for ensuring open communication with employees, their representatives, affected ISSA providers, the local community, and the PWS and Management Plan Study Teams during the study.  An example of a Communications Plan can be found at http://www.dla.mil/j-8/a-76/A-76GuidebookAppendCNotifPlan.html.
1.2.6.2 Notification of Unions, Stakeholders, Employees, and the Public

National and local organizations must be notified when announcing an A-76 study.  HQ DLA conducts and/or coordinates all congressional, DoD, service component, press, and all relevant union notifications, including American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE) and other non-bargaining unit unions.  Press packages and sample questions and answers can be developed by the Activity Under Study to assist with local notifications.  Congressional notifications must be concurrent to or precede union notifications and are sent to the Congressional offices in Washington, D.C., the affected district offices, and the Chairmen of the Defense Committees.  Examples of “Competition Announcement Press Release,” “Results Announcement Awarding to Contractor,” and “Announcement of Final Decision to MEO” are provided in Template C4 and at http://www.dla.mil/j-8/a-76/A-76GuidebookAppendCLetters.html.  Also provided are sample letters of Congressional notification for RIF, A-76 Tentative Decision, and A-76 Study Announcements.

	Tip:  Notification of Congress, unions, employees, and the public on the same day will significantly reduce the chances of any premature, incorrect, or otherwise inappropriate information being released from unofficial sources.


It is a good idea for the Activity Under Study to meet with the affected workforce shortly after the formal congressional notification.  However, before any all-hands or other meetings with affected employees occur, the Activity Under Study should meet with all appropriate local union representatives to discuss potential effects of the A-76 study on employees.  Consideration also should be given to having similar meetings with other stakeholders. 

Any local public notification of an A-76 study must be coordinated with the local PAO (to include both the Requiring Activity PAO and the Activity Under Study PAO) and DLA HQ PAO staff.

1.2.6.3 Release of Public Announcements  

In accordance with DODI 4100.33, periodic announcements on plans and progress regarding on-going competitive sourcing studies will be made to affected employees and other interested parties including: tenants, local activities, employee groups and unions.  DoD is usually notified prior to public/congressional announcement.  This includes the following as a minimum:

· Activity Under Study will announce the intent to conduct a competitive sourcing study or Direct Conversion immediately after DLA HQ announces the cost comparison to Congress (if required), and the CSD officially notifies the Requiring Activity of the approved strategy. 

· At or following completion of the cost comparison form for a Full Cost Comparison, the Activity Under Study or designee announces the tentative decision, the start date, and duration of the public review and appeals period to the employees.  In the case of a tentative contract decision (and therefore a conditional award), the HQ DLA Legislative Affairs (DL) must notify Congress before the Commander or designee notifies the work force.

· At the conclusion of the appeal process, the Activity Under Study or designee announces the final decision to the employees.  In the case of a final contract decision (and, therefore, a contract award), the DL must notify Congress before the Activity Under Study or designee notifies the employees.  Decisions on each appeal will be provided to all offerors and the Government’s MEO team.  While the employees are being notified, the KO must notify the final contract decision to all contractors who submitted proposals.  Once these notifications are complete, the local PAO should notify the local media.

· For A-76 Direct Conversions and A-76 Streamlined Cost Comparisons, the Activity Under Study announces the conversion after the contract is signed but before it is provided to the contractor.  

1.2.6.4 Competitive Sourcing Program Performance Measures

In order to not exceed DLA’s A-76 study budget, it is important for Requiring Activities to accurately account for study costs and manage them effectively.  Requiring Activities can play a significant role in containing costs by establishing realistic study timelines and budgets and holding the PWS and Management Plan Study Teams accountable.  The CSD will establish clear performance measures by which the Competitive Sourcing Program will be evaluated.  Performance measures may include timelines, quality, and cost standards for the study process.  Accurate and timely tracking of study schedules and costs can enable program management to make necessary course corrections that can help contain overall study costs.

1.3 CHECKLISTS FOR KEY PLAYERS

The key players in Chapter 1 are the Activity Under Study, and the Requiring Activity.  The following checklist illustrates their major responsibilities. 

	Key Players
	Tasks

	Activity Under Study 
	· At the time of announcement, notify union, employees, customers, suppliers, and Congress that the study will take place

· Provide notification of all-hands meetings

· Review/comment on draft PWS and Management Plan Study Teams staffing plan (members and percentage of time)

· Convene/meet with PWS and Management Plan Study Teams to convey mission direction/charter

· Define the scope of work

· Review draft Action Plan

· Coordinate the Action Plan with the Requiring Activity 

· Provide comments/additions to Action Plan

· Approve Action Plan and PWS and Management Plan Study Teams charter

· Ensure that the Management Plan is developed on schedule

· Lead senior-level management meeting

· Make recommendations to PWS and Management Plan Study Teams Leaders

· Recommend PWS and Management Plan Study Teams membership

· Convene senior management meeting

· Conduct the “all-hands” meeting

· Coordinate training

· Brief host command and open dialog about possible ISSA changes

· Discussion with local union representatives (President and stewards)

	Requiring Activity 
	· Develop and revise draft PWS and Management Plan Study Teams staffing plan to— 

· Identify team members

· Forecast percentage of personnel time required (for each step and total for study)

· Prepare briefing for the Activity Under Study and senior management on staffing plan 

· Coordinate Action Plan with DLA HQs

· Schedule and provide A-76 training

· Coordinate local notification of the A-76 study with the local PAO, DLA HQ PAO Staff, and DLA CSD (J-374)

· Convene PWS and Management Plan Study Teams to develop Action Plan and team charter (see Template C2)

· Prepare briefing for the Activity Under Study/senior management on the Action Plan and team charter (Template C1)

· Prepare the Activity Under Study for the workforce meeting 

· Ensure team stays on milestone schedule

· Ensure PWS and Management Plan Study Teams and the Activity Under Study are informed of any potential problems that will affect the study process

· Maintain firewall between PWS and MEO Teams

· Manage and lead the PWS and Management Plan Study Teams to completion of the study

· Provide resources to execute the study

· Accurately account for study costs and manage costs effectively


CHAPTER 2: Requirements Analysis and Workload

2.1 OVERVIEW

The design of a PWS, QASP, and Management Plan is based on a systematic analysis of the function(s) subject to the cost comparison.  The PWS and QASP documents require workload data.  The Management Plan documents require Performing Activity (PA) cycle time data analysis. (The PA is the organization that performs the functions outlined in the PWS.)  Coordination of data collection efforts for the PWS and the Management Plan should be performed using an integrated approach where specific analysis can be delegated to either the PWS Study Team or Management Plan Study Team.  Integrated data collection saves time, improves analysis, reduces interference with the data sources, and minimizes employee impact.  A database (Excel or Access) should be developed to store the data, separate the PWS workload and Management Plan work-year data, and validate/crosswalk the data for audit purposes.

A “firewall” must be established between personnel assigned to the PWS and Management Plan Study Teams (reference DLAD 4100.15 and Chapter 1).  The “firewall” must also be maintained between the consultant’s personnel supporting the development of the PWS and the Management Plan.  The “firewall” should preclude the same individuals from serving on both the PWS and MEO teams.  Additionally, when consultants are used to prepare a PWS and Management Plan, sufficient measures will be taken to avoid potential conflicts of interest or the appearance of such conflicts in accordance with FAR Part 9, DoD guidance, and the recent Jones/Hill Government Accounting Office (GAO) decision.  

Note:  Jones/Hill does not prevent obviously, necessary interaction among the PWS Study Team, the Management Plan Study Team, and other personnel who are currently performing the tasks under study.  It simply requires that common personnel not play a substantial/leadership role in developing both the PWS and MEO management plan.  Any questions regarding DLA’s interpretation of the Jones/Hill decision should be directed to General Counsel.

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF KEY TASKS

The following are the primary data elements required to develop a PWS and QASP.  This data may be collected in an integrated manner for use in developing the PWS and Management Plan.  The functional and financial offices usually can provide all of this documented data or will know the appropriate POC.  Appendix C5 provides a template for the initial documented data request.  Documented data requests should be made in writing to all potential sources.

2.2.1 Gather Documented Historical Data
Historical data analysis begins by carefully thinking through what data is needed, how it will be used, who might have it, and how to obtain it efficiently.  The focus should be on the current concept of operations and what the mission of the organization is in terms of organizational structure, services provided, and facilities.

The keys to planning historical data collection are:

· Obtaining organizational chart and listing of all positions and employees under the CA study; 

· Obtaining mission statements for functions under CA study;

· Collecting data on the way the organization is currently operating (Workload section of the PWS) to help define baseline FTE count;

· Defining workload indicators (what is being counted) before collecting workload and work-year (PA times) data;

· Evaluating (i.e., how will data be collected, what systems exist, how is information stored) how to collect workload and work-year data before asking for information;

· Presenting PWS data collection methodology to supervisors, subject matter experts, and work leads for validation; and

· Using Excel or Access spreadsheets to crosswalk the PWS to workload and work-year data to allow for a good audit trail from the PWS to the MEO. 

2.2.2 Gather Data Through Personal Interviews
Interviews are a good method for collecting data that is not documented and are critical to both PWS development and Management Plan development.    Interviews can be conducted with internal and external sources.  The internal sources are typically activity personnel at all levels, such as supervisors, work leaders, and functional employees.  Typical external sources include customers, headquarters, and ISSA providers.
Workforce interviews are very important both in terms of the accuracy of the data collected, and in terms of ensuring workforce buy-into the A-76 process.  Every effort should be made to collect the most reliable information, which may include interviewing a large subset of the population. Interview guides should be established to ensure continuity and consistency for the key questions; however, the interviewer should always remain flexible.  Appendix C6 provides an interview guide.
Group interviews, also known as focus groups, can be an effective tool.  The primary consideration for group interviews is to have representative participation of employees affected by the study.  Group interviews can be used to validate generic data, validate individual interview data, and review draft documentation.
2.2.3 Perform Organizational Analysis
The PWS Study Team should review the current organizational structure and identify the services it provides.  Organizational analysis will allow the PWS Study Team to understand the mission and current services being provided by the function under study and who is providing them.  The mission and services, or outputs, which are being performed by the organization will serve as the basis for PWS development, developing standards, defining performance indicators, and identifying performance requirements.  In order to understand the organization, it is helpful to create a tree diagram.

A thorough understanding of the organizational mission and a clearly worded mission statement are essential when creating a performance-based PWS.  Information provided by the private sector during market research activities may be useful in developing performance measures used in the PWS and QASP.  As applicable, the PWS should address the need for a surge, sustainment, and mobilization capability that could be required for contingency operations that may arise as a part of the organization’s mission.  Additionally, identifying any risks involved with performing a particular function and developing appropriate risk mitigation strategies to be included in the PWS are important tasks for the Activity Under Study, Requiring Activity CA Program Manager, and the PWS Study Team.  

Tree Diagram
A tree diagram breaks a job down into its smallest component, with each component representing a final service offering.  The top box of the tree diagram reflects the overall function, and each of the subsequent boxes beneath the top box show the work being performed for that function.  The boxes are numbered to show the relationship of the services back to the higher-level box.  The tree diagram requires two forms of analysis:  work and activity analysis.  Appendix C7 provides a sample tree diagram.

Work Analysis:  Each part of the tree diagram is broken into “input,” “work,” and “output.”  “Input” is what is needed to do the job; “work” includes the steps needed to do the job; and “output” is what the work produces.  During this step, the PWS Study Team and Activity Under Study and management staff will decide what outputs to include in the PWS.  Many of the outputs can be combined and some will be identified as non-value added and will not be included in the PWS.

The integrated data gathering effort can begin once the PWS services have been identified.  Both the PWS Study Team and the Management Plan Study Team will need to look at how often output services are provided and how long (cycle time) it takes to perform the services.  This information will either be documented (time sheets, job orders, or other records) or undocumented (estimates, industry standards, or observations).  Cycle times can be gathered through observation with a stopwatch in hand and through subject-matter-expert interviews.  

2.2.4 Develop Performance Measurements 

The PWS Study Team should identify measurable performance standards; i.e., acceptable performance levels (APLs) for all PWS requirements.  These APLs will be used to monitor the PA (Government MEO or best value contractor).  By identifying performance standards, the PA will know the level of quality or government standard that a PWS output should meet.  The PWS Study Team must evaluate the current standards against the true requirements. 

If APLs are not prescribed, the PWS Study Team must work with the Activity Under Study and management staff to decide what indicators would help to measure the process.  Rates in terms of time, distance, and accuracy are particularly useful for this purpose.  The PWS Study Team must be careful to choose APLs that are realistic.  Each service must have a measurable performance standard.  This entry can be based on historical records, subject matter expert opinion, or DLA-imposed APLs. 

APLs should be summarized in a technical exhibit to the PWS.

2.3 CHECKLIST FOR KEY PLAYERS

	Key Player
	Tasks

	PWS Study Team
	· Gather historical data:

· Obtain organizational chart and listing of all positions and employees under the CA study 

· Obtain mission statements for functions under CA study and/or PWSs with similar functions to develop skeleton PWS work break down

· Collect data on current organization operations in the C-5 section (Workload section) to help define baseline FTE count

· Define workload indicators before collecting workload and work-year data

· Evaluate how to collect workload and work-year data before asking for information

· Present PWS data collection methodology to supervisors, subject matter experts, and work leads for validation 

· Use Excel or Access spreadsheets to crosswalk the PWS to workload and work-year 

· Gather data through personal interviews

· Gather ISSAs, Memorandum of Agreement/Memorandum of Understanding (MOA/MOU)

· Meet with Customers

· Perform organizational analysis

· Identify performance requirements for all PWS service offerings


CHAPTER 3: PWS and qasp preparation

3.1 OVERVIEW

The PWS describes the work requirements, performance measures and standards, and time frames for performance.  The PWS should not be overly prescriptive regarding how work is to be performed and should permit use of appropriate innovations that lead to increased efficiency and improved levels of quality.  It should focus on defining desired results or outputs and acceptable levels of performance, rather than how to achieve those results.  The PWS is used in developing the Request for Proposal (RFP).  

The development of criteria for the evaluation of technical proposals should be performed concurrent with the development of the PWS and QASP.  The individuals responsible for performing the evaluation of proposals develop evaluation criteria, set forth in the SSP, for use.  The PWS Study Team is responsible for identifying the technical criteria/standards by which the offerors’ proposals will be assessed.  Evaluators must be able to determine the relative merit of each proposal with respect to the evaluation factors.  Evaluation standards identify what evaluators should look for in proposals and help them determine the degree to which a proposal addresses each factor/sub-factor identified in the solicitation.  Criteria/standards facilitate the evaluation of proposals against a uniform objective baseline rather than against each other.  The use of evaluation standards minimizes bias that can result from an initial direct comparison of proposals.  Standards also promote consistency in the evaluation by ensuring that the evaluators evaluate each proposal against the same baseline.  The Management Plan Study Team is expressly prohibited from participating in the development of or gaining access to the evaluation criteria before the RFP is published.

To the maximum extent practicable, the PWS should be developed allowing for the use of performance-based methods for acquiring services.  Further discussion of performance-based contracting can be found in the “Guidebook for Performance-Based Acquisition in the Department of Defense” (December 2000).

The QASP defines the process by which the Government evaluates the execution of the PWS, regardless of whether the PA is a contractor or the Government’s MEO.  It is important that these documents be developed in conjunction with one another, as this will ensure that the appropriate items are being evaluated for quality purposes.  Although not required, the QASP may be included as a technical exhibit to the solicitation.

3.2 DESCRIPTION OF KEY TASKS

3.2.1 Develop the Performance Work Statement (PWS)

The key elements of a PWS are a statement of the required services in terms of output, where products/services will be provided or located, the performance period, measurable performance standards for the output, and an APL or allowable error rate.  Drafting the PWS should flow out of the tree diagramming and data collection/analysis discussed in Chapter 2.  

Once the tree diagramming and data collection have occurred, the PWS can be written.  The PWS should be written using precise terms and clear, concise wording.  Avoid overly technical language and ambiguous terminology that cannot be enforced and avoid the use of passive voice.  PWS Study Team members should also ensure that they are utilizing consistent terminology and legally enforceable language, i.e., “shall.”  Any terminology that is specific to the function under study should be defined within the documented PWS.  The PWS should be written in a narrative format that details all requirements that must be met.  

The PWS becomes Section C of the solicitation.  The following sections must be developed for an accurate Section C:

Section C-1:  General Information to include scope of work, general operating conditions, personnel matters, and other relevant information.

Section C-2:  Definitions of all special terms, phrases, and acronyms used in the PWS.

Section C-3:  Government Furnished Property (GFP) and Services provided to the PA for use in executing the PWS activities.  Further discussion can be found in section 3.2.1.1 of this guide.
Section C-4:  PA Furnished Items details those items that the PA is required to provide in executing the PWS activities.

Section C-5:  Specific tasks that the PA is required to perform to include outputs and outcomes and quality control requirements,

Section C-6:  Applicable documents, specifications, manuals, and regulations governing the requirements included in the PWS.  

In addition to these parameters, the PWS should include a technical exhibit detailing the number of times an activity will be required during the performance period, as well as other relevant exhibits, maps, manuals and appendices.  Lastly, the PWS should state that all of the PA’s quality-control records are subject to inspection by the Quality Assurance Evaluator (QAE) or contracting officer’s representative at any time without prior notice, and that all such records become the property of the Government once the period of performance is completed/terminated.

The PWS includes a list of technical exhibits that details the GFP.  GFP includes information, facilities, equipment, materials, and supplies that would be furnished to the PA.  OMB guidance favors furnishing most property to maximize investment on behalf of the taxpayer.  Furnishing the property ensures that it is used as long as possible.  However, it must be acknowledged that some GFP may degrade the PA's performance; i.e., some GFP may be in use simply because funds are not available for replacement, regardless of their efficiency or effectiveness.  The recommended approach is to provide GFP that is effective and efficient, rather than furnishing non-value-added or antiquated property; property slated for disposal before the end of the performance period; and joint-use property, where coordination between parties may create significant delays.  This approach leads to furnishing the most current property.  In addition to the above, the PWS may include technical exhibits with information about buildings, delivery locations, government-furnished equipment and supplies, etc.  In accordance with FAR 51.201, as a general rule, leased equipment should not be provided for contractor use.

3.2.2 Develop Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP)

The QASP describes the procedures to be used by the Continuing Government Activity (CGA) to ensure that the PA is meeting the minimum requirements of the PWS.  (The CGA is that portion of the Government organization remaining after the cost comparison decision is final.  See 3.2.4.)  The primary focus of quality assurance should be on the PA’s quality control program to ensure it is running effectively.  The QASP serves as the instruction to the QAE.  It is comprised of the Continuing Government Activity’s (CGA’s) overall quality assurance surveillance strategy, inspection descriptions, descriptions of required quality control (QC) submittals, the Performance Requirements Summary (PRS), available resources, instructions on issuing contract discrepancy reports, and methodologies for calculating monetary awards or deductions to be recommended by the Contracting Officer’s Representative to the KO. 
A well-written QASP is tailored to ensure the PA’s QC plan is fully implemented and its QC program is fully operational.  It enables the QAE to assure the PA’s QC program meets all APLs as listed in the PRS of the PWS, and to encourage the PA to stay on top of quality issues as they develop and to take corrective and preventive corrective actions before any Government action is necessary.  If properly prepared and utilized, the QASP should help ensure that the primary cost and burden of quality management remain with the PA, as required by the PWS, and not migrate over time to the CGA via a series of uncorrected failures on the PA’s part to control quality.  

The QASP provides detailed instructions for inspecting the implementation and operation of the PA’s QC plan, using a variety of means, to include independent testing via planned or random sampling, review of the PA’s QC records and reports against its QC plan, customer complaints, surveys, and interviews, and contract discrepancy reports (CDRs) that formally notify the PA of quality problems.  A well-written QASP utilizes a combination of high-intensity inspections and low-intensity monitoring to maximize the QAE’s effectiveness, with high-intensity inspections limited to only those areas requiring 100% Government inspection or as identified by the PA’s Quality Deficiency Reports and customer complaints.  Low-intensity monitoring should be used when PA services are meeting or exceeding the APLs, and there are no other indicators of quality faults.
When determining the appropriate level of quality assurance surveillance, the Activity Under Study must consider the level of risk acceptable given the relationship of the commercial activity to the organization’s mission.  The PRS serves as the key component of the QASP for this purpose, and acts as the scorecard for the PA’s overall performance, with incentives and monetary deductions built in.  For further information regarding on the PRS, see 3.2.3, Develop Performance Requirements Summary.
Examples of a PWS and QASP can be found in the on-line DLA A-76 Competitive Sourcing Internet Library & Directory at http://www.dla.mil/j-8/A-76/A-76Main.html and at the Office of Secretary of Defense’s SHARE A-76! at http://emissary.acq.osd.mil/inst/share.nsf.  

3.2.3 Validation with Command and Stakeholders 

The Requiring Activity should involve the contracting office early in the development of the PWS.  The contracting office will assist in ensuring that the PWS is procurable and enforceable. Internal and external stakeholders should review the draft PWS during its development.  The internal sources are typically Government employees affected by the study such as supervisors, work leaders, and functional employees.  External sources include customers, headquarters, and ISSA providers.  The Requiring Activity or Activity Under Study will coordinate the PWS with significant stakeholders.  For example, primary customers of the Activity Under Study should be encouraged to review and provide important information to the PWS.  Significant stakeholders include a host activity and military customer(s).  These stakeholders should be encouraged to participate in PWS development/review in order to ensure adequate coverage of any functions performed in support of the stakeholder including establishment of appropriate performance measures.  The Requiring Activity or Activity Under Study is encouraged to document information about stakeholder participation including the date, PWS version, participant name(s), and participant contributions, in order to address any future questions about the incorporation of customer requirements.
The Activity Under Study should perform a review of the PWS and QASP to ensure all the important issues raised during PWS preparation have been adequately reflected and resolved as needed.  These issues may include determining whether business-related matters have been adequately addressed, ensuring that boundaries of the CA study have been adequately defined, ensuring the PWS is performance based and focused on desired outcomes rather than process based, and reviewing surge requirements for accuracy.

The Requiring Activity must provide the PWS to the CSD for a high level review before the solicitation is issued.  It is important to clearly identify the CGA responsibilities to ensure that they are not part of the PWS.  The source selection process is described in Chapter 6 of this guidebook.  The Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC) provides a review of the draft PWS before the solicitation is issued.  A formal coordination with HQ functional reviewers will take place once the PWS has been reviewed with the Requiring Activity.  The appropriate analyst in DLA CSD (J-374) is responsible for accepting the document at HQ, sending it out to an established list of reviewers, reviewing comments received; and consolidating and sending them on to the Requiring Activity to resolve before turning the PWS over to the KO.  The KO is ultimately responsible for ensuring that the PWS is adequate and appropriate to serve as a basis for award.  Once the PWS is turned over to the KO for incorporation into a draft RFP (or final RFP if there is no draft RFP), he/she assumes responsibility for the document.

Tip:  It is recommended that the PWS be posted on the Internet to encourage stakeholder review and comment.

3.2.4 Develop the Continuing Government Activity (CGA)

The Requiring Activity will establish the requirements for the CGA.  Since the CGA will oversee the PA regardless of the decision, the organization funding the CGA will need to know what resources will be required when the contract is awarded.  Because the size of the CGA will necessarily impact the savings to be gained from the study, it is imperative that this be considered when determining how many positions will be included in the CGA.  The CGA should be the minimum size that is adequate to ensure the selected provider meets the performance requirements of the PWS and/or contract and to perform other governmental functions not included as part of the PWS.  The CGA will have the opportunity to have daily contact with the PA.  Human Resources (HR) assistance will be required for the development of position descriptions for the CGA.
3.3 CHECKLIST FOR KEY PLAYERS

	Key Player
	Tasks

	Activity Under Study, Requiring Activity
	· Meet with PWS Study Team Lead frequently to monitor progress, give guidance, provide liaison to customers, and interpretation of ISSA's or Memoranda of Understanding (MOU).

· Review the PWS at 50% and 75% completion and provide comments

· Review PWS at 100% completion and provide final comments before the PWS is finalized for solicitation

· Provide the PWS to the CSD for a high-level review before the solicitation is issued

· Requiring Activity will establish the requirements for the CGA

· Meet with PWS Study Team as needed to provide guidance and support for their efforts 

	PWS Study Team Leader
	· Oversee the POA&M to ensure the PWS Study Team stays on schedule for completion of the PWS and QASP

· Develop the QASP, which is the plan the Government will follow to assure that the desired levels of quality will be met by either the MEO or the contractor
· Assign tasks to team members, including writing sections of the PWS and formatting the technical exhibits

· Monitor team members to assure that work is being completed as scheduled

· Arrange for review by customers, stakeholders, management, and Requiring Activity when 75% complete and incorporate recommended changes

· Arrange for review by Requiring Activity and incorporate recommended changes

· Conduct team meetings as needed to review work completed, assign new tasks, and respond to questions from the team

· Ensure that minutes are taken at team meetings to provide an audit trail for the Independent Review Officer (IRO) 

· Develop evaluation criteria

	Contracting Office
	· Assist the Requiring Activity/Activity Under Study in the development of the PWS

· As applicable, solicit industry comment by issuing a draft RFP

· Arrange for review of the PWS/RFP by the SSAC

· Ensure that the PWS is adequate and appropriate to serve as a basis for award

	Stakeholder
	· Assist the Requiring Activity in the development of the PWS


CHAPTER 4: MANAGEMENT PLAN, Technical Performance Plan and Transition Plan Preparation

4.1 OVERVIEW

This chapter provides guidance on the development of the Government Management Plan.  The Management Plan describes the Government’s MEO and is the basis for the Government’s IHCE.  The Management Plan should identify the organizational structure, staffing, operating procedures, equipment, and transition and inspection plans necessary to ensure that the in-house activity is performed in the most efficient and cost effective manner.  The Management Plan consists of several documents including:  the MEO document, a Transition Plan, an IHCE, and any supporting documentation.  For competitions using the cost/technical tradeoff acquisition approach, the Management Plan Study Team must also submit a Technical Performance Plan (TPP) as part of the Management Plan.  The IHCE is discussed in Chapter 5 of this Guidebook.  

The key tasks to developing the Management Plan include understanding the PWS and Solicitation/RFP, creating the MEO, developing the IHCE, developing the Transition Plan and inspection plans, and designing a TPP which addresses specific solicitation (Sections C and L) requirements, if necessary.

Tip:  Documents related to the Government’s proposal (the Management Plan) are considered procurement-sensitive information until the announcement of the tentative decision.  Management Plan documents should be marked “Source Selection Sensitive” as they are generated.  Additional information concerning the release of information related to an A-76 study is provided in Appendix B.

4.2 DESCRIPTION OF KEY TASKS

4.2.1 Understanding the PWS and Solicitation/Request for Proposal (RFP)

The PWS forms the basis of Section C of the solicitation.  All offerors, including the Management Plan Study Team, must address the Section C requirements in their proposals.  The Management Plan Study Team must also understand and address the requirements of Section L, Instructions, Conditions, and Notices to Offerors or Respondents.  The Management Plan cannot be completed before the formal RFP is issued.  The Management Plan Study Team is responsible for reviewing the Management Plan in conjunction with any solicitation amendments and incorporating changes as required.  If the Management Plan Study Team has any questions about RFP requirements, they should submit their questions to the contracting office.  All Management Plan documents should conform to all documentary requirements listed in the RFP.  

4.2.2 Develop the Most Efficient Organization (MEO)

The Management Plan must describe the optimum organization to perform the work specified in the PWS.  The Management Plan identifies any improvements in operations, in facility layout or equipment utilization, reductions in staffing, and any other ideas designed to improve performance.  

4.2.2.1 Document the "As-Is" Organization

The Management Plan Study Team should validate the historical workload data collected during the PWS.  Remember, the PWS considers work outputs; it does not consider questions of frequency, method, or procedure (unless a procedure is mandated).  How work is being done is what is essential for documenting the “As-Is” Organization.  If documented workload data is unavailable, the Management Plan Study Team may find it necessary to estimate workload requirements to determine the amount of work being performed by the current organization.  Workload estimating techniques that can be used include analysis of historical data, work sampling, technical estimates, and other forecasting techniques.  Reviewing historical data begins with determining the data required and identifying appropriate sources.  The Management Plan Study Team should obtain copies of previous reports or studies that specify the volume of work, resource requirements, productivity rates, performance requirements and standards, or performance times.  This information can be used to define FTE requirements over each 12-month performance period, the first of which begins with contract start date. 

The Management Plan Study Team will document the “As-Is” Organization as it exists at the start of the study.  This profile should include a description of the organizational structure (both formal and informal), the mission and functions, staffing plans, facilities, and equipment.  In developing the staffing plan for the existing organization, the Management Plan Study Team must identify all staff assigned to the function, including full time, part-time, and temporary Government employees, military personnel, and any contractor employees currently participating in the function under study.  

Historical workload or historical records or other information that is not part of the solicitation should not be used in developing the Management Plan or MEO.  Use and refer only to information that is available in the solicitation to all offertory.  The Management Plan Study Team must maintain a level playing field; use of “inside” information can disrupt the playing field and result in a non-responsive MEO or Management Plan.

4.2.2.2 Analyze the “As-Is” Organization

The Management Plan Study Team will analyze the “As-Is” Organization data to identify the main problems and inefficiencies in the organization.  Alternatives to the present organization are developed into specific recommendations for MEO implementation.  The Management Plan Study Team should focus on innovative and creative approaches to performing the function as outlined in the PWS.  The Management Plan Study Team should use BPR and industrial engineering principles, ABC, workflow diagrams, and business case and organizational analyses.  The Management Plan Study Team should document this analysis in preparation for the  Independent Reviewer’s audit.
4.2.2.3 Developing the MEO 

The Management Plan Study Team documents all processes relative to the PWS to determine the “To-Be” organization (MEO) and how to implement it with the least amount of resources.  The Management Plan Study Team should meet with customers to determine needs and expectations and to establish process targets and standards to meet those identified in the PWS.  The Management Plan Study Team should also prioritize key processes (high impact and resource consuming) in building the MEO.  Flowcharts or diagrams can reveal areas of process improvement to provide more efficiency.  The Management Plan Study Team may consider benchmarking against similar DoD or other federal organizations and commercial businesses to get the latest techniques, innovations, and best practices to use in developing the MEO.  Labor is usually the largest cost and can often be reduced through technologies, multi-skilling, and cross-utilization.  Process improvements that will be included as part of the MEO should be selected based on fulfilling the PWS requirements with the greatest cost savings.  

The Management Plan Study Team’s objective should be to develop an MEO that is responsive to the PWS, is adequately staffed to meet workload requirements defined in the PWS, and is able to perform at defined APLs.  The MEO must contain all the data necessary for Independent Review Officer (IRO) certification, follow a logical format, and contain references to all backup and source documentation.  This will be accomplished by analyzing processes, evaluating performance metrics, and developing an organization from the ground up.  

The Human Resources Office (HRO) should support the Management Plan Study Team with position management advisory services, monitor implementation of the position structure improvements in the MEO, and ensure accurate job classifications.  The HRO will develop MEO and CGA position descriptions, and properly evaluate and classify positions in activities.  The MEO must contain all the data necessary for IRO certification and follow a logical format.  Template C8 is a sample outline of an MEO document.  

The Management Plan Study Team should take particular care in documenting the assumptions used in the development of the MEO and the IHCE, especially when the Management Plan Study Team uses or relies on information that is not taken directly from the RFP.

4.2.3 Develop the Technical Performance Plan (TPP)

The TPP describes how the MEO will perform the work requirements of the PWS (Section C of the solicitation).  The TPP should be responsive to other parts of the solicitation as well, especially Section L.  There may be some proposal requirements that apply to the contractors that will not apply to the Government’s in-house TPP.  The KO will identify the requirements that apply to the Government.  The TPP should describe the Government's technical and management approach to performing the requirements of the PWS, specifying how the performance requirements will be met, measures of performance, staffing by functional area, staffing utilization, and facilities utilization.  It also must describe how changes in the workload will be addressed in the MEO.  The TPP is used for comparing the Government’s proposal against the proposals of the contractor selected to compete against the Government to ensure a level playing field.  The TPP is considered a procurement sensitive document and is not releasable to the public until a final cost comparison decision is made.  The Management Plan Study Team must describe an understanding of the work in the PWS and include a MEO organizational description that clearly identifies communication chains, responsibilities, qualifications, and authority levels.  The TPP must describe the Government’s technical approach for planning, controlling, and directing the requirements outlined within the PWS and identify the major process innovations that will allow the MEO to perform the work stated in the PWS.  The TPP must also provide a detailed inspection plan that describes methods of inspection, reports required, and the resources to be used to meet the PWS performance requirements.  An outline of a TPP is provided in Template C9. 

4.2.4 Develop the Transition Plan 

The Transition Plan contains required actions and timelines to successfully progress from the current organization to the new PA.  For a full cost comparison study, the KO will require a Transition Plan from all offerors, including the MEO.  The Management Plan Study Team must submit their own Transition Plan, like a contractor does, stating how they will transition to performance, addressing all of the applicable solicitation requirements.  

The purpose of the Transition Plan is to minimize startup confusion, disruption, and adverse impacts on operation and customer support when transferring responsibility from the current organization to the MEO or contractor/ISSA based on the final cost comparison decision.  The ideal situation is for the transition to be transparent to the customers.  However, contingency plans should be developed to assist with the smooth transition.  The MEO and contractor Transition Plans must address the RFP Transition Plan requirements which generally include the time line, employee hiring/placement, and other start-up activities.  The Requiring Activity Transition Plan details all the necessary actions before and after the cost-comparison decision to prepare for and execute transition.  The MEO and Requiring Activity Transition Plan must also describe the performance indicators that will define the successful implementation of the Transition Plan.  The transition phase, regardless of the winner of the competition, must not exceed six months.  Chapter 8 of this Guidebook provides more information on the transition process.  An outline of a MEO Transition Plan is provided in Template C10.  

4.2.5 Performing the Independent Review  (IR)

The Requiring Activity should prepare a letter to the DLA Director of Internal Review (J-308) scheduling the Independent Review (IR) prior to POA&M approval.  The Director of DLA’s Internal Review Office (J-308) is the IRO for all full and streamlined cost comparisons as developed under DLA A-76 studies.  The IRO is responsible for independently reviewing the solicitation; validating the technical and management feasibility of the MEO proposal; and validating the MEO’s IHCE.  The IRO team will not include anyone who was involved in the development of the PWS or the Management Plan.  The IRO will be notified when the A-76 study starts and will be kept informed on the progress of the study.  The CSD will keep the IRO informed through POA&M updates and other communication forums.  The IRO will participate in reviews of the PWS prior to completion and will be on the distribution list for the solicitation and all amendments.  The Activity Under Study will submit the certified Management Plan and supporting documents to the IRO a minimum of forty-five (45) calendar days prior to the day that it is to be submitted to the KO.  

To prepare for the IR, the Management Plan Study Team should complete the Pre-Independent Review Checklist shown in Template C11.  The IRO requires access to all supporting and background documentation used to develop the MEO Management Plan and IHCE.  An excellent tool that can be used by the Management Plan Study Team to prepare for the IR is the DLA Independent Review Handbook for A-76 Studies, which can be found at http://www.dla.mil/J-8/A-76/DLAIROHandbook.html.  It is to the Management Plan Study Team’s benefit to make sure the IRO has everything in a logical format since certification is critical to the process.  The IR is simply a review to ensure that the MEO can perform all tasks required in the PWS.  The Management Study Team is encouraged to participate and cooperate with the process.  The Independent Review of the MEO proposal cannot begin until the MEO Certifier (designated by J-3 at the beginning of the A-76 CA study) has certified the Management Plan.  The individual serving as the MEO Certifying Official must be either independent of the activity or two levels above the most senior official included in the IHCE and must not be involved in the source selection process. 

In addition to the PWS, Management Plan, and IHCE, the IRO should be provided a copy of the OMB announcement to Congress of functions and positions; any waivers or approvals to exclude functions from study (if applicable); and certified position descriptions supporting all MEO positions.  The purpose of the review is to certify that data contained in the Management Plan reasonably establishes the Government’s ability to perform the PWS within the resources provided by the MEO and to ensure that all costs in the IHCE are fully justified.  The IRO certifies that all costs entered on the Cost Comparison Form (CCF) are fully justified and calculated in accordance with the procedures described in Part II of the Revised Supplemental Handbook to OMB Circular A-76 and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) Cost Manual.  Consultants may assist the IRO with the review.  The review should be performed in accordance with the requirements of the DoD and OMB Circular A-76.

The IR concludes with the IRO returning the Management Plan documentation (certification in writing on the CCF) to the Management Plan Study Team, who seals the Management Plan and forwards it to the KO.  The closing date for submission of private industry offers in response to the solicitation cannot occur until after the Management Plan is sealed and delivered to the KO.

Following certification by the IRO and prior to the due date for the receipt of private sector/ISSA proposals, the Requiring Activity delivers the Management Plan as sealed documents to the KO.  The Management Plan remains unopened until the best value contractor has been selected for the technical leveling process (refer to Chapter 6 of this Guidebook for more information on the technical leveling process).  If changes to the Management Plan are required by pre-award amendments and/or technical leveling, the Management Plan must be re-certified by both the MEO Certifier and the IRO.  The Activity Under Study will ensure that the Management Plan documents are updated to reflect requests from the Technical Leveling Authority (TLA) if the KO determines that they are necessary for parity with the best value contractor’s technical proposals.  The KO may request that the IHCE be recalculated if OMB has issued updated inflation indices since the MEO proposal was sealed.   

4.3 CHECKLISTS FOR KEY PLAYERS

	Key Player
	Tasks

	MEO Certifying Official
	· Approving (committing to) required resources identified in the IHCE

· Approve and certify final Management Plan deliverables 

	Requiring Activity
	· Meet with the Management Plan Study Team to monitor progress and resolve Management Plan issues

· Facilitate data gathering and ensure employees’ cooperation with Management Plan Study Team

· Review and comment on draft deliverables

· Assist Management Plan Study Team in developing the Management Plan 

· Meet with the Activity Under Study and other senior managers as required

	Activity Under Study 
	· Ensure that deliverables are developed and delivered on schedule

· Meet with senior management and affected employees to share information

· Facilitate data gathering and ensure employees’ cooperation with Management Plan Study Team

· Review and comment on draft deliverables

· Review, comment, and submit Management Plan to the MEO Certifier

· Ensure integrity of A-76 process by safeguarding all contract-sensitive activity data, such as current FTE numbers and operating procedures

	Functional Managers
	· Meet with Activity Under Study and other senior managers as required

· Meet with subordinates to provide information on A-76 study status

· Assign subordinates to support the A-76 study as required 

· Safeguard future employment rights of affected employees who may be interested in working for a contractor if a contract is eventually awarded

· Communicate with liaison and command sponsors

· Assist Management Plan Study Team in developing the Management Plan as required

	Human Resources Office 
	· Conduct mock RIF 

· Provide approved position descriptions for current organization and MEO

· Provide the Management Plan Study Team with position management advisory services, monitor implementation of the position structure improvements in the MEO, and ensure accurate job classifications  

· Develop approved position descriptions, properly evaluating and classifying positions in MEO/CGA; participate in developing the IHCE, and the training programs 
· Plan and execute RIF actions and monitor out-placement programs, including retraining, if necessary  

· Assist the contracting officer in developing coordination procedures with the contractor to ensure the contractor’s compliance with displaced employees’ right of first refusal for jobs with the contractor  

· Assist the CA program manager in determining the requirements of CA-related provisions in agreements negotiated between the Government workforce and union(s)  

· Monitor the CA process to ensure that all parties affected at each step of the process know labor agreements

· Estimate the number of people placed in priority placement, the number of people to be allowed a permanent change of station (PCS) and costs per PCS, and the number of people who will be covered by health care

· Establish Voluntary Early Retirement Authority (VERA)/Voluntary Separation Incentive Program (VSIP) windows

	Comptroller
	· Provide accurate cost data and budgetary support to Management Plan Study Team as required

· Provide Promise-to-Pay documentation

	Management Plan Study Team Leader
	· Prepare Management Plan and supporting documentation

· Adjust assumptions as required

· Ensure that the Management Plan is developed on schedule

· Ensure that the Management Plan satisfies the requirements of the PWS

· Meet with Requiring Activity

· Meet with Requiring Activity Program Manager and Activity Under Study to provide progress reports and to resolve any key issues

· Meet with functional managers to receive input in support of Management Plan development

· Meet with Management Plan Study Team to discuss A-76 study progress and resolve key issues

· Ensure continued focus of Management Plan Study Team on satisfying data collection requirements  

· Collect additional data if needed

· Analyze data

· Estimate workload and performance for contract period

· Develop MEO

· Develop IHCE

· Develop TPP

· Develop Transition Plan

· Complete the IR preparation checklist

· Participate during the IR and provide all supporting and source documentation

· Prepare a letter for the Requiring Activity to schedule the IR

· Ensure that any waivers requested or granted are brought to the attention of the KO

· Ensure integrity of A-76 process by protecting all management plan documentation from public disclosure, or from any revelations that might compromise the competition.

	IRO
	· Review the solicitation

· Validate the technical and management feasibility of the MEO proposal

· Validate the IHCE

· Certify the Management Plan


CHAPTER 5: Developing the in-house Cost Estimate (IHCE)

5.1 OVERVIEW

The preparation of the IHCE, the Government's offer, is more than just entering data into the Windows-based Cost Comparison Software Program (COMPARE).  The values entered into COMPARE represent information derived from more detailed workload, position, and resource analyses.  The resulting CCF is used to compare the estimated cost of the in-house versus ISSA/contract performance to make the cost comparison decision.

The IHCE is a very important part of the A-76 process and is based upon data gathering and analysis conducted earlier in the study during the PWS and Management Plan (MEO) phases.  A carefully prepared bid ensures that the MEO will be able to satisfy the requirements of the PWS for the full period of performance, and, if accepted, the workload on the basis of the cost comparison decision will pass the required Post-MEO audit.

OSD has prepared an A-76 Costing Manual to provide guidance for preparing the Government's bid.  This manual became effective on March 14, 2001, and is applicable to all studies initiated after that date.  It mandates the use of COMPARE for preparing the Government's IHCE.  It also implements the policies and procedures of the OMB Circular A-76 and its supplemental handbook, as well as DoDD 4100.15 and DoDI 4100.33 for DoD components.    

5.2 DESCRIPTION OF KEY TASKS

5.2.1 Gather and Analyze Current Cost Information

Cost analysis is most effective if based on at least three years of historical data that should be analyzed for trends.  The data that is collected, analyzed, and documented should be made available to the IRO. 

Tip:  The function under study may receive funding from multiple budgets.  It is important to collect costs from all sources to ensure that the IHCE covers all costs of the MEO.

The current year's budget must be analyzed for costs which will be required in the MEO, but may not be readily apparent -- such as software upgrades and helpdesk support.

Examples of common costs typically included in the IHCE are:

· Personnel costs

· Material and supply costs

· Other specifically attributable costs

· Depreciation

· Cost of capital

· Rent

· Maintenance and repair

· Utilities 

· Insurance

· Travel

· MEO subcontracts 

· Other Overhead Costs

· Additional costs 

Tip:  As data is collected and analyzed, keep all documentation so it is readily available for the IRO.

5.2.2 Adjust Cost Information to the Requirements of the Management Plan

Adjust the data collected for the current organization to reflect the requirements of the MEO before including them in the CCF.  All MEO-related costs, such as office supplies and safety equipment, can be adjusted to the new FTE count in the MEO.  Any equipment, supplies, facilities, or other costs associated with process improvements in the MEO, TPP, or Transition Plan also need to be identified and included in the CCF.  It is important to review the PWS for additional costs such as training and security clearances requirements.

5.2.3 Verify Inflation Factors and Other Information Against the Latest OMB Cost Factors

All costs in the Government’s bid are inflated for the first performance period according to inflation factors published by OMB.  Detailed information on the use of inflation factors in the remaining years is available in the DoD A-76 Costing Manual DoD 4100.xx.  Current inflation factors are available for download at http://compare.mevatec.com, and are published by OMB through its A-76 transmittal memorandums.  Current salary rates and locality pay are available at http://www.opm.gov/oca/payrates/index.html.

5.2.4 Enter Information in COMPARE   
DoD guidance mandates use of the COMPARE software program for preparing the IHCE.  The program will automatically calculate each year's costs over the life of the proposed contract.  It also will provide detailed worksheets for review by the IRO and a completed CCF ready for signature.  The program and user manual are available for download at http://compare.mevatec.com .

TIP:  The OSD A-76 Costing Manual includes important information on calculating one-time conversion costs, allocations for contract administration of MEO subcontracts, inclusion of supervision of MEO personnel by outside supervisors, and inclusion of FTE for contract administration.

5.2.5 Prepare for Independent Review of the IHCE 

A review of the IHCE takes place as part of the overall IR.  The process must be complete and the CCF signed and delivered to the KO along with the rest of the Management Plan before the solicitation deadline for submission of proposals from the private sector or ISSA offerors.  The IRO will want to review all worksheets from the COMPARE program and all supporting documentation for costs entered into COMPARE. 

Tip:  Organize all cost information and have it readily available for the IRO.  Provide the IRO a quiet, easily secured room to work in.  A quick way to ensure that all information has been included in the Management Plan is to do a detailed crosswalk between the Management Plan and the PWS.  For further guidance, the DLA OMB Circular A-76 Independent Review Guide is available at http://www.dla.mil/J-8/A-76/DLAIROHandbook.html.

5.2.6 Sealing the IRO-Certified IHCE

After the IRO has finished the IR and certified the CCF, the IRO provides the signed CCF to the Management Plan Study Team, who in turn provides the IHCE in a sealed envelope separate from the other Management Plan documents (the MEO, the TPP, and the Transition Plan) and delivered to the KO for safeguarding prior to the due date for the receipt of proposals.  The outside of the envelope should contain the:

· Solicitation number

· Day/Month/Year the IHCE was sealed

· Solicitation amendment number through which the IHCE is effective

· Point of contact name and telephone number

5.2.7 Changes to the IHCE After the Independent Review

Changes to the IHCE are allowed up to the proposal due date for the receipt of contract/ISSA offers.  After bid close, and prior to the tentative decision, changes to the Government's offer are very restricted.  Any technical leveling revision to the Government’s offer such as errors in calculation, and changes in cost factors from OMB, changes in Government pay rates prior to the tentative decision, and changes resulting from amendments issued after the bid closing date require the IRO to re-certify the revised IHCE and confirm the changes.

5.3 CHECKLISTS FOR KEY PLAYERS

	Key Player
	Tasks

	MEO Certifying Official 
	· Review and sign the CCF 

	Management Plan Study Team Lead
	· Designate team member to do cost analysis and complete the CCF

· Prepare documentation for the IR

· Contact IRO and arrange for the IR

· Be available to respond to IRO questions during the course of the review

· Deliver the sealed bid to the Contracting Office

· Ensure integrity of A-76 process by protecting CCF and all supporting documentation from public disclosure, or from any revelations that might compromise the competition.

	Management Plan Study Team
	· Collect and analyze historical and budget cost data

· Adjust historical costs to MEO requirements and obtain costs for new requirements

· Be thoroughly familiar with the OSD Costing Manual

· Download software and cost factors from COMPARE
· Input data into COMPARE
· Organize documentation for IR

· Be available to support the IR by responding to questions and obtaining additional documentation

· Update the CCF as needed during the IR and after as needed


CHAPTER 6: Solicitation and Evaluation 

6.1 OVERVIEW 

This chapter provides guidance on solicitation development, market research and source development activities, private sector/ISSA proposal evaluation, and comparison of the Government and best value offer (BVO) proposals (excluding cost/price).  Negotiated procurements (FAR Part 15) are recommended for A-76 competitive sourcing studies.  The process by which the Government examines and evaluates proposals is known as “source selection.”  The source selection process, covered in FAR Subpart 15.3 and DoD and DLA supplements, includes informal pre-solicitation activities, formal solicitation of proposals, and evaluation of proposals.  The source selection process is the responsibility of the SSA assigned to the A-76 Cost Comparison.  Roles and responsibilities for the source selection process are defined in 6.1.1 – 6.1.7 and Appendix D.

6.1.1 Source Selection Authority (SSA)

The Director DLA designates the SSA for DLA A-76 studies.  The SSA is responsible for the conduct of the entire acquisition process.  The SSA responsibilities include:
· Overseeing the acquisition process including proposal, solicitation, evaluation, selection, and contract award

· Tailoring the selection process to suit individual acquisitions to minimize the cost of the process for the Government and industry

· Full responsibility and authority to select the source(s) for award and approve the execution of the contract(s), subject to law and applicable regulations

· Reviewing, to assure consistency with the requirements of the solicitation, and approving in writing the Acquisition Plan and Source Selection Plans (AP and SSP) (see FAR 15.303(b)(2) and DFARS 215.303(b)(2)) and the evaluation factors before the solicitation is issued and before any pre-proposal conferences are conducted

· Providing the SSAC and all evaluators with guidance and special instructions to conduct the evaluation and selection process

· Taking the necessary precautions to ensure against premature or unauthorized disclosure of source selection information (see FAR 3.104 and FAR 15.306(e)) 
· Reviewing and approving the KO’s determination to exclude offerors from consideration at any point in the selection process

· Making the final selection decision(s) and documenting the supporting rationale in a source selection decision document

· Advising higher-level management, as appropriate, of the outcome of the cost comparison before any award announcements/notifications are made

· Requiring all persons receiving source selection information to comply with DoDD 5500.7, “Standards of Conduct,” and FAR 3.104.  Any individual whose participation in the source selection process might result in a real, apparent, or possible conflict of interest will be disqualified from participation in the process.  All participants in source selection councils, boards or otherwise having access to source selection information will be asked to sign a certificate concerning both conflict of interest and nondisclosure of sensitive information pertaining to the source selection.  Anyone unable or unwilling to make that affirmation will be disqualified.  

· Submitting the names of proposed evaluators to the Servicing Human Resource Office that supports the function under study (see FAR subpart 7.3).  The Servicing Human Resource Office will identify any nominees who would be adversely affected if the function were contracted out.  Adversely affected individuals include anyone whose position is under study or who has a spouse or other family member whose position is under study.  Anyone so identified will be disqualified.

6.1.2 Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC)

The SSAC is a group of professional or managerial Government personnel chosen from functional fields related to the acquisition (e.g., distribution, information technology, property disposal/reutilization, finance, logistics, law, contracting, etc.).  SSAC members are appointed by the SSAC Chairperson.  The SSAC advises the SSA on the conduct of the source selection process and provides a comparative assessment of the offers.  The SSAC Chairperson may appoint an SSEB, Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG), and Cost Evaluation Board (CEB).

The SSAC: 

· Assures that personnel resources and time devoted to source selection are not excessive in relation to the complexity and dollar value of the requirement

· Reviews and approves the evaluation factors and evaluation criteria/standards

· Determines if it is desirable to weight the evaluation factors

· Chairperson designates the membership of the evaluation boards

· Reviews and approves the bidders mailing list, or the source list recommended by the KO

· Reviews and approves the solicitation and authorizes its release

· Reviews and provides comments to the SSA on the KO’s competitive range determination

· Provides briefings and consultations as requested by the SSA

· Provides a recommendation as to source(s) to be selected if requested by the SSA

Individual members are appointed by the SSAC chair and include the following: 

General Counsel (DG) 

Comptroller (J-8) (voting) 

Procurement Management (J-33) (voting) 

Logistics Operations Business Management Office (J-38) (voting) 

DLA HQ Competitive Sourcing Office (CSO) (J-374) 

Human Resources (J-1) (voting)

Contracting Officer (ex officio member) 

Requiring Activity (voting)

6.1.3 Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB)

The SSEB is a group of fully qualified Government personnel representing various technical and functional disciplines who possess the professional skills and knowledge required to evaluate proposals and report the group’s findings to the KO, the SSAC, or the SSA, as appropriate.  Civilian employees and military personnel occupying positions being studied cannot serve on that study’s SSEB.  The SSAC Chairperson will appoint the chairperson and the members for each SSEB.  

In addition to the meeting the requirements of FAR 15.305, the SSEB responsibilities include: 

· Conducting an in-depth, fair, and impartial review and evaluation of each offeror’s technical proposal against the solicitation requirements and the approved Source Selection Plan (SSP)

· Identifying strengths and weaknesses associated with each offeror’s technical proposal

· Assessing the risk associated with each offeror’s technical proposal

· Developing consensus rating(s) at the factor and sub-factor (as applicable) levels

· Preparing and submitting the SSEB report to the SSAC and the SSA, as determined by the SSA, along with a summary briefing of the findings.  For each offeror the SSEB report will address:

· What is offered

· An assessment of whether the proposal meets or fails to meet the standard

· A discussion of proposal strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies and risks

· A description of what, in the SSEB’s opinion, may be done to remedy a weakness or deficiency

· What impact correction of the weakness or deficiency will have on the offeror’s overall ability to perform

6.1.4 Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG)

The SSAC Chairperson appoints the chairperson and members of the PRAG to be drawn from such organizations as Logistics Operations (J-3), the Requiring Activity, and the Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA).  Civilian employees and military personnel of the activity being studied cannot serve on that study’s PRAG.  The purpose of the PRAG is to evaluate the past performance of all offerors.  When the SSAC decides that a PRAG is not necessary, the SSEB will perform this function.

In addition to meeting the requirements of FAR 15.305, the PRAG’s responsibilities include:

· Conducting an in-depth, fair, consistent, and impartial review and evaluation of each offeror’s past performance against the solicitation requirements and the approved SSP
· Identifying strengths and weaknesses associated with each offeror’s past performance

· Assessing the risk associated with each offeror’s ability to perform the proposed effort successfully, considering the offeror’s past performance

· Preparing and submitting the PRAG report to the SSAC and the SSA, as determined by the SSA, along with a summary briefing of the findings

6.1.5 Cost Evaluation Board (CEB)

If a CEB is appointed, the KO chairs it with members appointed by the SSAC Chairperson.  The CEB is comprised of cost and price analysis personnel.  The CEB will analyze the proposed price(s)/cost(s) of the commercial proposals.  When the SSAC determines that a CEB is not necessary, the KO and the KO’s cost analysts will perform the cost/price analysis.

The CEB (or KO) responsibilities include:

· Conducting an in-depth, fair, consistent, and impartial review and evaluation of each cost/price proposal against the solicitation requirements and the approved SSP
· Addressing the findings of the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA)
· Identifying those aspects of a proposal which require clarification, are deficient, or which appear inconsistent with the requirements
· Assessing the risk associated with each offeror’s cost/price proposal
· Preparing and submitting the CEB report to the SSAC and the SSA, as determined by the SSA, along with a summary briefing of the findings
6.1.6 Contracting Officer (KO)

As appointed and assigned by the SSA, the KO is responsible for acquisition planning, market research, solicitation, proposal evaluation, cost comparison, and contract award.  Specific responsibilities include:

· Developing the AP with the assistance of the Requiring Activity
· Identifying/developing potential sources and conducting pre-solicitation conferences or other activities, as necessary, to develop marketplace interest in the study
· Developing the SSP using evaluation criteria, and standards developed by the Requiring Activity
· Forwarding the proposed SSP to the SSAC for review and concurrence prior to its submission to the SSA for approval
· Assessing which proposals are in the competitive range and recommending them to the SSA, through the SSAC, for approval
· Conducting discussions with offerors, as necessary, after the competitive range has been established by the SSA
· Serving as the chairperson of the CEB, if appointed
· Forwarding the MEO proposal to the SSA through the SSAC Chairperson along with an assessment as to whether or not the MEO proposal is based upon the same scope of work and performance levels as the best-value commercial proposal
· Completing the CCF and briefing the SSA on the result
6.2 DESCRIPTION OF KEY TASKS

6.2.1 Forming a Source Selection Team 

The source selection team should be established early in the process so that there are no potential conflicts of interest.  Management Study Team members, individuals who participated in preparing the IHCE or whose work (or family member’s work) is included in the PWS, the IRO, and the MEO certifying officer are specifically excluded from participating on the source selection team.  Because of these restrictions, it may be necessary to find Government civilian or military personnel from other installations to serve on the board.  Every effort should be made to have a representative of the primary customer(s) serve on the source selection team as well, or, at a minimum, assist in developing the evaluation criteria.

Depending on the complexity of the proposed solicitation, the SSA, designated by the Director DLA, decides if an SSAC should be appointed to assist the SSA and if one or more evaluation boards should be appointed to assist the SSAC/SSA in performing the evaluation of proposals.  Personnel should be chosen who can serve for an extended period of time and who have functional knowledge of the area under study to ensure that the best value contractor is chosen to compete against the MEO.  If personnel are not already trained in the source selection process, training is strongly recommended.  Mandatory training requirements are listed in Appendix A. 

It is DLA practice that the Requiring Activity will not perform the KO function for the study to avoid implications of “self-contracting.”   The SSA will appoint the KO to support the study.  Any exceptions must be requested formally in writing.  The SSA exercises final authority to approve or disapprove requests.  In case of Contract Award, Government employees who serve as the SSA, KO, Chairperson or members of the SSAC, SSEB would be barred for one year from accepting compensation from the selected contractor where the contract was in excess of $10 million.  Specific questions on these ethical issues should be addressed to the appropriate DLA Office of Counsel.

6.2.2 Develop the Acquisition Plan (AP) and the Source Selection Plan (SSP)

The AP and the SSP are developed in parallel.  The AP details the approach and methodology for procurement (contract type).  The KO, with the approval of the SSA and SSAC (if used), establishes the type of contract: fixed price or cost reimbursement.  Incentive contracts or award fee contracts (e.g., fixed-price plus award fee) are generally preferred over fixed-price or cost-plus-fixed-fee contracts.  

The SSP is the written guide for the source selection process and must be completed prior to the solicitation release.  The SSP addresses the source selection organization and responsibilities; the proposed evaluation factors, any significant sub factors, and their relative importance; the evaluation process, including specific procedures and techniques; and a schedule of significant events in the source selection process.  Developing the evaluation criteria is an iterative process that should involve the KO, SSAC, CA Program Manager and the PWS Team.  The SSP forms the basis of RFP Sections L and M.  This approach ensures that the evaluation criteria do not change between the time the solicitation is released and the time offers are evaluated.  The SSP criteria must be formally submitted by the KO to the SSA for approval through the SSAC.

The AP and SSP are source selection documents and must be safeguarded throughout their development.  The Management Plan team is expressly prohibited from becoming involved or gaining access to this information.

6.2.3 Conduct Informal Pre-Solicitation Activities

One method for carrying out informal market research is to conduct exchanges with potential offerors and industry experts.  During these discussions, the Government can learn how the function under study has actually performed in the private sector.  “Industry Input Days” may be held to solicit industry input to improve the content and quality of the PWS and the pricing structure.  This process is intended to determine what new techniques, successful endeavors, and emerging trends exist and which of these processes or procedures may be included in the PWS.  Direct telephone and mail solicitation and advertising via the Government wide Point of Entry (GPE), newspapers, and trade journals are methods for developing industry interest and input to the PWS development process.  Another method of market research is to conduct literature and Internet searches. 

The information learned in the market research can be used in the preparation of the PWS.  The information obtained can be applied to developing the performance standards and other aspects of the solicitation.  

6.2.4 Conduct Formal Pre-Solicitation Activities

Following completion of the informal market research, the more formal actions relating to the solicitation are performed.  These formal actions begin with publishing a pre-solicitation announcement in the GPE (www.fedbizopps.gov) and other appropriate media, notifying private industry of the availability of a draft RFP or the scheduling of an “industry day” or pre-solicitation conference.  In addition to announcing the draft or event, the announcement states that the Government is seeking to identify vendors with the capability and interest to perform the services/functions that are the subject of the procurement.  Once the GPE notice is published, the constraints on the procurement process contained in the FAR apply.  The KO is responsible for preparing the synopsis but will work with the PWS Study Team to develop a description of the PWS requirements.

The KO will use the informal market research to determine appropriate pre-solicitation activities.  If similar A-76 procurements have been recently performed, issuance of a draft RFP may be sufficient to request industry comment/feedback and to build a list of potential offerors.  If, however, the KO does not have previous experience with the services in the PWS or industry has not previously seen this type of business opportunity from DLA, the KO may find it advantageous to conduct an “industry day” or pre-solicitation conference.  These events are generally conducted in an effort to facilitate an exchange of ideas and information between Government and industry with the intended result of promoting industry interest in offering on the solicitation and providing information to the Government to refine or improve the solicitation.  A draft RFP may or may not be issued in conjunction with an industry day/pre-solicitation conference, but it is strongly recommended that the draft PWS be made available.  The KO prepares the agenda and assigns responsibilities for the industry day/pre-solicitation meeting.  Briefings at the meeting include a discussion of all pertinent information related to the activity under study.  During this meeting, private industry is provided an opportunity to comment on the proposed solicitation.  Industry comments can be provided verbally during the meeting or in writing.  Written comments can be submitted before or after the meeting.  Attendees should be advised that pre-solicitation information they provide is for Government use and may or may not be used in the ensuing solicitation.  The KO then analyzes industry inputs for incorporation into the relevant portions of the solicitation.  

FAR 5.205(e) addresses the required actions to locate commercial sources as a special situation pertaining to procurements associated with an A-76 study.  The KO may not conclude that there are no commercial sources capable of providing the required supplies or services until publicizing the requirement through the GPE at least three times in a 90-calendar-day period, with a minimum of 30 calendar days between notices.  The announcement of pre-solicitation activities or the availability of a draft solicitation might be the first of the required three announcements.  The second could be the announcement of the availability of the final solicitation, and the third, the announcement of the pre-proposal conference or the solicitation closing date, as applicable.

6.2.5 Publish Solicitation Announcement

A GPE announcement (generally the second announcement) is made to announce the availability of the solicitation (RFPs).  In preparation for the announcement, the KO reviews the PWS to ensure that it is adequate and appropriate to serve as a basis for solicitation and award.  The KO works closely with the PWS Study Team once the first draft is developed.  The KO has the expertise to make the language appropriate for contracting purposes and can identify areas where further clarification is necessary.  Beginning this coordination effort early in the process saves valuable time later.    The KO announces the solicitation in accordance with the FAR requirements.  

Successful execution of this step depends on the following factors:

· A PWS that is clear, complete, and consistent

· Effective collaboration among the KO, SSAC, CA Program Manager, and PWS Study Team

· Early agreement on source selection and evaluation criteria

6.2.6 Develop Independent Government Estimate (IGE)

The IGE establishes the anticipated cost to acquire the services in the acquisition.  A good IGE represents what the services should cost; this assists the KO in deciding selection and affordability.  It is normally the responsibility of the Requiring Activity to develop the IGE.  The IGE is an acquisition and source selection issue and members of the Management Plan team may not participate in the preparation of this estimate nor be given access to it.  If consultant support is used, different personnel must perform the IGE development and the IHCE development.  The IGE is required by FAR and is one benchmark used by the KO to determine whether an offeror’s proposed price is fair and reasonable, and reflects an understanding of the PWS requirements.  The IGE document also forms the basis for commitment of funds by the Requiring Activity comptroller – a commitment that is required before the solicitation can be issued.

6.2.7 Conduct Solicitation Activities 

The KO is responsible for all aspects of the solicitation.  This includes developing and maintaining a list of potential offerors, publicizing the solicitation, making the solicitation available to all offerors, and maintaining a library of applicable technical materials to include directives, instructions, manuals, policy letters, etc.  For ease of access and dissemination, it is highly recommended that the KO utilize the Internet to make solicitations, amendments, historical data, and technical materials available to interested parties. 

To facilitate the solicitation process, it is usually beneficial to allow potential offerors to inspect the facilities where the CA will be performed before they prepare and submit their offers.  It also may be useful for the KO to convene a pre-proposal conference to respond to offerors’ questions.  The KO also responds in writing to written questions about the solicitation submitted by the commercial offerors and the Management Plan team.  The KO issues any amendments to the solicitation resulting from responses to questions or other changes, such as new contracting instructions.  These activities often necessitate allowing offerors a period of at least 45 days (depending upon complexity) from the date the solicitation is issued to submit offers.

Tip:  Facility inspections should be conducted at a time when no employees, or a minimum number of employees, are present.

The offerors then complete and submit their proposals.  The KO receives and safeguards all proposals. 

Tip:  It is important to note that evaluation of contractor proposals cannot occur until the Management Plan (including the IHCE) is sealed, which occurs after the Management Plan is adjusted for any issued solicitation amendments and the completion of the IR.

The quality of the PWS is an important element in the timely response to a solicitation.  A PWS that provides a clear description of the service outputs and performance standards to be met facilitates timely submission of the Management Plan and subsequent contractor offers.  In addition to the quality of the PWS, other factors may delay the completion of solicitation evaluation.  First, if the solicitation has significant problems, such as inaccurate workload figures, or ambiguity or other errors that require the KO to issue amendments, the due date for submitting offers may have to be extended.  Second, the deadline for submission of offers may also have to be extended if changes to the Management Plan are required.  The due date for submission of private industry offers cannot occur before the Government’s Management Plan (including the TPP) is completed and sealed.

6.2.8 Evaluate Proposals

The KO first determines if each proposal complies with the solicitation requirements and has provided the information necessary for evaluation.  Offerors who have not addressed the requirements may be eliminated from further consideration.  The evaluators will then evaluate contractor offers and the SSA will select the best-value offer for comparison with the Government’s Management Plan (proposal).  The SSEB, with the exception of the contract specialist, will not be privy to cost/price and past performance information.  The PRAG will not have access to cost/price and technical proposals.  The SSAC will prepare a source selection recommendation and a decision document for the SSA’s signature.  A representative process flow diagram is shown in Figure 6.1.

If no bids or proposals are received in response to a solicitation, the IHCE will remain unopened.  The KO will examine the solicitation to ascertain why no responses were received.  Depending on the results of this review, the KO will consider restructuring the requirements appropriately and providing a recommendation to the SSA.  The SSA will make the decision on the reissue of the solicitation.  

If a decision is made to not restructure/reissue the solicitation or if a resolicitation does not result in receipt of acceptable responses, the KO will notify the SSA, through the CSD, in writing, that a satisfactory commercial source is unavailable.  This notification will include either the rationale for not restructuring/reissuing the solicitation or the steps attempted to receive such contract/ISSA offers.  SSA approval is required prior to announcing a decision to implement the MEO without cost comparison due to non-responsive or non-responsible contract/ISSA offers.  

6.2.8.1
The Evaluation Participants

Up to five participants (depending on the size and complexity of the solicitation) may be involved in evaluating offers (see Figure 6.1).  The KO (or SSA if appointed) has overall responsibility for managing the acquisition function.  The SSAC will recommend the Best Value Proposal.
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	Tip:  Technical evaluation of proposals has historically been a major bottleneck in the procurement process.  The Director of Logistics Operations (J-3), Requiring Activity, and Activity Under Study should be aware of issues that might create obstacles.  Evaluators must be assigned full time to this step and relieved of all other duties for the period of their participation on these panels.  To minimize interruptions and safeguard proposal materials, evaluations should be conducted away from the evaluators’ regular work location. 


The Requiring Activity and the Activity Under Study should ensure that members of one panel (e.g., SSEB or Management Plan Study Team) do not participate on other panels (e.g., PRAG) for the same procurement.

Government employees who review, approve, or have direct knowledge of the final PWS, MEO document, IHCE, or contract cost estimates are considered procurement officials.  Procurement officials are precluded from accepting employment with a contractor for a period of two years if a contract is awarded as a result of the cost comparison process.  Questions about employment rights should be directed to counsel and the Servicing Human Resources Office.  

6.2.8.2
The Proposal Evaluation Process

The evaluation process begins with the KO ensuring that no offeror is listed on the Government’s debarred or suspended bidders list.  The KO can also conduct a check of each offeror’s financial status with information provided by the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) and/or publicly available from other sources.  The KO then reviews the technical proposals to ensure that no cost data are included.  Next, the KO calls and convenes the SSEB, the PRAG, and the CEB.  The KO discusses the solicitation with the team(s) and may conduct training tailored to the particular solicitation in preparation for the evaluation of the proposals.  The KO also may meet with the team(s) to discuss the statutory and regulatory requirements for the solicitation.  The SSP, developed in accordance with DFARS 215.3, defines the cost/price, technical, past performance, socioeconomic, Javits-Wagner-O’Day (JWOD), and DLA Mentoring Business Agreements (MBA).  The SSP provides the criteria by which the evaluators evaluate the proposals performance respectively.  

The KO conducts a preliminary check to ensure the accuracy of calculations in the cost proposals.  The KO will request DCAA assistance in accordance with policy.  Additionally, depending upon the complexity of the solicitation and related factors, a CEB may be convened when appropriate for cost/price analysis.  The KO is responsible for the evaluation of socioeconomic/JWOD/DLA MBA program proposals and for reviewing large business subcontracting plans, as applicable.  Lastly, the KO must evaluate the subcontracting plan and plan for socioeconomic program utilization for acquisitions involving services that offer a significant opportunity for subcontracting [FAR 15.304(c)(5)].  The KO arranges for counsel to review all source selection documents to ensure their compliance with statutory and regulatory acquisition requirements.
The KO then groups the offerors into a competitive range based on the SSA’s decision.  Offerors whose offers are determined to be outside this competitive range are notified of their elimination from consideration.  The KO provides the proposals in the competitive range to the SSEB.  If discussions with offerors are unnecessary, the SSEB reviews the proposals and forwards its recommendations to the SSAC, which in turn makes a best value offeror recommendation and forwards it to the SSA for decision.  The KO documents this selection.

	Tip:  If there is no clear-cut choice as best-value offeror, or if discussions must be conducted to remedy proposal weaknesses, the KO recommends a competitive range to the SSAC for presentation to the SSA.  


	Tip:  To minimize interruptions and safeguard proposal materials, evaluations should be conducted in a "neutral" location.  KOs may find it convenient and safer to conduct all SSEB, PRAG, CEB, and SSAC meetings at the KO's location. 


It is essential that the SSA, members of the SSAC, SSEB, PRAG, and any others engaged in the procurement process protect the integrity of the source selection process.  Maintaining the integrity of the process is essential to all concerned and is ultimately the SSA’s responsibility.  As part of this responsibility, the SSA must ensure that no unauthorized communication regarding the procurement takes place with offerors.

6.2.8.3 No Private Offers

In accordance with 32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Subpart 169a, in the instance of no private offers, the KO will review the solicitation and determine why no offers are received.  The KO will decide the best approach and whether to allow all potential offerors the option to provide input.  If feasible, the solicitation is to be restructured and reissued.  As part of the review, the KO would contact all firms who had attended any of the meetings (Industry Days and pre-proposal conference) and invite the firm(s) to meet with the KO and explain why they decided not to offer.  If the KO determines no offers would be received even upon restructuring and re-issuance, the KO will review the MEO proposal to determine if it will result in the level of performance and performance quality required by the solicitation.  The proposal will then be forwarded to the SSA who will have the SSAC conduct a review to qualify the MEO’s offer.  If the MEO is validated, then the SSAC should recommend to SSA the implementation of the MEO.

6.3 CHECKLISTS FOR KEY PLAYERS

Existing procurement checklists are available from the KO and should be used as required.

Standard procurement checklists are available in the FAR and from the KO and should be utilized as required.

CHAPTER 7: cost comparison

7.1 OVERVIEW

The cost comparison is the formal process whereby the estimated cost of Government performance of commercial activity is formally compared to cost of the performance offered by the contractor.  The cost comparison decision process involves the following three steps:

· Comparison of the adjusted cost of the “in-house” and “best-value” performance to allow the KO to announce a tentative decision

· Announcement of tentative decision 

· Administrative Appeal Process

7.2 DESCRIPTION OF KEY TASKS

7.2.1
Compare Government and Contractor Proposals 

The purpose of this task is twofold.  The first is to compare the best-value offeror proposal with the Government proposal prepared by the Management Plan Study Team to ensure that the proposals are “level,” i.e., both proposals will result in the achievement of the same level of performance and performance quality; the second, is to perform the cost comparison.  The comparison is managed by the KO and conducted in two stages: (1) reviewing the Government and contractor technical and management proposals and (2) completing the CCF.  

The proposal must comply with the technical requirements of the solicitation.  The KO reviews the Government’s TPP and Management Plan and forwards them to the TLA with an assessment as to whether the MEO proposal will achieve the same level of performance and performance quality as the best-value offeror’s proposal.

If the TLA determines that the Government’s proposal does not offer the same level of performance as the contractor offer, the proposal is returned to the Management Plan team to be revised.  The Management Plan team makes all changes necessary to meet the performance standards accepted by the SSA.  If necessary, the MEO is changed, recertified by the MEO Certifying Official, and resubmitted to the IRO for acceptance.  These revisions ensure that the Government's TPP is based on the same scope of work and performance levels as the best value offeror.

If the IHCE were revised as a result of changes to the Management Plan and TPP resulting from technical leveling or other changes such as OMB cost factors and Government pay rates prior to tentative decision, the Management Plan Study Team must deliver the revised proposal, including the new IHCE, to the contracting office where the IHCE is opened in the presence of both the KO and MEO preparer.  Both parties will sign and date a statement attesting that the previous IHCE remains sealed.  

Tip:  The Acquisition Official should be aware that the Government’s disclosure of information in the contractor’s proposal is governed by the FAR.

If the technical leveling process resulted in no change to the IHCE, the KO opens the IHCE in the presence of the MEO preparer.  Both parties will sign and date a statement attesting that the IHCE remained sealed until the official opening.  

7.2.2 Cost Comparison Procedures

After opening the sealed IHCE, which contains the CCF, the KO will enter the “best-value” contractor costs, apply the conversion differential, and add contract administration costs, one-time conversion costs, gains on assets, and federal income taxes (as a deduction) to the “best-value” contractor’s cost.  Taking into consideration the minimum cost differential requirement, the lowest cost proposal (the “in-house” or the “best-value” contractor offers) is tentatively selected to perform the commercial activity.  The minimum differential is the lesser of 10 percent of the personnel costs in line 1 of the Government IHCE or $10 million over the performance period.  The purpose of the minimum cost differential is to avoid the disruption of converting performance of the commercial activity based on minimal cost savings.  Therefore, if the “best-value” contractor’s cost proposal is not 10 percent lower than the IHCE (or $10 million over the performance period, whichever is lower), then the MEO is selected to perform the commercial activity.

7.2.2.1 Tentative Decision to Congress

The KO notifies the SSA and the Requiring Activity of the tentative decision and makes any other notifications prescribed by Agency directives before the announcement of the final decision.  Several weeks prior to the tentative decision, the DLA CSD will develop a “decision notification schedule” which outlines the steps to be taken, the office of primary responsibility for those steps, and the date and time they will be accomplished.  An example of such a decision schedule is attached as Appendix E.

The Tentative Cost Comparison decision must be publicly announced to affected employees and it is DLA practice to accomplish this prior to or concurrent with a public announcement.  The best way to accomplish this is to convene a meeting of all the affected employees (and their representatives) and make sure everyone hears the same thing at the same time.  In situations where affected employees are disbursed throughout many locations, all efforts should be made to connect via videoteleconference or by way of conference call to communicate the tentative announcement.  The Activity Under Study would make arrangements for the meeting in advance, secure a meeting place, and provide transportation to accommodate the entire affected workforce.  This is the time for the Activity Under Study to remind the employees of the administrative appeals procedure and of the dates for public review and submitting appeals (as described in Chapter 8).  Employees should be informed of their employment rights and encouraged to ensure their personnel files are in order.  The Activity Under Study should let the employees know that, even if the tentative decision is for the MEO, there will be changes in the future, and in all likelihood a RIF.       

7.2.2.2 Final Decision Notification

Final Decision Notification is required for an A-76 Streamlined Cost Comparison, an A-76 Full Cost Comparison, and an A-76 Waiver of an in-house activity being performed by more than ten (10) civilian employees.  For a contract decision, by law (10 USC 2461), the contract may not be awarded before the formal notification to Congress.  For an in-house decision, the MEO may not be fully implemented until the Requiring Activity has forwarded the notification to the Legislative Affairs Office (DL) and the CSD.  The Legislative Affairs Office (DL) will make the required notifications to OSD and Congress.  It is recommended that the Activity Under Study present the final decision to the employees and local media concurrent with HQ congressional notification.  All supporting documentation must be made publicly available at the time of the tentative decision announcement and must include, at a minimum, the in-house and contractor cost estimates, the PWS, and the Management Plan.

7.2.3 Announcement 

7.2.3.1 Release of Information

When the tentative decision is announced, all documents prepared by the Government and submitted to the KO become public documents and, as such, are releasable.  As a result, prior to this date, the Management Plan Study Team should review the submissions to determine if any of the information contained within reveals anything that might be harmful or prejudicial to other announced A-76 studies.  This information or data proposed for redaction must be separately identified along with a brief explanation supporting why this information is harmful or prejudicial to the other announced A-76 studies.  The redacted version and accompanying explanation must be submitted to the KO at least one week prior to the announcement of the tentative decision.  The KO will review the proposed redactions and the Management Plan Study Team’s justifications.  If the KO determines that some or all of the redactions are justified, the KO may release only the redacted versions to the public after the public announcement, along with a statement similar to the following:


The [Requiring Activity] identified areas that it considered as proprietary information having possible application to other announced depot cost comparisons.  This office reviewed their request and portions of the request were accepted to the extent that the documents have been redacted.

7.2.3.2 Information Released for a Tentative Decision Favoring MEO Performance

	To the Best-Value Offeror
	· Completed CCF

· IHCE

· MEO’s Technical Proposal

· MEO’s Management Plan

· Development of the Line 9 cost (Contract Price Spreadsheet)

· Notification letter to the MEO

	To the Commander/Director of the Activity Under Study
	· Completed CCF

· IHCE

· MEO’s Technical Proposal

· MEO’s Management Plan

· Development of the Line 9 cost (Contract Price Spreadsheet)

· Notification letter to the Best Value Offeror

	To the Management Plan Study Team
	· Completed CCF

· IHCE

· MEO’s Technical Proposal

· MEO’s Management Plan

· Development of the Line 9 cost (Contract Price spreadsheet)

	Unsuccessful Offeror(s)
	· Notification letter of tentative MEO decision

· Completed CCF


7.2.3.3 Information Released for a Tentative Decision Favoring Contract Performance

	To the Best-Value Offeror
	· Completed CCF

· IHCE

· MEO’s Technical Proposal

· MEO’s Management Plan

· Notification letter to the MEO

	To the Commander/Director of the Activity Under Study
	· Completed CCF

· IHCE

· MEO’s Technical Proposal

· MEO’s Management Plan

· Development of the Line 9 cost (Contract Price Spreadsheet)

· Notification letter to the Best Value Offeror

	To the Management Plan Study Team
	· Completed CCF

· IHCE

· MEO’s Technical Proposal

· MEO’s Management Plan

· Development of the Line 9 cost (Contract Price Spreadsheet)

· Notification letter to the Best Value Offeror

	To the Unsuccessful Offeror(s) in the Competitive Range
	· Completed CCF

· The number of offerors solicited

· The number of proposals received

· The name and address of the awardee

· Total contract price (including option(s))

· Reason(s) for non-selection as the Best Value Offeror


7.2.4 Administrative Appeals Procedure

7.2.4.1 Administrative Appeal Authority (AAA)

The Director DLA, or designee, will assign an official to serve as the A-76 Administrative Appeal Authority (AAA) for any eligible appeals that are received.  The individual selected must be two levels above the official who signed the waiver in the case of a cost comparison waiver; or independent of the activity under review or at least two organization levels above the official who certified the Government's Management Plan and MEO in the case of a tentative cost comparison decision.

The AAA ensures that the cost items challenged in the appeal are properly accounted for in accordance with the procedures of Part II of the OMB Circular No. A-76 Revised Supplemental Handbook and the DoD 4100 A-76 Costing Manual.  The AAA also ensures that all participants to the cost comparison process have appropriate access to the decision process.
7.2.4.2 Key Activities in the Appeal Process

The Appeals procedure is designed to ensure that all costs entered on the CCF are fair and accurate and that the Agency complied with the Circular in conducting the cost comparison.  Appeals must be submitted within twenty (20) calendar days after the date all supporting documentation is made publicly available (or within thirty (30) calendar days, if the cost comparison is particularly complex), and the AAA should make a final decision within thirty (30) days of receipt of the appeal(s) from the KO.  The AAA decision is final and not subject to negotiation, arbitration, or agreement. The KO should acknowledge the receipt of the appeal to the appellant and forward all appeals received to the AAA within five (5) days of the end of the public review period.

Within two (2) working days of receipt of the appeals from the KO, the AAA will provide copies of all appeals to all directly affected parties recaring any sensitive information.  All directly affected parties may file comments addressing objections and facts specified in the appeals.  This invitation for comments is not an additional appeal period and there will be no consideration of additional appeal issues.  These comments must be in writing, must address specific objections to appeals raised by other interested parties, and to the extent possible, must contain supporting data.  Appellants should file comments with the AAA within five (5) working days of receipt of the appeals or as directed by the AAA.

The AAA may consult with other appropriate personnel, for the purpose of obtaining information relevant to addressing appeal issues.  The AAA should submit the decision on all appeals filed in writing to the appellants, the CSD, the Requiring Activity, the KO, the apparent successful offeror/bidder, and the representative of the affected Federal employees within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt of the appeal by DLA.  

DLA will establish an administrative appeal review team or board to resolve issues as appropriate.  In accordance with OMB Circular A-76, eligible administrative appeal issues will NOT include:

· Selection of one contract offeror or another for competition with the IHCE

· Awarding of a contract to one contractor in preference to another

· The Government’s management decisions involving the Government’s certified in-house MEO

The Administrative Appeals Process (AAP) provides an administrative safeguard to ensure DLA cost comparisons are conducted fairly, equitably, and according to procedures in the Circular and its Supplement.  The procedures cannot authorize an appeal outside the DLA, a judicial review, or sequential appeals.  

Tip:   Documents related to the Government’s proposal—the Management Plan—are considered procurement-sensitive information at least until announcement of the tentative decision and sometimes longer.  Documents should be marked “Source Selection Sensitive” as they are generated.  Additional information concerning Release of Information is provided in Appendix B.

7.2.5 Final Decision

Upon completion of the appeals process and after all adjustments have been made to both the Government's CCF and the Contractor's bid, a final decision is announced to Congress and the transition to the PA is initiated.

7.3 CHECKLIST FOR KEY PLAYERS

	Key Player
	Tasks

	MEO Certifying Official 
	· Review and recertify the Government proposal after technical leveling

	Contracting Officer (KO)
	· Brief the cost comparison results to the SSA

· Respond to questions during the appeals process, as needed

	Management Plan Study Team Leader
	· Review the recommendations of the TLA and revise Government proposal, to include IHCE, as required

· Submit revised, recertified Government proposal to IRO for certification

· Adjust the CCF for any additional costs from technical leveling or changes in cost factor and salary rates

· Provide documentation for the appeals process, as needed

	Administrative Appeal Authority (AAA)
	· Make final decision to accept or reject appeals

· Ensure that appeals are conducted fairly, equitably, and in accordance with OMB Circular A-76 and its Supplemental Handbook


CHAPTER 8: Transition process

8.1 OVERVIEW

After the PA has been selected from the competitive process, a critical stage of the A-76 process begins with the transition of the work from the current workforce to the new PA.  Regardless of whether the PA is the Government MEO or contractor, a smooth transition is critical.  The Transition Plans (Requiring Activity and contractor/MEO) include the procedures and milestones that will ensure an orderly transfer of responsibility from the current organizational structure to MEO or contract/ISSA performance.

This Chapter describes the Transition Process in three phases:

· Initial Planning (30 to 60 days after the IR) 

· Phase 1 (tentative decision to final decision) 

· Phase 2 (final decision to full performance)

8.2 DESCRIPTION OF KEY TASKS

8.2.1 General

To expedite the transition process, a Transition Team should be established by the Requiring Activity to enable the changeover to the PA regardless of whether the PA is the MEO or a commercial offeror.  The Transition Team should be formed after the IR is completed and begin initial planning for a positive, orderly transfer of responsibility from the current in-house Government activity to the new PA with no loss of critical mission support.  The purpose of this team will be to provide high-level, cross-functional leadership to the transition process until the CGA takes over and begins systematic monitoring of the MEO or contractor.  The Transition Team and Requiring Activity are responsible for developing contingency plans for delayed assumption of responsibility and taking action to extend/augment military personnel and/or subcontracted capability to support transition requirements.  During the time between the completion of the Management Plan and the announcement of tentative decision, the Transition Team is primarily focused on issues associated with personnel actions.  However, during this period, training requirements and resources should also be identified.  Deliberate planning or final arrangements should not be made until the final decision for the CA study is announced. 

It is important to select the Transition Team Leader and to form transition task teams early in the planning phase.  The Activity Under Study should consider forming a task team to handle all personnel issues to handle all new work processes, policies, procedures, facilities and equipment transfer or disposal, and financial alignment.  The team members should have access to the MEO and review it before the tentative decision.  The team members must have limited access to MEO information, such as types of jobs and concepts of operation.  The team should have access to the Management Plan documents after the tentative decision is made (unless the team members have Right of First Refusal or disclosure issues).

8.2.2 Initial Planning (30 to 60 days after the Independent Review)

The task team will focus on adding details to the Transition Plan’s general POA&Ms; improving or adjusting the communications plan to reduce rumors and maintain morale; preparing RIF plans and hiring strategies; preparing for employee counseling/briefing sessions; sequencing/arranging the tentative decision announcement; planning for hiring freezes, stockpiling vacancies, analyzing requirements for overtime and additional support (subcontract labor); and planning for military phase-out of the positions under study.  

The task team will focus on completing the details for the Transition Plan’s general POA&Ms by arranging full inventory of facilities, equipment, plans, and documents to be provided or disposed; scheduling required training and certifications; establishing new cost centers and obtaining funds for delayed start; developing new protocols and roles; establishing assumption of responsibility criteria; and preparing to handle appeal supporting documents, public requests, and notifications.   

8.2.3 Phase 1 (Tentative Decision to Final Decision)

Phase 1 efforts begin with the announcement of the tentative cost comparison decision and end with a final decision.  Upon tentative decision, the KO will publish the announcement of the tentative decision in Government-wide Point of Entry (GPE), and CSD will work with the Requiring Activity to notify the appropriate officials in the chain of command; congressional delegations (associated with the local study area); affected employees and their representatives (union officials); affected contractors; and the local community.  (Refer to Chapter 7 of this Guidebook.)

Once the tentative decision is announced, the task team will focus on the Phase 1 activities listed in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1

	
	MEO Decision
	Contractor/ISSA Decision

	Transition Team
	•
Start to focus on reorganization of MEO, Continuing Government Activity (CGA), and the rest of the activity
•
Begin requesting/notifying VSIP/VERA, PPP, RIFs, and severance pkgs.

•
Recommend full-time HR transition staffing person 

•
Establish Transition Center
•
Begin recruitment strategy (temp. help, overtime, advanced recruit, start dates)
• Begin skills development paperwork (training, certifications., physicals, security)


Begin to modify work processes and reorganize to get basic work done
•
Develop MEO policies and procedures and urgent training/certification requirements

•
Prioritize and plan for new technology/other MEO process improvements

•
Begin to establish CGA’s QASP protocol 

•
Establish budget planning and programming process

•
Determine if any contract modifications are necessary for existing service contracts

•
Review facilities and Government-Furnished Equipment (GFE) to determine what to maintain/dispose

•
Initiate PWS/MEO alignment tracking

•
Determine if ISSAs must be renegotiated

•
Establish roles for Quality Assurance Evaluator (QAE) and customers  

	•
Contractor offers Right of First Refusal 

•  Establish outplacement classes and center for employees 
•
Establish Transition Center

•
KO not HR determines right-of-first-refusal compliance, KO provides list of adversely affected personnel

•
Start to focus on establishing Continuing Government Activity (CGA)

•
Begin requesting/notifying VSIP/VERA, PPP, RIFs and severance packages

•
Make employees available for interview

•
Review how to phase in contractor

•
Establish roles for ACO, Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative (COTR), Quality Assurance Evaluator (QAE), contractor, customers

•
Stand-up CGA

•
Establish budget planning and programming process

•
Determine if any contract modifications are necessary

•
Begin to establish CGA’s QASP protocol

•
Determine if ISSAs must be renegotiated



8.2.4 Phase 2 (Final Decision to Full Performance)

Once all appeal decisions become final, Phase 2 efforts begin within the required notification to proceed with transfer of responsibility specified in the solicitation (Phase 2 is typically 60 to 90 days and will not exceed 180 days).  Phase 2 ends when all terms and conditions of the PA and Requiring Activity Transition Plans have been achieved.  Numerous activities occur during the transfer of responsibility period.  Some of these are dictated by Federal HR requirements.  Others are controlled by FAR clauses, such as the Right of First Refusal.  Still others are mandated by the requirements included in the solicitation and the resulting Transition Plan of the cost comparison decision (MEO or contractor).  

In the event of a decision favoring continued Government operation, the KO will cancel the RFP and notify offerors.  It is suggested that the KO wait at least eleven (11) days before canceling the RFP.  (As a general matter, a protest must be filed with the GAO within 10 days after the final decision has been announced, to be timely.)  The KO is normally notified when a GAO protest has been filed.  In the event of a GAO protest, the Requiring Activity must determine whether or not to begin, continue, or stop the transition period.  In the event of a decision favoring continued Government operation, however, it is probable that the transition could be stopped or delayed with minimal impact.

In the event of a decision favoring contract performance, the Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO) will issue a notice to proceed (task order) to the contractor to begin the transition period once the final decision has been announced.  It is recommended that the ACO conduct a post-award conference to review the terms of the contract and the Government’s expectations.  The ACO must determine whether or not to begin, continue, or stop the transition period and this decision should be made in coordination with the Requiring Activity and J-33.

In all cases, the CGA will include QAEs who will perform the surveillance of the PA.  Depending on the tentative decision (MEO or contractor win), the transition task team will focus on the Phase 2 activities listed in Table 8.2.

Table 8.2

	
	MEO Decision
	Contractor/ISSA Decision

	Transition Team
	•
Align resources with MEO
•
Out-placement/RIF

•
Recruitment

•
Retirement

•
Resignation

•
Skills development and maintenance

•
Re-align workforce to match MEO/CGA 

•
Align resources to new organization

•
Assist MEO with modifying and implementing work procedures and processes

•
Revise any new base orders that may be affected by the MEO’s intended operation

•
Communications

•
Orient supervisors

•
Enable and train workers


•
Review with the customers the PWS, line items, schedule B, budget, new procedures, and making it work

•
Implement required training, certifications, and licensing

•
Implement change management and team building workshops
•
Conduct joint site inspection and inventory

•
Implement CGA following final decision

•
Conduct QAE training 

	•  KO provides the contractor with a list of adversely affected or separated personnel 10 days after the final decision date
•
Outplacement/RIF

•
Retirement

•
Resignation

•  Review contractor’s Transition Plan and how they intend to interact and phase-in

•
Review facilities/GFE to determine what to maintain/dispose of

•
Monitor key milestones until CGA takes over

•
Re-align workforce to match CGA

•
Identify POCs – COTR, QAE, functional areas – for contractor

•
Implement CGA following contract award

•
Conduct Pre-performance meeting, Post-award PWS survey

•
Perform contract administration and implement the QASP

•
Conduct COTR and QAE training

•
Conduct joint site inspection and inventory



8.3 CHECKLISTS FOR KEY PLAYERS

	Key Player
	Tasks

	Activity Under Study/Requiring Activity  
	· Establish transition team and charter

· Meet with transition team leader frequently to monitor progress, give guidance, provide liaison to customers 

· Ensure that funds and correct budget accounts are transferred appropriately and that appropriate actions are taken to establish new cost centers immediately following the final decision

	Transition Team Lead
	· Oversee the transition task team’s POA&M schedules for completion of transition; facilitate questions

· Upon tentative decision, work with the KO and installation management to notify the appropriate officials in the chain of command; congressional members (associated with the local study area); affected employees and their representatives (union officials); affected contractors; and the local community 

	Transition task team


	· Fill in details of the Transition Plan general POA&Ms with detailed action plans

· RIF planning and hiring strategies

· Prepare for employee counseling and briefing sessions

· Plan for hiring freezes, stockpiling/vacancies, preparing for overtime and additional support (subcontract labor)

· Plan for military phase-out of positions under study

	Transition task team

(See also Table 9.2 and 9.3 Checklists)
	· Fill in details of the Transition Plan general POA&Ms with detailed action plans, schedules, and products for arranging full inventory of facilities, equipment, plans, and documents to be provided or disposed

· Schedule required training and obtain required certifications

· Establish new cost centers and obtain funds for delayed start

· Develop new customer protocol and roles

· Develop a post-award PWS review (clarifications/changes anticipated)

· Establish assumption of responsibility criteria

· Prepare to handle appeal supporting documents, public requests, and notifications

	Contracting Officer
	· Tentative Decision 
· Publish the announcement at GPE

· Issue contract award (if decision favors contractor performance)

· Notify unsuccessful offerors

· Final Decision

· Publish announcement at GPE

· Cancel solicitation (if decision favors continued government performance)

· Begin transition period

· Conduct post-award conference and issue task order(s) (if decision favors contractor performance)

· If protest is filed, determine if a stay override is required

	CGA
	· QAEs begin to perform the surveillance of the PA at the start of full performance (See Chapter 9)


CHAPTER 9: Managing results

9.1 OVERVIEW

Once a cost comparison has been completed and the PA has assumed responsibility for performing the function, it will become necessary to monitor both performance and cost.  Implementing the QASP, maintaining the DLA Commercial Activities Management Information System (CAMIS), and completing Post MEO Reviews are all elements of performance monitoring.  It is critical for the Government to “partner” with the new PA to achieve success.

9.2 PERFORMANCE
9.2.1 Implement the QASP with the CGA

The PA has agreed to meet certain performance standards as stipulated in the PWS and offer.  It is incumbent upon the CGA to ensure that the PA’s performance and cost parameters are met on a continuing basis.  The CGA consists of QAEs, and other administrative positions that are common to either an MEO- or contractor-decision scenario.  In addition, in the event of a contractor win, an appropriate number of contract administration positions will be allowed.  The number of contract specialists is automatically calculated by COMPARE (calculated in Line 8 contract administration costs which are added to the cost of the contractor’s price).  The PA’s Quality Control Plan (QCP) will contain actions to monitor the services they provide to meet the requirements of the PWS.  The CGA’s QASP will contain actions to determine if the services meet the performance and technical requirements of the PWS. 

When the cost comparison has resulted in a contract, this is also the responsibility of the ACO who will appoint a Contracting Officer Technical Representative (COTR) in the CGA.  The COTR and the ACO need to meet early in the transition process to determine relevant reporting procedures.

During the transition process, the CSD will receive monthly reports on the progress of the transition.  The Requiring Activity should alert the CSD of any critical issues/problems for purposes of keeping management informed and as lessons learned for future studies.  

Roles and responsibilities can become confusing at this stage and should be clarified as the PA begins the first year of performance.  The PA will operate according to the requirements of the PWS and report through the CGA as illustrated below.

Figure 9.1


There should be no direct involvement between the Command and Departments (not under CA study) or between host and tenants unless identified in the PWS.  All issues will be resolved through the contract administration staff in the CGA.  All requests, correspondence, or complaints from the Command and Departments (not under CA study), as well as the host or tenants, should go directly to a designated POC in the CGA.  This will allow the CGA to maintain oversight of the PA and for the PA to perform in accordance with the terms of their contract technical and cost proposal. 

At transition start, the transition teams will be working with the CGA as it assumes full responsibility for monitoring the PA.  It is strongly recommended that a post-award conference occur to include the transition team, the CGA if established, the ACO (if performance by contractor), and the PA.  The post-decision PWS review consists of a line-by-line review of the PWS (or contract if performance by contractor), Transition Plan, and Transition Schedule.  It will also address issue resolution, dispute avoidance, and alternative dispute resolution.  This will ensure all parties have a shared understanding and agreement at the beginning of the transition period; systems, records and government-provided equipment and resources will be available; and that customer service will continue in a seamless fashion. 

The CGA will begin to monitor (as defined in the QASP) the PA at the beginning of performance.  The purpose of this monitoring is typical contract administration which includes ensuring compliance with the terms of the PWS requirements, processing payments, negotiating change orders, providing technical direction, inspecting and evaluating quality control, and, eventually, contract closeout.  The QASP, which should have been thoroughly reviewed earlier, will be implemented by the CGA through the following actions:

· Scheduling surveillance (monthly inspections and validation of customer complaints)

· Measuring performance (collecting and analyzing data)

· Documenting performance (surveillance logs, complaint records, discrepancy reports)

· Updating the QASP (collection method modification, reduced/increased inspections)

The CGA must document the PA’s service performance or discrepancy in a report to the ACO within five (5) working days of any discrepancy identified during surveillance.  Performance must be documented to provide a legal basis to take action.  Informal or anecdotal evidence cannot be used to issue performance awards (if part of the PWS/solicitation) or to initiate performance deficiency corrective actions.  If a contractor is providing satisfactory or unsatisfactory service performance, the ACO will notify the designated KO upon receipt of the performance report.  The KO will request that the contractor take corrective action and reserves the right to terminate the contract for lack of corrective action.  If a MEO is providing service, the CGA will request the MEO take corrective action for unsatisfactory service performance.

The Requiring Activity will advise the CSD when MEO or contractor performance is unsatisfactory and what methods are being proposed for corrective actions.  The CSD is responsible for informing the Director of problems in this area.  The CSD will schedule VTCs, as needed, to discuss issues.

The Requiring Activity will provide a monthly report throughout the transition period to the CSD, starting with the first month of transition.  Each report will contain information relating to the progress of the transition.

If a contractor or MEO defaults or is otherwise terminated, the Requiring Activity will take necessary actions to prevent mission stoppage.  Types of action could include authorizing temporary in-house or ISSA performance, use of reserves or other contractor support if established at that time.   The Requiring Activity will coordinate any anticipated default or termination actions with the Director of Operations (J-3) through the CSD prior to taking those actions.

9.2.2 Post-MEO Performance Review

DLA will comply with the OMB Circular A-76 Revised Supplemental Handbook, Part I, Chapter 3, Paragraph L, Post-MEO Performance Review, and is required to formally review, at least 20 percent of all MEOs resulting from their A-76 cost comparisons.  However, DLA will review each MEO after the first year of performance to ensure MEO performance is on track and not at risk unless otherwise directed by the Director of Logistics Operations (J-3).  Post-MEO Performance Reviews will be conducted at the direction of the Director for Internal Review (J-308) who will provide a report back through the CSD to the Requiring Activity.  These reviews will be performed not before the end of the first full year of MEO performance and will independently assess the following four MEO areas.  The Post-MEO Performance Review verifies:  

· That the MEO was implemented in accordance with the Transition Plan and TPP (measured in terms of achieving the FTE, grade structure, and the subcontract support included in the Transition Plan and TPP); 

· That the MEO performed all the required services of the PWS (measured in terms of workload, responsiveness and quality of work); 
· That the MEO actual costs conformed to those within the IHCE (as determined by an analysis of actual labor and material costs against personnel, material, and other specifically attributable costs on the final CCF, and allowing for adjustments stated in the PWS/solicitation (which are generally plus or minus 5 - 10 percent) or documented scope of work changes); and
· That the MEO provided proper and adequate documentation of deviations.    

In addition, the IRO will review the monitoring procedures of the Requiring Activity to ensure that the MEO is being held to the standards agreed to at implementation.

A period of time consistent with that given to a contractor may be given to the MEO to correct any service performance deficiencies found.  Failure to correct deficiencies that would individually or in aggregate invalidate the original cost comparison or any finding of a significant deviation from the requirements of the PWS may result in reversing the A-76 competition decision.  As with contract default, if the formal Post-MEO Performance Review identifies a failure to perform, including failure to implement the MEO as provided by the Transition Plan and TPP, the contracting officer is required to award the work to the next lowest offeror, if feasible.  If award to the best value contractor is not feasible, the KO will immediately re-solicit to conduct a revised and updated cost comparison.  

HQ DLA CSD will make available an annual list of DLA Post-MEO Performance Reviews.  This list will identify the total number of cost comparisons completed by DLA since the issuance of the OMB Circular A-76 Revised Supplemental Handbook and the number of Post-MEO Performance Reviews completed.    

Table 9.2 is an example summary page of Post-MEO Performance Review:
Table 9.2

	Example Summary Page of Post-MEO Review

	Section B.  Implementation IAW the Transition Plan

	FTE in Transition Plan
	Actual FTE
	Evaluation of Difference

	(e.g. 186)
	(e.g. 185)
	(e.g.. Transition Plan was implemented)

	Section C.  Performance of the Services of the PWS

	Summary of PWS Performance
	Summary of Actual Performance
	Evaluation

	Workload
	Quality
	Timeliness
	Workload
	Quality
	Timeliness
	

	(e.g. 2000 job orders, 500 work orders
	Less than 2% complaint rate
	Within 20 days for job orders, 30 days for work orders
	(e.g. 1789 job orders, 432 work orders)
	(e.g.3% complaint rate)
	(e.g. Within 30 days for job orders, 45 days for work orders)
	(e.g. Minor improvements required, corrections taken)

	Section D.  Compare Actual and Estimated Costs

	Summarized Costs
	In-House Cost Estimate
	Actual Cost
	Evaluation of Differences

	Personnel Cost
	(e.g. $2,250,000)
	(e.g. $2,000,000)
	Result of fully implementing Transition Plan

	Material and Supply Costs
	(e.g. $7,591,224)
	(e.g.$6,000,000)
	No significant differences

	Other Specifically Attributable Costs
	(e.g. $ 300,000)
	(e.g. $312,788)
	No significant differences


9.3 CHECKLISTS FOR KEY PLAYERS

	 Key Player
	Tasks

	Continuing Government Activity (CGA)
	· Implement the QASP by

· Scheduling surveillance (monthly inspections and validation of customer complaints

· Measuring performance (collecting and analyzing data)

· Providing documented performance to the CGA COR (surveillance logs, complaint records, discrepancy reports)

· Updating the QASP (collection method modification, reduced/ increased inspections)

	CGA Contracting Officer Representative (COR)
	· Continue to update the ACO of contractor’s performance 

· Notifies/requests correction action (if needed) of the MEO

	Contracting Official (KO)
	· Notifies/requests correction action (if needed) of the contractor

	IRO 
	· Conducts formal post-MEO Performance Reviews 

	MEO
	· Documents and obtains approval for any required deviations from the PWS or Management Plan


CHAPTER 10: STUDY COSTS

10.1 OVERVIEW

A-76 study costs are those costs directly associated with the conduct of an A-76 study for a single or multi-function operation.  Study costs are tracked and maintained in the DLA CAMIS from the time a study is announced to the point when an MEO or a private contractor has completed the performance period of the study.   Within the DoD, the performance period is typically five years: a base year and four option years.   DLA typically uses a performance period of five years; a three-year base and one two-year option.  

A-76 study costs do not include those costs associated with the overall management of the competitive sourcing program of the Agency, such as A-76 policy and guidance, strategic planning and POA&M development, development and maintenance of the Agency A-76 Web Library & Directory, DoD liaison, and the DoD Commercial and Inherently Governmental Activities Inventory.

10.2 DESCRIPTION OF KEY TASKS
10.2.1 Budgeting for an A-76 Study

In addition to the cost of salaries and benefits associated with Government personnel who work on an A-76 study, travel and training associated with MEO development and source selection evaluation teams, and contracting office support, additional monies are typically needed to pay for consultants to assist the Requiring Activity Commercial Activities Program Office (CAPO) in developing PWSs, QASPs, MEOs, etc.  The typical budget-planning figure used by the Agency for consultant support, travel, and TDY is $4,000 per announced study FTE.  Contact the CSD for current year dollar amounts.

10.2.2 Tracking and Monitoring A-76 Study Costs

To the extent that it is possible, study costs should be directly attributable to a particular study on a monthly basis.  However, in some cases this may not always be possible, such as when a consultant is used to provide support for PWS and MEO development for several studies.  In those cases, the costs should be allocated on per-study, per-FTE per-month basis.

For the purpose of calculating net savings, gross costs will include direct study costs that are entered into CAMIS and other true costs not captured by CAMIS.  Those costs include separation other than severance, Government transition, and the CGA.  Gross savings are calculated from the difference in cost between the pre-study in-house operation and the post-study MEO or contractor over the performance period of the PWS, after adjusting for changes in workload.  Net savings are calculated by subtracting gross costs from gross savings.  Study costs per FTE are calculated using direct study costs divided by the number of FTEs announced for a study.

The flowchart below shows the flow of A-76 study cost gathering, using the Defense Distribution Center as an example:

A-76 Study Cost Data Flowchart























10.2.3 Commercial Activities Management Information System (CAMIS)  

The CSD (J-374) is responsible for administering and validating the DLA A-76 study records in the DoD CAMIS.  CAMIS is a DoD-wide interactive database-of-record web application that can be accessed by the CAPO at the Field Activity levels, CSD (J-374), and the Resource Management Requirements and Assessment Division (J-381).  CAMIS is used to answer all questions from Congress or DoD regarding DLA's execution of its A-76 commercial activity studies through the appropriate number of annual performance periods.  Input and review is limited to Requiring Activities CAPOs.  Requiring Activities will forward study cost updates to the Resource Management Requirements and Assessment Division (J-381) on a monthly basis.  J-381 factors in all HQ DLA costs, and then forwards the completed update to the Requiring Activity CAPOs.  They will post the data onto the OSD CAMIS web portal.  Requiring Activities’ Commercial Activity Program Managers are responsible for reviewing all CAMIS entries and updates.  The Requiring Activity CAPO is responsible for the timely updates and accuracy of their study data into CAMIS. 

Each competitive sourcing initiative (i.e., standard cost comparison, streamlined cost comparison, direct conversion, cost comparison waiver) will have a CAMIS record that tracks execution and savings.  Each initiative record has an “Initiative Administration” section that identifies information associated with CAMIS record maintenance and four separate phases to track the initiative.  The major sections are:


Initiative Administration:  Administrative information and initiative status regarding the specific DoD CAMIS record.


Phase 1 – Start Up:  This phase includes the CAMIS data required to create and begin an initiative.  The last element in this phase is the public announcement.


Phase 2 – In-Progress:  This phase includes the CAMIS data related to performing the initiative.  It begins with the establishment of the PWS and Management Plan Study Teams and ends with the submission of the private sector offers.


Phase 3 – Decision:  This phase includes the CAMIS data to document decision actions beginning with the tentative decision, includes resolution of all disputes, and ends with the announcement of the final decision.


Phase 4 – Post Decision:  This phase includes CAMIS data that tracks the actual execution of a final cost comparison decision.  It includes transition actions, service provider information, and post-MEO review information.

10.3 CHECKLISTS FOR KEY PLAYERS

	 Key Player
	Tasks

	Requiring Activity Commercial Activity Program Office
	· Track study costs at Requiring Activity level undergoing study and Requiring Activity Headquarters

· Organization undergoing study enters costs via Defense Business Management System (DBMS) daily

· Field Activity Headquarters enters costs via ABC monthly

· Field Activity Headquarters spreads those costs not directly attributable to a particular study on per study per-FTE basis

· Forwards study costs and other true costs not tracked by CAMIS to J-381 on a monthly basis

· Tracks certain costs, such as travel, severance pay, PCS and health benefits

	Resource Management Requirements and Assessment Division (J-381)
	· Tracks study costs at DLA Headquarters level via ABC and by spreading those costs not directly attributable to a particular study on per-study, per-FTE basis

· Combines DLA Headquarters and Field Activity’s study costs and forwards study costs to J-374 for entry into CAMIS

· Tracks net savings for studies, both on a per-study basis and on a per-study, per-FTE basis

	CSD (J-374)
	· Enters study cost updates into CAMIS


CHAPTER 11: Streamlined cost comparison & Direct Conversion to contract

11.1 OVERVIEW

When a Requiring Activity identifies small functions that are commercial in nature, yet do not fit into a larger A-76 study, the functions may be studied as a Streamlined Cost Comparison or a Direct Conversion.  A Streamlined Cost Comparison is limited to a Government in-house commercial activity of 65 or less FTE.  A Direct Conversion is limited to a Government in-house commercial activity of 10 or less FTE, commercial activities of 11 or more FTE if “all” directly affected employees can be reassigned to other comparable Federal positions for which they are qualified; and any commercial activities of any size if the contract is awarded to a preferential procurement source at a fair market price.

11.2 APPROVALS (STEPS)

The following steps must be taken before conducting either a Streamlined Cost Comparison or a Direct Conversion:

Step 1:  The Requiring Activity will submit candidates for review by the CSD who will coordinate approval by the J-3 Director.  The Requiring Activity must clearly establish what the product or service is and how much of it is required.  

Step 2:  The Requiring Activity develops a timeline early in the process.  Because this is a streamlined process, the timeline consists primarily of planning the procurement and the transition processes.

Step 3:  DLA may choose to notify Congress before approving any Streamlined Cost Comparison or Direct Conversion requests.  

11.3 STREAMLINED COST COMPARISON

A Streamlined Cost Comparison is limited to activities that meet the following criteria:

· The activity under study involves 65 FTE or less;

· The activity will compete largely on labor and material cost, activities where no significant capital asset purchases are required, or for which all equipment required will be Government furnished/contractor operated;

· The Government and/or private sector commonly contract this type of activity (as evidenced by at least four comparable DLA contracts of the same general type and scope).

In no case will the Requiring Activities modify, reorganize, divide, or in any way change a competitive sourcing study of 66 or more FTE to circumvent the requirements to conduct a full study.

11.3.1 Streamlined Cost Comparison Procedures

The Streamlined Cost Comparison assumes that an existing fixed-price contract can be used with only minor modification to define the scope of the competition and to avoid the need for the development of a new or original PWS or a formal solicitation. The employee participation and notification provisions of a full study apply.  The Government in-house bid will base its in-house costs on the current organization under study. 

The Government's in-house Labor and Material costs (Lines 1 and 2 of the Streamlined A-76 Cost Comparison Form (SCCF) shown in Appendix C12 of this guidebook) will be calculated in accordance with a Full Cost Comparison Study (as described in Chapter 5 of this guidebook).  Overhead costs will be calculated as provided by a full study for Line 4.  Any contract support costs normally included in Line 5 of a full study will be calculated.  No other in-house costs will be calculated.  The full study provisions for an IR apply (as described in Chapter 4 of this guidebook).  Upon acceptance by the DLA’s A-76 IRO, the SCCF will be sealed and submitted to the KO. 

Upon receipt of the SCCF, the KO will develop a range of contract cost estimates based upon not less than four comparable service contracts or ISSA offers.  Adjustments for differences in scope may be necessary.  The KO is not required to issue a solicitation for bids from the private sector.  If, however, the KO finds that four comparable contracts or ISSA offers are not available, the KO may issue a solicitation for bids and DLA may conduct a cost comparison.

At cost comparison, the SCCF will be compared with any ISSA offers and the range of estimated contract costs developed by the KO.  The range of estimated contract costs will then be adjusted for the cost of contract administration and Federal tax impacts.  In calculating the Adjusted Total Costs, the minimum conversion differential will be added to the total cost of contract or ISSA performance if the cost comparison is being conducted to determine if an activity should be converted from in-house operation to contract or ISSA performance.  If the comparison is being conducted to determine if an activity should be converted from contract or ISSA performance to in-house operation, the differential is added to the total cost of in-house performance. 

If the Government's Adjusted Total IHCE is greater than the range of Adjusted Total Contract or ISSA Cost estimates, the KO will announce a tentative decision to contract or enter into an ISSA.  Upon notification of adversely affected Federal employees and publication of this tentative decision in the GPE, the A-76 AAP outlined in Chapter 7 of this guidebook will be initiated.  

If the Government's Adjusted Total IHCE is below or within the range of Adjusted Total Contract or ISSA Cost estimates, the KO will announce a tentative decision that the activity will be performed in-house.  Again, upon notification of Federal employees and publication of the tentative decision in the GPE, the A-76 AAP will be initiated.  Activities to be performed or retained in-house as a result of a Streamlined Cost Comparison will be subjected to a one-year decision performance review. 

11.4 DIRECT CONVERSION  

A Direct Conversion is limited to activities that meet the following criteria:

· The Requiring Activity has first considered alternatives to a Direct Conversion of a function involving 10 or fewer FTE, such as incorporating with related functions under a commercial activity study at the same Requiring Activity.  Generally, in-house staffing should be calculated in terms of productive work hours to determine qualification of 10 FTE or less.  The number of productive work hours required is converted to the number of FTE needed.  For full-time and part-time positions, estimate the total hours required by skill and divide by 1,776 annual available hours to determine the number of FTE positions.  For intermittent positions to be expressed in FTE, estimate total hours required by skill and divide by 2,007 annual available hours to determine the number of FTE positions.  The productive hours exclude annual leave, sick leave, administrative leave, training and other nonproductive hours.

· The activities of 11 or more FTE can reassign “all” directly affected employees or to a preferential procurement source.

· The activities of 11 or more FTE can reassign “all” directly affected employees to other comparable Federal positions for which they are qualified.

· Commercial activities of any size  if the contract is awarded to a preferential procurement source at a fair market price.

· The Requiring Activity has not reorganized, divided, or in any way changed functions for the purpose of qualifying as a Direct Conversion.

· The KO has determined that offerors can provide the required level of service and quality at reasonable prices and has obtained the approval of the Director, J-3.

· The IHCE can be prepared in accordance with the DoD Costing Manual with the following exceptions:

· Cost for in-house performance excludes line 3,4, and 5 of the CCF

· Cost for contract performance excludes line 9, 10, and 11 of the CCF

· The conversion differential line 14 of the CCF is excluded

· Except for conversion to JWOD agencies, National Industries for the Blind (NIB)/National Industries for the Severely Handicapped (NISH), Right of First Refusal applies to employees adversely affected

11.4.1 Direct Conversion Implementation

11.4.1.1 Employee Notifications  

Once the Director approves the initiation of a Direct Conversion, the Requiring Activity should notify the affected employees and their representatives officially prior to any press release or other public announcement.  

11.4.1.2 Direct Conversion Approaches

Preferential procurement sources must be considered as sources to perform the work under a direct conversion.  Preferential procurement sources include the workshops administered by the Committee for Purchase from the Blind and Other Severely Handicapped under the JWOD Act and the Alaskan, Native Hawaiian, or American Indian firms.  If there are no qualified candidates among the preferential procurement sources, DLA can use one of two approaches for Direct Conversion.  The first is to perform an Abbreviated Direct Conversion where a market survey is used to compare the Government cost with private sector providers.  It does not require a development of a PWS and the issuance of a solicitation.  The alternative is to perform a Direct Conversion where a PWS is developed and a solicitation is issued.

11.4.1.2.1 Full Direct Conversion Comparison Approach

If the DLA CSD J-3 elects not to approve an Abbreviated Direct Conversion, a technical requirements document is developed and a solicitation is then issued.  The advantage to the Full Direct Conversion approach is that all interested offerors get a chance to participate; the disadvantage is that it takes more time to complete than the Abbreviated Direct Conversion Cost Comparison approach.

Any type of performance-based technical requirements document may be used (e.g., PWS, Statement of Objective [SOO], Statement of Need [SON], Performance Requirements Document [PRD], Statement of Work [SOW], Technical Requirements Document [TRD], etc.).  The objective is to ensure the document includes all relevant information (e.g., services required and standards of performance).  The technical requirements document should be performance oriented, specifying what outputs or measures are desired, and limiting directions as to how the results are achieved.  The technical requirements document should not limit options available for providing the required service or otherwise unnecessarily restrict participation in the cost comparison process.  The TRD should adopt and apply commercial standards (when they exist) to the acquisition. 

Solicitation:  After the TRD is developed, the KO issues a solicitation and selects the most advantageous contract/ISSA offer for comparison against the IHCE.  The solicitation will include the statement, “The solicitation will be canceled if contract/ISSA offers received are higher than the cost of current in-house operations.”  There are six steps in the solicitation process.

Step 1:  Issue the solicitation.

Step 2:  Select the most advantageous contract/ISSA offer.  

Step 3:  Upon selection of a contract/ISSA offer to compete against the Government Cost Estimate, the KO enters the contract price on the Simplified CCF and returns it to the Human Resources Office.  Appendix C13 provides a Simplified CCF for recording the estimated costs. 

Step 4:  The Human Resources Office completes the Simplified CCF adding the actual contract price provided by the KO, obtains an IR by the financial management office, and returns the Simplified CCF to the KO.  

Step 5:  The KO then reviews the completed Simplified CCF and announces the results of the cost comparison.  

Step 6:  

· If the result of the comparison indicates the conversion will be cost effective, a contract is awarded.  

· If the comparison indicates the conversion will not be cost effective and the CA impacts a total of 10 or less total manpower authorizations, the CA is retained in-house.   

Small Business, Small Disadvantaged Business, Small Business Section 8(a) and HUBZone Set Asides:  Under certain circumstances, solicitations may be “set aside” for small business, small disadvantaged business, or participants in the Section 8(a) and HUBZone programs of the Small Business Act.  A conversion from in-house to a Small Business, Small Disadvantaged Business, Small Business Section 8(a), or HUBZone Set Aside must be cost effective. 

Continued in-house performance for lack of a satisfactory commercial source may not be based on lack of response to a set-aside solicitation.  If there is a lack of satisfactory response to a set-aside solicitation, an unrestricted solicitation should be issued.  

If responsive offers were received from responsible small business offerors under a “set-aside” and the study results in an in-house decision upon comparing the current operating in-house cost to the contract offer, the decision is implemented if the number of total authorizations in the function(s) is 10 or less.  If responsive offers are received from responsible small business offers under a “set-aside” and the study results in a small business decision upon comparing the current operating in-house cost to the contract offer, the contract will be awarded.  

11.4.1.2.2 NIB/NISH/JWOD Providers Approach

Under the JWOD Act (41 USC 46-48c), the Presidential Committee for Purchase From the Blind and Severely Disabled was established to increase employment opportunities for the blind and other severely disabled.  The Committee has designated two national agencies as central nonprofit agencies to assist the Committee in administering the act:  NIB and NISH.  Additionally, the Committee may approve other qualified nonprofit agencies to furnish services to the Government.

Acquisition policies and procedures for implementing the JWOD Act are covered in FAR Part 8.7 as supplemented.  The JWOD Act requires the Government to purchase supplies or services on the Procurement List, at prices established by the Committee from JWOD participating nonprofit agencies if they are available within the contract period.  Negotiations with the NIB/NISH/JWOD provider must be conducted.  If negotiations determine the Direct Cost Conversion will be cost effective and the provider is on the NIB/NISH/JWOD Procurement List, the conversion will proceed to the NISH/NIB/JWOD provider.  If negotiations determine the Direct Conversion will not be cost effective, then the Direct Conversion will be performed using one of the Direct Conversion approaches (abbreviated or full). 

Employees affected by the conversion to NIB/NISH/JWOD providers are not entitled to the Right of First Refusal under FAR Part 52.207-3. 

11.4.1.2.3 Abbreviated Direct Conversion Approach

The Abbreviated Direct Conversion approach is used to directly convert 10 FTEs or fewer.  The KO develops an estimated contract price using market research and analysis to compare against the estimated cost of the current in-house operation.  The advantage of using this method is that it typically takes less time and it can be determined early in the Direct Conversion whether an activity should be retained in-house, whether the direct conversion should be continued, or whether a full A-76 cost comparison should be performed.  A possible disadvantage to the direct conversion approach is limiting the scope of competition.

Market Reviews - Conducting an Abbreviated Direct Conversion requires a market review of current or recently expired contracts/ISSAs in the local area that will provide insight into the types of services available commercially.  A good rule of thumb is to obtain a minimum of three, but no more than four suppliers.  The market review process will provide essential costing information that will aid in completing the cost comparison.  Two types of market reviews can be performed:  collecting existing or recently expired contracts or ISSAs, and "Interview" local area suppliers.

Abbreviated Direct Conversion Analysis - A description of the costs associated with the performance of the in-house function needs to be calculated.  Conducting a mini cost analysis (referred to as a simplified cost comparison) will assist in determining if the in-house function is competitive with outside contractors or other ISSAs.  The cost data to be collected includes personnel costs, direct overhead costs, direct materials cost, and existing support contracts over $500.

The steps outlined below provide a guide for developing the simplified cost analysis.  (Appendix C13 provides a Simplified CCF for recording the estimated costs):

· In-House Personnel (Labor) Costs:  The current costs of all direct in-house labor and supervision that are necessary to perform the service or provide the product should be documented.  When including supervision, calculate only those resources that are devoted to the function that is being studied.  If the supervisors are shared across functions, their portion of labor should be included.  Costs will be determined according to the guidelines in OMB Circular Number A-76 Revised Supplemental Handbook.

The personnel costs in the simplified cost comparison will include salaries, wages, and fringe benefits.  Also, inflation factors will be applied.  Other entitlements such as shift differential for Federal Wage System employees, and other pay such as overtime, shift differential for GS employees, or Sunday premium pay should be included where applicable.

When applying the inflation factors, ensure current inflation factors are used.  For additional costing information on personnel costs, refer to the OMB Circular Number A-76 Revised Supplemental Handbook, Part II, Chapter 2, Section B and Chapter 6 of this guidebook.  Add totals in box 1A of the Simplified CCF.  Calculate the current inflation factor.  Add computation results to box 2A of the Simplified CCF.

· In-House Material Costs:  Material costs will be determined by obtaining historical records from the past year.  Obtain any automated reports that indicate the cost of materials for the function.  Obtain and record the sources of the material information for any future questions regarding the material costs.  Transfer the result of your computation onto Box 3A of the Simplified CCF.  

· In-House Overhead:  Upon completing the calculations of the personnel and materials costs, the overhead costs will be applied.  The overhead costs consists of salaries, equipment, space and other activities related to management, accounting, personnel, legal support, data processing management, and similar common services performed outside the function but in direct support of the function.

Apply the overhead rate of 12 percent as referenced in the OMB Circular Number A-76 Revised Supplemental Handbook, Part II, Chapter 2, Section E.  Add the result to box 4A of Appendix C13.  Total Column A and place total in 5A of the Simplified CCF.

· Contract/ISSA Costing:  After completing the Market Review process, a competitive range of costs can be established for use on the cost comparison.  If there are current comparable contracts/ISSAs in place, use the bids for the estimated costs.  If not, the rates, unit of measure, and other information gathered from interviewing local suppliers will provide the necessary information to estimate the contract costs for the products or services.  Enter the data in boxes 6B, 6C, and 6D of the simplified CCF each of the three estimates.

· Contract Administration Costs:  If the function goes to contract/ISSA, the costs associated with administering the contract will be incurred and, therefore, should also be calculated.  The OMB Circular Number A-76 Revised Supplemental Handbook, Part II, Chapter 3, Section C authorizes 0.5 administrative positions for a 10-and-Under Study.  The Human Resource office can provide guidance for the classification of the authorized positions based on duties and responsibilities appropriate to the function.  Record the values in boxes 7B, 7C, and 7D of the Simplified CCF for each of the three estimates. 

Sum lines 6 and 7 of Appendix C13 for each of the three estimates and record the values in boxes 8B-D of the Simplified CCF.

Upon conclusion of the above steps, in-house and contractor estimated costs have been captured.  

Decision-Making Process

The KO performs the cost comparison by recording the number from 5A on line 9A of the Simplified CCF.

Identify the lowest and highest contract/ISSA cost values in boxes 8B, 8C, and 8D of Appendix C13 to develop the range and record the range on line 9 under columns B, C, and D of the Simplified CCF.

At this point, all of the in-house estimated costs have been calculated.  The contract/ISSA estimated costs should be arrayed into a contract/ISSA range.

Decision Factor:  If the in-house costs fall below the contract/ISSA range, the function should remain in-house. 

Decision Factor:  If the in-house costs are above the contract/ISSA range, the function should be converted to contract/ISSA.
The KO announces the decision after answering the following questions to determine whether to keep the function in-house or going outside via contract or ISSA: 

Has the in-house function historically provided quality service or a quality product to its customers?

Decision Factor:  If the in-house function consistently provided a quality product or service to the customers, then consideration should be made to keep the function in-house.
Has the in-house function historically had problems maintaining personnel?

Decision Factor:  If the in-house function has a rather frequent turnover of employees, or the quality of the product or service provided has been poor, consider contracting the function.
Has the in-house function historically had problems providing the service or product?

Decision Factor:  If the service or product is not efficiently being provided to the customer, consider contracting the function.

.  

11.5 CHECKLISTS FOR KEY PLAYERS

	 Key Player
	Tasks

	Requiring Activity 
	· Submits request for Direct Cost Conversion or Streamlined Cost Comparison to J-374

	Director, DLA
	· Approves decision to proceed with Streamlined Cost Comparison study

· Approval authority for direct conversion

	Director J-3
	· Approval authority for Streamlined Cost Comparison

	Contracting Officer (KO)
	· Determines whether the private sector performance of a CA is satisfactory or unsatisfactory

· Determines whether fair and reasonable prices can be obtained

	J-374
	· Receives request for Streamlined Cost Comparison studies and coordinates for HQ approval

· Enters cost information into CAMIS

	J-381
	· Tracks study cost and net savings


Appendix A:  Minimum Training Standards

	Position/ Office
	Knowledge Background
	Recommended Training

	Source Selection Authority (SSA)
	· Acquisition process 

· Familiarity withA-76 Process and regulations

· The operations under competition

· DLA A-76 roles and responsibilities 
	Introduction to OMB Circular A-76

A-76 Executive Overview

Acquisition Executive Overview

	Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC)
	· Knowledge of RFP, including Sections C, L, and M

· Familiarity with Source Selection procedures and evaluation criteria

· DLA A-76 Roles and Responsibilities

· Familiarity withA-76 Process and Regulations
	Overview briefing of operations under study

Introduction to OMB Circular A-76

A-76 Executive Overview

Source Selection Training



	Administrative Appeal Authority
	· Familiarity with A-76 process and regulations
	A-76 Executive Overview

Introduction to OMB Circular A-76

*Course on appeal process with case studies and applicable GAO decisions

	Cost Evaluation Board (CEB) Members
	· Familiarity with solicitation, including, CLIN structure and content

· Familiarity with conducting discussions
	Contract Pricing

Contract Cost Price Analysis

	Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG)
	· Familiarity with the operation under study 

· Familiarity with A-76 Process and regulations

· Understanding of past performance evaluation process

· Knowledge of the RFP including Sections C, L, and M
	Source selection roles and responsibilities

Team Building

Past performance training



	Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB)


	· Familiarity with operations under study  

· Knowledge of RFP, including Section L and the PWS 

· Familiarity with Source Selection procedures and evaluation criteria 

· Familiarity with CLIN structure and content

· Familiarity with A-76 Process and regulations

· Understanding of oral presentation process as applicable
	Source selection roles and responsibilities

Conducting oral presentations

Team Building

Source Selection Training, to include conducting oral presentations and evaluating written proposals

Recommend exercises on learning how to express strengths as tangible benefits (value) and weakness as tangible liabilities (Critical for BVO decisions) 

	Contracting Officer (KO)


	· Familiarity with solicitations, preparation, DOL wage determinations, evaluation of proposals, and cost comparisons

· Familiarity with the operations under competition

· Know how to conduct oral presentations

· Familiarity with A-76 Process and regulations

· Conflict of Interest/Ethics Issues
	· Team Building

· A-76 Executive Overview

· Performance Work Statement

· Competition and Source Selection

· Procurement Integrity

· Source Selection Roles and Responsibilities

· To ensure the execution of various disciplines, the KO should take a selection of courses that covers all disciplines discussed herein (as may be appropriate for that KO's knowledge base)

	Contracting Specialist (CS)

	· Familiarity with solicitations, preparation, DOL wage determinations, evaluation of proposals, and cost comparisons

· Familiarity with the RFP process

· Familiarity with the operations under competition 

· Familiarity with A-76 Process and regulations

· Familiarity with conducting oral presentations
	· A-76 Executive Overview

· Performance Work Statement

· Competition and Source Selection

· To ensure the execution of various disciplines, the CS should take a selection of courses that covers all the disciplines discussed herein (as may be appropriate)

	Independent Review Official (IRO) and Team Members


	· Know how to prepare for and conduct independent review

· Familiarity with the PWS, Management Plan, Technical Performance Plans (TTP) and Transition Plans (TP)

· Understanding of workload data collection and validation methods

· Knowledge of the Independent Review Process

· Knowledge of the A-76 Process and Regulations

· Familiarity with A-76 Roles and Responsibilities

· Familiarity with the facility under study

· Familiarity with functional operations and policies

· Familiarity with Solicitation-all sections

· Familiarity with MEO organizations

· Familiarity with Cost Comparisons

· Familiarity with the A-76 legal environment

· Familiarity with post-MEO procedures
	· Contractor Officer Representative Training and certification

· COMPARE
· Introduction to OMB Circular A-76

· A-76 Overview

· Independent Review Process

· MEO Organizations

· Cost Analysis

· Relevant Functional Training



	Most Efficient Organization (MEO) Certifying Official
	· Familiarity with the operation under study 

· Familiarity with inherently government function vice commercial functions

· Familiarity with A-76 Process and regulations

· Familiarity with MEO process and structure
	· Management Plan Components

· MEO Development/Strategies

· Team Building

· Proposal Preparation

· A-76 Executive Overview

	General Counsel / A-76 Legal Advisors
	· Familiarity with the A-76 Process and regulations

· DLA A-76 Roles and Responsibilities

· Familiarity with law in assigned area

· Familiarity with A-76 case law

· Conflict of Interest/Ethics Issues
	· Introduction to OMB Circular A-76

· A-76 Executive Overview

· Training in assigned area of expertise



	A-76 Program Management Personnel


	· Familiarity with function under competition

· Familiarity with DLA Policy

· Familiarity with the roles and responsibilities of the SSEB, PRAG, SSAC, and SSA

· DLA Roles and Responsibilities

· Conflict of Interest/ Ethics Issues

· Familiarity with A-76 Process and regulations

· Transition Planning

· Lessons Learned
	· Introduction to OMB Circular A-76

· A-76 Executive Overview

· Training in assigned area of expertise (Management Plan Development, Writing a Performance Based Contract, etc.)

	PWS Team Members
	· Familiarity with function under competition

· Familiarity with DLA Policy

· Familiarity with A-76 Process and regulations

· DLA Roles and Responsibilities

· Conflict of Interest/ Ethics Issues

· Developing a PWS strategy

· Transition Planning

· Lessons Learned
	· Introduction to OMB Circular A-76

· Team Building

· PWS Development

· QASP Development

· Data Collection

· Job Analysis

	Most Efficient Organization (MEO) - Team Members
	· Familiarity with OSD Cost Manual

· Developing an MEO bid strategy

· Familiarity with operations under study

· Familiarity with A-76 Process and regulations

· DLA Roles and Responsibilities
	· Team Building

· In-House Cost Estimate

· COMPARE
· MEO Development/Strategies

· Job Analysis

· Management Plan Development

· Technical Performance Plan Development

· Transition Planning

· Introduction to OMB Circular A-76

	Human Resources Customer Support Office (HRCS) Reps
	· Familiarity with operations under study

· Familiarity with local union agreements

· Employee rights under A-76

· Conflicts of Interest/Ethics

· Familiarity withA-76 Process and regulations

· Employee welfare 

· Workforce orientation
	· Introduction to OMB Circular A-76

· A-76 Executive Overview

	J-1
	· Familiarity with operations under study

· Familiarity with local union agreements

· Employee rights under A-76

· Conflicts of Interest/Ethics

· DLA Roles and Responsibilities

· Familiarity with A-76 Process and Regulations

· Employee welfare

· Workforce orientation
	· Introduction to OMB Circular A-76

· A-76 Executive Overview



	J-3/J-4
	· Familiarity with operations under study

· Familiarity with local union agreements

· Employee rights under A-76

· Conflicts of Interest/Ethics

· DLA Roles and Responsibilities

· Familiarity with A-76 Process and Regulations
	· PWS Development
· MEO Development

· Transition Planning and Implementation

· Source Selection Process Overview


APPENDIX B:  RELEASE OF INFORMATION
In public-private competitions, access to information is critical.  However, personnel need to be aware of limitations on the access and dissemination of information.  Federal law makes it a crime to disclose a company’s trade secrets, processes, operations, and procurement-sensitive and other confidential information without permission.  Release of this or other information may result in an unfair competitive advantage for the recipient of the information.  To further the overall policy of maintaining a level playing field in the public-private competition, the following discussion offers some guidelines on what information should be available to the public, employees, support contractors, and potential competing contractors.  Several areas that merit attention include the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) procedures and guidance; the handling of procurement-sensitive information; nondisclosure statements; protective marking of information as For Official Use Only (FOUO); additional safeguards to avoid improper release and posting of material on the DLA A-76 Web site.  

Freedom of Information Act 

FOIA generally provides that any person has a statutory right to access Federal agency records, except to the extent that such records or portions are protected from disclosure by a FOIA exemption or a FOIA special law enforcement exclusion.  Moreover, the FOIA exemptions provide a framework for making policy decisions on whether or not to release information.  FOIA’s exemptions and exclusions have balanced the public’s right to know about the workings of its government with the competing interests concerned with the preservation of the confidentiality of sensitive personal, commercial, and Government information. 

In the area of public-private competitions, Government employees will likely receive many requests for information, some of which may be exempt from mandatory disclosure.  Some requests may be received for information that is not even accessible under FOIA, such as: the personal notes of an individual (provided they are not shared, filed with official records, or used in the decision-making process); a person's memory; documents not yet created; and personal calendars and phone logs.  

Information requests may not always come in the form of a written FOIA request. Employees should be careful not to provide information requested in a more casual manner such as over the phone, in person, or by e-mail.  Employees should respond to verbal or e-mail requests by referring the requestor to the FOIA Manager.  Questions or concerns about A-76 information requests should be addressed to the local Office of Counsel and the local FOIA program office. Most release of information issues can only be addressed on a case-by-case basis with specific factual details known.  

Although not comprehensive, the following is a short list of the FOIA exemptions most likely to be relevant. 

· Exemption 1:  Classified Information.  It is unlikely that we will receive classified information relating to the public-private competition process or receive requests for classified information. 

· Exemption 2:  Internal administrative and personnel matters where release would risk circumvention of agency regulations, impede effectiveness, etc. 

· Exemption 3:  Documents that another Federal statute specifically orders not to be disclosed.  Examples:  41 U.S.C. 423 (Procurement Integrity) prohibits release of some procurement information during negotiations; 10 USC 2305(g) prohibits release of proposals submitted in response to a solicitation unless the proposal has been incorporated by reference within a contract. 

These statutes may also carry a civil or criminal penalty for release. The Procurement Integrity Act, as amended, prohibits employees having access to “source selection information” from releasing that information before a final decision, that is, before the decision is made whether the work is to remain in-house or is to be contracted out. Employees involved in the source selection process will sign a statement acknowledging the limitations on disclosure and the penalties for improper release.   The following are some examples of information that should be considered and marked as source selection information: 

· Management plan

· Most efficient organization

· In-house cost estimate

· Bid prices or proposed prices or costs

· Source selection plans

· Technical evaluation plans

· Technical evaluation of proposals

· Cost or price evaluations of proposals

· Competitive range determinations

· Rankings of bids, proposals 

· Reports and evaluations of source selection panels, boards, or advisory panels

· Other information marked as “SOURCE SELECTION INFORMATION-SEE FAR 3.104” 

Information marked as “SOURCE SELECTION SENSITIVE” is based on a case-by-case determination by the agency head or designee or by the contracting officer that its disclosure would jeopardize the integrity or successful completion of the Federal agency procurement.  This would include information that, if disclosed, would put the in-house bid at a competitive disadvantage. 

The unauthorized release of source selection information may subject the offending employee (as well as the recipient of the information) to a fine, imprisonment of up to 5 years, and a civil penalty that may exceed $50,000.  Also, employees should note that unauthorized release of this information to competitors could put the in-house bid at a disadvantage.  Potential offerors seeking information should be referred to the contracting officer who may refer questions regarding the release to the local Office of Counsel and FOIA program office.   

· Exemption 4:  Proprietary or commercial information submitted by the public with the understanding it would be kept on a “confidential” basis. Examples: company assets, liabilities, and net worth; supplier and customer lists; cost of raw materials; pricing strategies; labor costs; profit ratios; etc.  The risk here is a “reverse” FOIA action, where a company sues the Government for releasing its proprietary information and shows commercial injury. 

· Exemption 5:  Internal, predecisional opinions and recommendations; Government- generated commercial information; attorney work products; and attorney-client communications.  Examples:  Opinions and recommendations not adopted; future year budget information; tentative plans to acquire services or commodities; Government cost figures/pricing strategies in an A-76 comparison; attorney evaluation of proposed plans; and draft copies of documents, provided the Government can show some harm would result from release.  The risk here is that releasing too much information may create an insurmountable competitive disadvantage for the Government MEO.   

· Exemption 6:  Personal privacy.  Examples:  Names of individuals on RIF lists; misconduct reports, performance evaluations (even favorable ones); take-home pay; personal, intimate details of a person’s life; medical condition; religious affiliation, etc.  Employees also need to be aware the Privacy Act information contained in a system of records cannot be released without the written permission of the affected individual.  Risk is civil fines. 

This is an abbreviated list.  The agency FOIA regulation is DLAR 5400.14.  It is important to remember that as documents are generated, they are likely to become the subject of FOIA requests.  As the final documents are prepared, they should be prepared with the understanding that they may be released to the public in response to a FOIA request.      

For Official Use Only (FOUO) Information
For Official Use Only (FOUO) is a protective marking designed to be applied to information considered to be exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act.  Information that has been classified in the interests of National security is excluded from the “FOUO” definition.  Keep these points in mind:

· Mark records as “FOUO” at the time of creation.  Where appropriate, the marking may contain a more specific warning (such as “Negotiation Sensitive”) to alert handlers to the special nature of the FOUO material.  A FOUO marking does not mean that the record will automatically be withheld from a FOIA requestor, but it provides the agency with notice of content and facilitates review.

· The FOUO mark is to appear on each page that contains sensitive information.  If outside covers are used, the front and back are also to be marked.

· FOUO material transmitted outside the Department of Defense requires an expanded marking to explain the significance of the FOUO legend.  Include the following statement on the document before transfer:  “This document contains information exempt from mandatory disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act.  Exemption(s).  Refer requests for this document to HQ Defense Logistics Agency, Attn:  DP, 8725 John J. Kingman Road, #2533, Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-6221.”

· After duty hours, FOUO material is to be stored to preclude unauthorized access.  

· Use DLA Form 22, For Official Use Only cover sheet, for documents.  DLA Label 1804, For Official Use Only Sticker, may be used to label disks, film canisters, and similar housing devices. 

· Further details on FOUO are contained in DLAR 5400.14, Encl. 2. 

Safeguarding Sensitive Information
Employees directly or indirectly involved with an A-76 study must safeguard sensitive information.  Employees that are directly involved with an A-76 study are required to sign non-disclosure forms addressing what information must be safeguarded and if/when release would be authorized.  The specific forms differ depending on the person's role in the process.  Employees that are not required to sign non-disclosure statements still must safeguard sensitive information.  Those whose jobs bring them in contact with information relevant to an A-76 study must remember not to discuss or disclose this information outside the agency, unless authorized.  These restrictions are to protect the competitive process, ensure all competitors have equal access to information, and preserve the integrity of the process.  Questions about release can be directed to your office of counsel or the contracting officer.

Nondisclosure Statement
All personnel involved in the public-private competitions that have access to confidential information will sign a nondisclosure and conflict of interest statement.  Basically, the nondisclosure and conflict of interest statement contains the following points:

· I acknowledge that my official duties (or contract responsibilities for a contractor employee) cause me to have access to an A-76 study.  I am aware that unauthorized disclosure of source selection or proposal information (including the Government’s management plan) could damage the integrity of this procurement and that the transmission or revelation of such information to unauthorized persons could subject me to prosecution under the Procurement Integrity Laws or under other applicable laws.

· I will not divulge, publish, or reveal by word, conduct, or any other means, such information or knowledge, except as necessary to do so in the performance of my official duties related to this study and in accordance with the laws of the United States, unless specifically authorized in writing in each and every case by a duly authorized representative of the United States Government.

· I acknowledge that the information I receive will be given only to persons specifically granted access to the procurement/proposal/source selection sensitive information and may not be further divulged without specific prior written approval from an authorized individual.

· If, at any time during this A-76 study, my participation might result in a real, apparent, possible, or potential conflict of interest, I will immediately report the circumstances to the appropriate authorized individual; i.e., Contracting Officer, local Counsel, or Source Selection Authority.

Basic Security Precautions to Avoid Accidental Releases of Potentially Sensitive Information
· Send encrypted e-mail when communicating regarding procurement sensitive documents and decisions.   Also, when responding to encrypted e-mail, make sure your communication back has the same security precautions in place.

· Make sure employees leaving Government service have been removed from mailing lists/access to Government systems and have turned over their passwords to Government computer systems and these passwords are disabled. 

· Do not leave sensitive information on desks, on your computer screen, or discuss such information in common areas of the office, cafeteria, break rooms, or bathrooms. 

· Support contractors whose work requires access to A-76 information should also sign a nondisclosure and conflict of interest statement.

· Information given to contractors will be restricted to that which is necessary to fulfill the terms of the contract.  Employees should be sensitive regarding what information they discuss with and around support contractors.  Currently, there is a DoD Standards of Conduct Office (DOD/GC-SOCO) working group creating additional guidance regarding the unique ethics questions that arise when Government employees and contractor employees are working side by side. 

· If For Official Use Only (FOUO) material is given to contractors, they will be made aware of the special protection requirements.  At contract termination, FOUO material is to be destroyed or returned to the agency. 

Web site/Clearinghouse

J-374 will establish an agency A-76 Web site for DLA.  It will be linked to our electronic FOIA homepage.  It will disseminate information that is general in nature and should reduce the number of FOIA requests.  Below are examples of what may be found on the DLA A-76 homepage.

· RFP

· Questions & Answers

· Press releases

· Links to other A-76 resources- Air Force, Army, Navy, OMB 

· Any document that is determined to be releasable under FOIA that has likelihood of repetitive requests

It is also recommended that the contracting office establish a web site for acquisition-related materials.  Information posted should include schedule(s), solicitations(s) and amendments, technical publications (directives, instructions, manuals, policy letters, etc.) referenced by a solicitation, information about pre-proposal conferences, etc. 

Appendix C:  Templates, outlines, and forms
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Template C1:  Senior Management Brief

Typically, the Commercial Activity (CA) team leader, with the support of the CA Program Manager, prepares a briefing for senior management personnel.  The objective of this briefing is to resolve key issues within the command, including the definition of the business unit to be studied, and to obtain consensus on the overall approach, key issues, and CA team assignments.  

The briefing addresses the following:

· Objective of the A-76 process 

· Completed within specified timeframes

· Costs are reduced 

· Work is performed at the levels specified in the Performance Work Statement (PWS).

· Scope of the effort – a description of the function to be studied.  If necessary, include a flow diagram of the process that clearly shows

· Start and stop points

· Staff size of the function

· Operating budget

· Organizations involved in the process.

· Assessment of command’s needs for training in the A-76 study.

· Assessment of the need for outside assistance.

· CA Communication Plan and Customer Awareness Plan
· Milestone schedule of events:  major milestones and dates—a tailored version of the A-76 with each of the steps and approximate dates.

· CA team members’ assignments and responsibilities.

· Discussion of the resource requirements required to conduct the A-76 study.

· Firewalls and the separation of PWS and MEO development personnel.

· Discussion of the organization as a competitor in the process and the resulting need to safeguard MEO information as well as current organization and staffing information.

· Study participant non-disclosure requirements and documentation.

Template C2:  Plan of Action and Milestones (POA&M) 

Template C2 contains a generic Plan of Action and Milestones for a full Cost Comparison.  Requiring Activities should work with the DLA HQ CSD and the KO to determine necessary customization.  DLA uses Microsoft Project for the POA&M.  Requiring Activity personnel responsible for maintaining the POA&M should be familiar with the software.  The “Duration” days in this template are calendar days (as opposed to business days) and do not take into account holidays.  The duration of days for the total study should not be exceeded unless warranted.  The notification schedule template for Congressional/Public Affairs Notification actions can be found in C3.  

	WBS
	TASK NAME
	DURATION

(Calendar Days)
	START
	FINISH

	0
	POA&M Calendar Day Schedule 
	651 days
	8/15/2001
	2/11/2004

	1
	Pre-Announcement Tasks
	1 day
	8/15/2001
	8/15/2001

	2
	Conduct A-76 Study
	115 days
	8/16/2001
	1/23/2002

	2.1
	Announce Study
	1 day
	8/16/2001
	8/16/2001

	2.2
	Data Collection & Analysis
	84 days
	8/30/2001
	12/25/2001

	2.2.1
	Team Training
	10 days
	8/30/2001
	9/12/2001

	2.2.2
	Data Collection and Analysis
	74 days
	9/13/2001
	12/25/2001

	2.3
	Develop PWS & QASP
	66 days
	10/24/2001
	1/23/2002

	2.3.1
	Draft PWS
	66 days
	10/24/2001
	1/23/2002

	2.3.2
	Develop Evaluation Criteria
	66 days
	10/24/2001
	1/23/2002

	2.3.3
	Draft QASP
	45 days
	11/22/2001
	1/23/2002

	3
	Program Management
	21 days
	8/17/2001
	9/14/2001

	3.1
	Assign Roles and Responsibilities
	20 days
	8/17/2001
	9/13/2001

	3.2
	Prepare Appointment Letters
	1 day
	9/14/2001
	9/14/2001

	4
	Pre-Solicitation Actions
	66 days
	8/17/2001
	11/16/2001

	4.1
	Research Common Industry Practices
	66 days
	8/17/2001
	11/16/2001

	4.2
	Identify Industry Providers
	22 days
	10/18/2001
	11/16/2001

	4.3
	Industry Input Day
	21 days
	10/18/2001
	11/15/2001

	4.3.1
	Prepare for Industry Input Day
	20 days
	10/18/2001
	11/14/2001

	4.3.2
	FEDBIZOPS
	1 day
	10/18/2001
	10/18/2001

	4.3.3
	Conduct Industry Input Day
	1 day
	11/15/2001
	11/15/2001

	5
	Solicitation
	257 days
	12/3/2001
	11/26/2002

	5.1
	Solicitation Preparation and Planning
	92 days
	12/11/2001
	4/17/2002

	5.1.1   
	Site Visit for KO
	4 days
	12/11/2001
	12/14/2001

	5.1.2   
	PWS Functional/IRO Review
	5 days
	12/24/2001
	12/28/2001

	5.1.3   
	Acquisition Plan
	30 days
	12/26/2001
	2/5/2002

	5.1.4   
	Source Selection Plan
	45 days
	1/24/2002
	3/27/2002

	5.1.5  
	Initial RFP Development
	60 days
	1/24/2002
	4/17/2002

	5.1.6   
	Request DOL/Wage
	1 day
	2/13/2002
	2/13/2002

	5.1.7   
	Request Statement of Equivalent Rates
	14 days
	1/24/2002
	2/12/2002

	5.1.8  
	SADBU/Small Bus
	7 days
	12/17/2001
	12/25/2001

	5.2
	DRAFT RFP
	24 days
	4/18/2002
	5/21/2002

	5.2.1   
	FEDBIZOPS 
	1 day
	4/18/2002
	4/18/2002

	5.2.2   
	Issue Draft RFP
	1 day
	4/19/2002
	4/19/2002

	5.2.3   
	Industry's Review/Comments
	22 days
	4/22/2002
	5/21/2002

	5.3
	FINAL RFP 
	142 days
	4/22/2002
	11/5/2002

	5.3.1
	KO/Legal Review 
	10 days
	4/22/2002
	5/3/2002

	5.3.2
	RA RFP Review
	10 days
	4/22/2002
	5/3/2002

	5.3.3
	KO Resolve Comments
	10 days
	5/22/2002
	6/4/2002

	5.3.4
	Local Review/Clearance
	5 days
	6/5/2002
	6/11/2002

	5.3.5
	SSAC Brief & Review
	3 days
	5/6/2002
	5/8/2002

	5.3.6
	SSAC Approval to Issue 
	1 day
	6/12/2002
	6/12/2002

	5.3.7
	FEDBIZOPS Announcement 
	1 day
	6/5/2002
	6/5/2002

	5.3.8
	Request DOL/Wage
	1 day
	6/6/2002
	6/6/2002

	5.3.9
	Issue Final RFP
	1 day
	6/21/2002
	6/21/2002

	5.3.10
	Respond to Changes/Questions
	52 days
	6/24/2002
	9/3/2002

	5.3.11
	Solicitation Closes
	1 day
	11/5/2002
	11/5/2002

	5.4
	Develop the Government Management Plan
	257 days
	12/3/2001
	11/26/2002

	5.4.1
	MEO/IHCE Training
	10 days
	12/3/2001
	12/14/2001

	5.4.2
	MEO Data Collection, Analysis, and Preliminary Management Plan Development
	90 days
	12/17/2001
	4/19/2002

	5.4.3
	Complete Development of the  Management Plan
	90 days
	6/24/2002
	10/25/2002

	5.4.4
	Brief Certifying Official for Certification of Management Plan
	1 day
	10/28/2002
	10/28/2002

	5.4.5
	IRO Activities
	112 days
	6/24/2002
	11/26/2002

	5.4.5.1
	IRO Site Visit
	5 days
	6/24/2002
	6/28/2002

	5.4.5.2
	Perform the Independent Review
	15 days
	10/29/2002
	11/18/2002

	5.4.5.3
	Independent Review Officer Certify Management Plan
	5 days
	11/19/2002
	11/25/2002

	5.4.5.4
	Submit Management Plan to the KO
	1 day
	11/26/2002
	11/26/2002

	6
	Pre-Proposal Communications
	12 days
	7/8/2002
	7/23/2002

	6.1
	Pre-Proposal Conference
	12 days
	7/8/2002
	7/23/2002

	6.1.1
	Site Coordination
	1 day
	7/8/2002
	7/8/2002

	6.1.2
	Industry Site Visit
	1 day
	7/9/2002
	7/9/2002

	6.1.3
	Conference
	0.5 days
	7/10/2002
	7/10/2002

	6.1.4
	Initial SSEB Training
	0.5 days
	7/10/2002
	7/10/2002

	6.1.5
	SSEB Site Visit
	1 day
	7/11/2002
	7/11/2002

	6.1.6
	Presentation/Attendance Posted to the Web
	1 day
	7/23/2002
	7/23/2002

	8
	Evaluation
	294 days
	12/17/2001
	1/30/2003

	8.1
	Evaluation Preparation 
	249 days
	12/17/2001
	11/28/2002

	8.1.1
	Request SSEB Nominees
	30 days
	12/17/2001
	1/25/2002

	8.1.2
	SSEB Appointment Ltrs
	14 days
	1/28/2002
	2/14/2002

	8.1.3
	PRAG Appointment Ltrs
	14 days
	12/17/2001
	1/3/2002

	8.1.4
	CEB Appointment Ltrs
	14 days
	12/17/2001
	1/3/2002

	8.1.6
	Mail Past Performance Questionnaires
	14 days
	11/6/2002
	11/25/2002

	8.1.7
	Build PPQ Database
	3 days
	11/26/2002
	11/28/2002

	8.1.8
	Request Historical Performance
	4 days
	11/6/2002
	11/11/2002

	8.2
	Price & Cost Evaluation
	44 days
	11/6/2002
	1/6/2003

	8.2.1
	DCAA Audit
	30 days
	11/6/2002
	12/17/2002

	8.2.2
	Build Spreadsheet
	7 days
	11/20/2002
	11/28/2002

	8.2.3
	Conduct Proposals Evaluation 
	7 days
	12/18/2002
	12/26/2002

	8.2.4
	Prepare Initial Report/Briefing
	7 days
	12/27/2002
	1/6/2003

	8.3
	Technical Evaluation
	43 days
	11/6/2002
	1/3/2003

	8.3.1
	Training SSEB
	2 days
	11/6/2002
	11/7/2002

	8.3.2
	Conduct Proposal Evaluation 
	13 days
	11/8/2002
	11/26/2002

	8.3.3
	Prepare Consensus Report
	3 days
	12/25/2002
	12/27/2002

	8.3.4
	KO/Legal Review
	3 days
	12/30/2002
	1/1/2003

	8.3.5
	Develop Sample Task
	5 days
	11/27/2002
	12/3/2002

	8.3.6
	Oral Presentations
	10 days
	12/11/2002
	12/24/2002

	8.3.7
	Prepare Initial Briefing
	2 days
	1/2/2003
	1/3/2003

	8.4
	Past Performance Evaluation
	6 days
	12/26/2002
	1/2/2003

	8.4.1
	Training PRAG
	0.5 days
	12/26/2002
	12/26/2002

	8.4.2
	Conduct Proposal Evaluation 
	3 days
	12/26/2002
	12/31/2002

	8.4.3
	Prepare Initial Report/Briefing
	1.5 days
	12/31/2002
	1/1/2003

	8.4.4
	KO/Legal Review
	1 day
	1/2/2003
	1/2/2003

	8.5
	Socio/JWOD/DLA-MBA Evaluation and Subcontracting Plan Review
	5 days
	11/6/2002
	11/12/2002

	8.5.1
	Evaluate Socio/JWOD/DLA-MBA Proposals
	2 days
	11/6/2002
	11/7/2002

	8.5.2
	Review Sub-Kr Plan
	2 days
	11/6/2002
	11/7/2002

	8.5.3
	Prepare Initial Report/Briefing
	2 days
	11/8/2002
	11/11/2002

	8.5.4
	KO/Legal Review
	1 day
	11/12/2002
	11/12/2002

	8.6
	Down-Selection
	8 days
	11/27/2002
	12/6/2002

	8.6.1
	KO Recommends/Briefs SSAC
	1 day
	11/27/2002
	11/27/2002

	8.6.2
	SSAC Briefs SSA
	1 day
	11/28/2002
	11/28/2002

	8.6.3
	SSA Approval
	5 days
	11/29/2002
	12/5/2002

	8.6.4
	Ltrs to Offerors
	1 day
	12/6/2002
	12/6/2002

	8.7
	Competitive Range
	18 days
	1/7/2003
	1/30/2003

	8.7.1
	KO Develop Recommendation
	3 days
	1/7/2003
	1/9/2003

	8.7.2
	SSAC Perform Comparative Assessment
	3 days
	1/10/2003
	1/14/2003

	8.7.3
	Develop CR Recommendation
	7 days
	1/15/2003
	1/23/2003

	8.7.4
	SSAC Briefs SSA
	1 day
	1/24/2003
	1/24/2003

	8.7.5
	Notify KO of CR Determination
	1 day
	1/27/2003
	1/27/2003

	8.7.6
	Notify Krs Excluded
	3 days
	1/28/2003
	1/30/2003

	9
	Proposal Revisions
	78 days
	1/28/2003
	5/15/2003

	9.1
	Discussions/Revisions
	40 days
	1/28/2003
	3/24/2003

	9.1.1
	Prepare Evaluation Notices
	2 days
	1/28/2003
	1/29/2003

	9.1.2
	Prepare PBM
	7 days
	1/28/2003
	2/5/2003

	9.1.3
	Request DOL Wages Update
	10 days
	1/28/2003
	2/10/2003

	9.1.4
	KO Review PBM/ENs
	5 days
	2/6/2003
	2/12/2003

	9.1.5
	KO-P Review/Approve PBM
	4 days
	2/13/2003
	2/18/2003

	9.1.6
	J33 Review/Approve PBM
	10 days
	2/19/2003
	3/4/2003

	9.1.7
	Schedule Discussions
	1 day
	3/5/2003
	3/5/2003

	9.1.8
	Forward ENs to Kr's in CR
	2 days
	3/5/2003
	3/6/2003

	9.1.9
	Conduct Discussions
	1 day
	3/7/2003
	3/7/2003

	9.1.10
	Receive Final Revisions
	1 day
	3/24/2003
	3/24/2003

	9.2
	Pre-Award Debriefs
	20 days
	1/31/2003
	2/27/2003

	9.2.1
	Determine Timeliness of Request
	3 days
	1/31/2003
	2/4/2003

	9.2.2
	Prepare Pre-Award Debriefs
	3 days
	2/5/2003
	2/7/2003

	9.2.3
	KO/Legal Review/Approval
	3 days
	2/10/2003
	2/12/2003

	9.2.4
	Conduct Pre-Award Debriefs
	11 days
	2/13/2003
	2/27/2003

	9.3
	Price & Cost Evaluation
	11 days
	3/25/2003
	4/8/2003

	9.3.1
	Evaluate Revisions
	5 days
	3/25/2003
	3/31/2003

	9.3.2
	Prepare Abstract/Spreadsheet
	2 days
	4/1/2003
	4/2/2003

	9.3.3
	Prepare Final Report/Briefing
	2 days
	4/3/2003
	4/4/2003

	9.3.4
	KO/Legal Review
	2 days
	4/7/2003
	4/8/2003

	9.4
	Technical Evaluation
	8 days
	3/25/2003
	4/3/2003

	9.4.1
	Evaluate Revisions
	4 days
	3/25/2003
	3/28/2003

	9.4.2
	Prepare Final Report/Briefing
	2 days
	3/31/2003
	4/1/2003

	9.4.3
	KO/Legal Review
	2 days
	4/2/2003
	4/3/2003

	9.5
	Past Performance Evaluation
	4 days
	3/25/2003
	3/28/2003

	9.5.1
	Evaluate Revisions
	2 days
	3/25/2003
	3/26/2003

	9.5.2
	Prepare Final Report/Briefing
	1 day
	3/27/2003
	3/27/2003

	9.5.3
	KO/Legal Review 
	1 day
	3/28/2003
	3/28/2003

	9.6
	Socio/JWOD/DLA-MBA Evaluation and Subcontracting Plan Review
	3 days
	3/25/2003
	3/27/2003

	9.6.1
	Evaluate Revisions
	1 day
	3/25/2003
	3/25/2003

	9.6.2
	Prepare Final Report
	1 day
	3/26/2003
	3/26/2003

	9.6.3
	KO/Legal Review
	1 day
	3/27/2003
	3/27/2003

	9.7
	Comparative Assessment
	27 days
	4/9/2003
	5/15/2003

	9.7.1
	KO Develop Recommendation
	1 day
	4/9/2003
	4/9/2003

	9.7.2
	SSAC Perform Comparative Assessment
	1 day
	4/10/2003
	4/10/2003

	9.7.3
	SSAC Select BVO
	1 day
	4/11/2003
	4/11/2003

	9.7.4
	Prepare Decision Document(s)
	5 days
	4/14/2003
	4/18/2003

	9.7.5
	SSAC Briefs SSA
	3 days
	4/21/2003
	4/23/2003

	9.7.6
	Notify KO of BVO Decision
	1 day
	4/24/2003
	4/24/2003

	9.7.7
	Prepare PNM
	5 days
	4/25/2003
	5/1/2003

	9.7.8
	KO Review PNM
	5 days
	5/2/2003
	5/8/2003

	9.7.9
	Contract Clearance Office Review / Approve PNM
	5 days
	5/9/2003
	5/15/2003

	10
	Technical Leveling
	25 days
	4/25/2003
	5/29/2003

	10.1
	KO/SSEB Review
	5 days
	4/25/2003
	5/1/2003

	10.1.1
	Open MEO Management Plans/Review
	3 days
	4/25/2003
	4/29/2003

	10.1.2
	Prepare Findings and Submit to SSAC
	2 days
	4/30/2003
	5/1/2003

	10.2
	SSAC Chair/SSA Approve
	3 days
	5/2/2003
	5/6/2003

	10.2.1
	SSAC review/approve Forward to RA
	3 days
	5/2/2003
	5/6/2003

	10.3
	Revise/Certify MEO
	11 days
	5/7/2003
	5/21/2003

	10.3.1
	Revise Plans
	5 days
	5/7/2003
	5/13/2003

	10.3.2
	Revise MEO Cost Proposal
	5 days
	5/14/2003
	5/20/2003

	10.3.3
	MEO Re-certification
	1 day
	5/21/2003
	5/21/2003

	10.4
	IRO Review/Certify
	6 days
	5/22/2003
	5/29/2003

	10.4.1
	IRO Review and Certify MEO Revisions
	5 days
	5/22/2003
	5/28/2003

	10.4.2
	Certification of MEO and submit to KO
	1 day
	5/29/2003
	5/29/2003

	11
	Decision
	184 days
	5/30/2003
	2/11/2004

	11.1
	Cost Comparison
	5 days
	5/30/2003
	6/5/2003

	11.1.1
	Open IHCE, conduct Cost Comparison
	1 day
	5/30/2003
	5/30/2003

	11.1.2
	Prepare SSA Briefing
	3 days
	6/2/2003
	6/4/2003

	11.1.3
	Present Results to SSA and Notify Senior DLA Leadership of Tentative Decision
	1 day
	6/5/2003
	6/5/2003

	11.2
	Announcement/HQ
	183 days
	6/2/2003
	2/11/2004

	11.2.1
	Public Announcement of Tentative Decision 
	1 day
	6/6/2003
	6/6/2003

	11.2.2
	Mock RIF Letters Issued
	1 day
	6/9/2003
	6/9/2003

	11.2.3
	PPP Briefs (4)
	1 day
	6/9/2003
	6/9/2003

	11.2.4
	DLA 1693
	1 day
	6/2/2003
	6/2/2003

	11.2.5
	PPP Counseling and Early Registration 
	1 day
	6/10/2003
	6/10/2003

	11.2.6
	Notify Congress, Unions, Workforce, and Public
	1 day
	6/6/2003
	6/6/2003

	11.2.7
	Open VSIP/VERA
	33 days
	6/16/2002
	7/18/2002

	11.2.8
	Official RIF Letters
	1 day
	8/28/2003
	8/28/2003

	11.2.9
	Provide MEO and Offeror with Required Information
	1 day
	6/13/2003
	6/13/2003

	11.2.10
	RIF Effective Date 
	1 day
	2/11/2004
	2/11/2004

	11.2.11
	Notify BVO of Result
	1 day
	6/12/2003
	6/12/2003

	11.3
	Documentation Preparation
	21 days
	6/2/2003
	6/30/2003

	11.3.1
	Complete BVO Schedule B
	3 days
	6/2/2003
	6/4/2003

	11.3.2
	Compile Contract
	14 days
	6/2/2003
	6/19/2003

	11.3.3
	Forward SubKr Plan to DCMA
	10 days
	6/13/2003
	6/26/2003

	11.3.4
	KO-P Review/Sign-off
	2 days
	6/27/2003
	6/30/2003

	11.3.5
	DD350 Submission
	1 day
	6/13/2003
	6/13/2003

	11.3.6
	EEO Clearance Coordination
	10 days
	6/13/2003
	6/26/2003

	11.4
	Announcement/Contracting Office
	1 day
	6/6/2003
	6/6/2003

	11.4.1
	Prepare & Forward BVO Ltr
	1 day
	6/6/2003
	6/6/2003

	11.4.2
	Prepare & Forward Activity Ltr
	1 day
	6/6/2003
	6/6/2003

	11.4.3
	Prepare & Forward MEO Ltr
	1 day
	6/6/2003
	6/6/2003

	11.4.4
	Submit FedBizOps Announcement
	1 day
	6/6/2003
	6/6/2003

	12
	Administrative Appeal(s)
	62 days
	6/2/2003
	8/26/2003

	12.1
	Contracting Office Activities
	60 days
	6/4/2003
	8/26/2003

	12.1.1
	Prepare/Send Packages
	8 days
	6/4/2003
	6/13/2003

	12.1.2
	Prepare Appeal(s)
	22 days
	6/16/2003
	7/15/2003

	12.1.3
	Address Questions & Info Requests
	22 days
	6/16/2003
	7/15/2003

	12.1.4
	Appeals Filing Date
	1 day
	7/16/2003
	7/16/2003

	12.1.5
	Decide Appeal(s)
	22 days
	7/17/2003
	8/15/2003

	12.1.6
	Final Decision
	1 day
	8/18/2003
	8/18/2003

	12.1.6
	Award/Cancel
	1 day
	8/19/2003
	8/19/2003

	12.1.7
	Forward Contract File to ACO
	5 days
	8/20/2003
	8/26/2003

	12.2
	Post-Award/Cancellation Debriefs
	9 days
	6/2/2003
	6/12/2003

	12.2.1
	Notify Unsuccessful Offerors
	1 day
	6/12/2003
	6/12/2003

	12.2.2
	Prepare Debriefs
	5 days
	6/2/2003
	6/6/2003

	12.2.3
	KO/Legal Review/Approval
	2 days
	6/9/2003
	6/10/2003


Template C3: Requiring Activity Congressional/Press/Union/Workforce Notification Plan

S = The number of days prior to public notification

	ACTION
	RESPONSIBILITY
	DUE DATE
	DELIVERABLES
	REMARKS

	Provide requiring authority with locations and analytical rationale why activity was chosen for A-76 competition.  
	Requiring Activity     A-76 Program Office; J-374 to coordinate with DL
	S-15
	Activity Under Study Names & Locations 
	Provides DL sufficient time to schedule Congressional briefings if required. Provided to SSA (eyes only). 

	Develop standard letter to go to delegations affected by near-term      A-76 actions. 
	DL; coordinate with         J-374/Requiring Activity PAO 
	S-14
	Congressional Notification Letter
	Congressional representatives & senators from each state, and Chairmen of each Defense Committee.

	Develop Q & A’s
	DP questions; J-374,  J-1, DG answers
	S-12
	Q & A Documents
	

	Notify OSD, the Services, SASC/HASC/SAC/HAC Staffers/Press
	J-374 / DL
	S-12
	Congressional Notification Letters
	Fax Congressional Notification Letters and schedule briefings upon request.

	Develop Summary Level Press Release and proposed recipient list
	DP / J-374
	S-11
	Draft Press Release
	Will go to affected communities. 

	Draft DLA Council Union Notification 
	J-374; coordinate with J-1/Requiring Activity
	S-11
	Notification Letter
	Provide copies of Press Release, Q&As, Standard Congressional Notification.

	Brief J-3
	J-37
	S-10
	Briefing
	 

	Brief D/DD
	J-3/J-37
	S-9
	Briefing
	

	Brief OSD/Services
	J-3 ( USD (AT&L)/ DUSD (IA&I) /
D-DCS Logs            (By Phone)
	S-8
	Briefing/Talking Paper for D
	Must be 5 working days before Congressional notification (Per DoDI 4100.33).

	Brief SASC/HASC/SAC/HAC Staffers
	J-3 / J-37 / DL
Requiring Activity    A-76 Program Off. Rep.
	S-2
	Briefing
	Deliver briefing and notification letters.

	DLA AFGE Council Notification
	J-3 / Requiring Activity / J-1
	Start
	Briefing
	Due in AM-AFGE President and VP.

	Brief 3 Affected State Delegations
	J-3 / J-37 / DL
Requiring Activity     A-76 Program Off. Rep
	Start
	Call First, Then Brief
	Must be 5 working days before Congressional notification (Per DoDI 4100.33).

	Issue Local Union/Workforce Notifications via Requiring Activity 
	J-1 / Requiring Activity
	Start
	E-mail/FAX/Town Hall
	Due in early afternoon; Requiring Activity provides specific guidance to Activities Under Study.

	Issue National and Local Press Releases
	DP
	Start
	E-mail/FAX
	Due in early afternoon.


Template C4:  Press Release Templates/Sample Congressional Notification Letters

All press releases should be prepared by DSS – C and coordinated with the Requiring Activity Public Affairs Office, General Counsel and the Competitive Sourcing Division.

I.  Example Competition Announcement Press Release:

Defense Logistics Agency to Conduct Public/Private Competitions at [#]

[Activity Under Study Activity Type]

The Defense Logistics Agency announced today that it will conduct public/private competitions at [#] [Activity Under Study activity type]s. The [#] [Activity Under Study activity type]s are located at [location of Activities Under Study plus number of positions to be competed at each Activity Under Study]. 

The competitions are part of the Agency’s [Requiring Activity/Activity Under Study activity type] initiative announced in [month and year] and bring to [total #] the number of [Activity Under Study activity type]s that are undergoing or have undergone public/private cost comparison studies. [Brief statement on history of study outcomes to date]. Studies at [#] remaining [Activity Under Study activity type]s are expected to begin in the [season and year].

DLA’s public/private competition process follows guidelines described in the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76. The process examines the financial impact of providing [type of commercial activity service] at the [Activity Under Study activity type]s in-house by a government unit, or under contract by a private firm. The information gathered in the process is used in making selection decisions for each of the [Activity Under Study activity type]s. 

Under the A-76 process, the [Activity Under Study activity type]s bid on any work subjected to competition by designing a "Most Efficient Organization" and formulating an in-house cost estimate. For each competition, the top-ranked private-sector offeror will compete against the MEO. The final decision will generally be made approximately [24 or 48 depending on type of study] months after the solicitation announcement, with conversion to either an MEO or a private contract within six months of final decision.

II.  Example Results Announcement Awarding to Contractor

Defense Logistics Agency Announces [Activity Under Study activity type] Competition Results

The Defense Logistics Agency announced today that operations and management of its [Activity Under Study name and location], will be contracted out to [corporate name and location].  The tentative decision was made after a detailed study indicated it was more cost effective to convert to the private sector.

This announcement culminates more than a year of public-private competition using the guidelines of Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76, "Performance of Commercial Activities."  The process establishes federal policy for deciding whether to retain recurring, commercial-like activities within the government, or contract them out to a private-sector source. The guidance tells how to compare performance and cost-related information to arrive at the best overall value for the taxpayer.

"[Quote from J-3 Director regarding the announcement]," said Major General Hawthorne L. Proctor, Director, DLA's Logistics Operations.

In [month and year], DLA announced that [Requiring Activity/Activity Under Study activity type] would undergo public/private competition. [Activity Under Study name] is the [#]th of [total #] sites to complete the process. [Brief statement on history of Activity Under Study]. The remaining [Activity Under Study activity type]s are being competed in phases over a [#]-year period ending in mid-[year].

[Activity Under Study name]'s workforce provides worldwide [type of mission] support to [List customers and combat and combat support systems]. The [Activity Under Study activity type]’s primary customers are the [List primary customers].

"[Quote from Activity Under Study commander or director]," said [Name of Activity Under Study commander or director].

The [Activity Under Study name and location] is a field activity of the [Requiring Activity name and location].

The Defense Logistics Agency provides supply support and technical and logistics services to the military services and to several civilian agencies.  Headquartered at Fort Belvoir, VA, DLA is the one source for nearly every consumable item, whether for combat readiness, emergency preparedness or day-to-day operations.

III.  Example Results Announcement MEO Decision

Defense Logistics Agency Announces [Activity Under Study activity type] Competition Results

The Defense Logistics Agency announced today that operations and management of its [Activity Under Study name and location] will remain in-house.  The [Activity Under Study type], with its workforce of career federal employees, was selected to streamline and reduce the costs of the [type of commercial activity service] mission at the [name] installation. 

This announcement culminates more than a year of public-private competition using the guidelines of Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76, "Performance of Commercial Activities."  The process establishes federal policy for deciding whether to retain recurring, commercial-like activities within the government, or contract them out to a private-sector source. The guidance tells how to compare performance and cost-related information to arrive at the best overall value for the taxpayer. 

"[Quote from J-3 Director regarding the announcement]," said Major General Hawthorne L. Proctor, Director, DLA's Logistics Operations.

In [month and year], DLA announced that [Requiring Activity/Activity Under Study activity type] would undergo public/private competition.  [Activity Under Study name] is the [#]th of [total #] sites to complete the process.  [Brief statement on history of Activity Under Study competitions to date].  The remaining [Activity Under Study activity type]s are being competed in phases over a [#]-year period ending in mid-[year].

[Activity Under Study name]'s workforce provides worldwide [type of mission] support to [List customers and combat and combat support systems]. The [Activity Under Study activity type]’s primary customers are the [List primary customers].

"[Quote from Activity Under Study commander or director]," said [Name of Activity Under Study commander or director].

The [Activity Under Study name and location] is a field activity of the [Requiring Activity name and location].

The Defense Logistics Agency provides supply support and technical and logistics services to the military services and to several civilian agencies.  Headquartered at Fort Belvoir, VA, DLA is the one source for nearly every consumable item, whether for combat readiness, emergency preparedness or day-to-day operations.

IV.  Sample Congressional Notification for RIF:
DL
Honorable (Insert Name)

United States Senate

Washington, DC  20510

Dear Senator (Insert Name):                              

This letter is to notify you of management actions that affect your constituency.  On 

(Insert Date), we informed you that the Defense Logistics Agency’s subordinate activity, the (Insert Requiring Activity), had completed the public-private competition to operate the (Insert Activity Under Study).  The apparent winning entity was determined to be (Insert Winning Entity).  We informed you that directly affected parties had 30 days to appeal the decision and upon expiration of the appeal process, we would provide final notification as required by 10 U.S.C. 2461.  The appeal period closed on (Insert Date).  The Administrative Appeal Authority has reviewed submitted appeals and has upheld the tentative decision.  Consequently, operations at the depot are expected to convert to (Insert Winning Entity) at the end of (Insert Date).  As a result, (Insert Activity Under Study) will undergo a Reduction-in-Force (RIF) which will affect approximately (Insert Number) permanent employees, to be effective on or about (Insert Date).  The official RIF letters are to be issued on (Insert Date).  

Department of Defense (DoD) Priority Placement Program registration counseling dates, early registration, and counseling began (Insert Date).  This program provides referrals to equivalent positions at other DoD activities.  Voluntary Separation Incentive Pay (VSIP) and Voluntary Early Retirement Authority (VERA) have been offered and (Insert Number) employees have signed up for VSIP/VERA.

If you have questions about this action, please contact (Insert Name) at (703) (Insert Number)


Sincerely,


KEITH W. LIPPERT


Vice Admiral, SC, USN


Director

V.  Sample Congressional Notification for A-76 Tentative Decision:

DL
Honorable (Insert Name)
Chairman, Subcommittee on Readiness and Management Support

Committee on Armed Services

United States Senate

Washington, DC  20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The purpose of this letter is to notify you that the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) and its subordinate activity, the (Insert Requiring Activity), have completed the public-private competition to operate (Insert Activity Under Study).  The apparent winning entity is the (Insert Winning Entity), whose formal bid for operating the (Insert Function) for 5 years was approximately (Insert Number) percent lower than the cost of operations at study announcement.  Consequently, operations at the (Insert Function) are expected to convert to (Insert Winning Offeror) performance in (Insert Date).  

Begun in (Insert Date), the study was conducted in accordance with the procedures set forth in the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76, Performance of Commercial Activities.  Eligible appellants will have until Wednesday, (Insert Date), to appeal the decision, based on cost comparison information that will be made available on Monday, (Insert Date).  Consequently, the selection of (Insert Winning Offeror) remains subject to review.  Upon expiration of the appeal process, we will provide you final notification as required by 10 U.S.C. 2461.

(Insert Activity Under Study) is one of (Insert Number) (Insert Requiring Activity) presently undergoing A-76 review.  DLA has already completed A-76 competitions involving (Insert Number) other (Insert Function).  This action is part of a comprehensive strategy to maintain and improve service to our customers, while reducing costs and gaining efficiencies.

(Insert Activity Under Study) has a current workforce of approximately (Insert Number) Federal civilian employees, down from a total of (Insert Number) announced in the study at bid opening.  Please be assured that we will do everything within our authority to ensure a smooth conversion to (Winning Entity) performance and mitigate the need for adverse personnel actions.  Displaced (Enter Activity Under Study) employees are guaranteed right of first refusal for jobs created by the contract and for which they are qualified.  To minimize the need for involuntary separations, we will offer early-retirement and separation-pay incentives to eligible employees.  Those individuals not eligible for such offers will be able to register in the Department of Defense (DoD) Priority Placement Program, through which they will be given priority consideration for vacant DoD positions for which they are qualified.  To minimize the need for involuntary separations, we will offer early-retirement and separation-pay incentives to eligible employees.  Those individuals not eligible for such offers will be able to register in the Department of Defense (DoD) Priority Placement Program, through which they will be given priority consideration for vacant DoD positions for which they are qualified.  

If you need additional information on this action, please call Ms. Vickie O'Toole of  the DLA Congressional Affairs staff at (703) 767-5341.


Sincerely,


FRANK B. LOTTS


Deputy Director


Logistics Operations

VI.  Sample Congressional Notification for A-76 Study:

DL
Honorable (Insert Name)

United States Senate

Washington, DC  20510

Dear Senator (Insert Name):

This letter is to inform you of the Defense Logistics Agency's (DLA) plans to conduct public-private competitions for selected logistics functions at (Insert Number) (Insert Requiring Activity) in the continental United States.  In (Insert Date), DLA announced that most of its (Insert Function) would undergo public-private competition.  These studies are conducted in accordance with the guidelines set forth in Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76.  We anticipate this study will take approximately 30 months and cost (Insert Number) million, which will be paid from the Defense-Wide Working Capital Fund, budgetary line items 101 (Executive, General and Special Schedule); 308 (Travel of Persons); 391 (Contract Consultants); and 989 (Other Contracts).

The (Insert Number) (Insert Function) to undergo public-private competition will be those located in (Insert Location) (Insert Number of Employees);.  (Insert Number) (Insert Function) have already completed the process and an additional (Insert Number) are currently undergoing study.  The remaining (Insert Function) are being competed in phases scheduled to end in spring of (Insert Date).

The A-76 process is intended to achieve efficiencies and economies in the performance of recurring commercial activities that could be performed by the private sector, with no degradation in national security or in the discretionary exercise of government authority.  The process offers a fair and effective approach for achieving needed savings and efficiencies in our distribution mission, which is imperative if we are to provide the Military Services affordable, reliable logistics support.  We certify that this study is not the result of a decision by DLA to impose predetermined constraints or limitations on employees in terms of man-years, end-strengths, full-time equivalent positions, or maximum number of employees.

We look forward to working with you and the members of your staff as we prepare for the fiscal and operational challenges in the years ahead.


Sincerely,


FRANK B. LOTTS


Deputy Director


Logistics Operations

Template C5:  Data Request 

	Documented Data 

CATEGORY
	AMOUNT (YRS) OF HISTORICAL DATA
	READILY

AVAILABLE?
	DATE RECEIVED
	SOURCE/

RECEIVED FROM

	ORGANIZATION DATA
	
	
	
	

	Organization charts
	
	
	
	

	Vision, mission, goals, values and function statements
	
	
	
	

	Work center descriptions
	
	
	
	

	Memoranda of Agreement/Understanding
	
	
	
	

	Service Level Agreements
	
	
	
	

	Interservice Support Agreements
	
	
	
	

	Union/Collective Bargaining Agreements
	
	
	
	

	MANPOWER/BUDGET/

PERSONNEL DATA
	
	
	
	

	List of announced positions by title and grade from TFMMS
	
	
	
	

	Position manning data (e.g., actual grade/step by position) annotated to include tour of duty (FTP, PTP, on call, etc.), encumbered positions, vacant positions, and loaned/borrowed labor.
	
	
	
	

	Budget data (programmed and executed)
	
	
	
	

	Fee For Service Data
	
	
	
	

	Position descriptions
	
	
	
	

	Current pay scales
	
	
	
	

	Training requirements
	
	
	
	

	Travel/TDY requirements
	
	
	
	

	Voluntary labor (e.g., temporarily assigned military manpower, prisoners, etc.)
	
	
	
	

	WORKLOAD DATA
	
	
	
	

	Workload and work hour data, including special pay (e.g., overtime, 2nd shift, etc.)
	
	
	
	

	Work schedules, including shift/watch requirements
	
	
	
	

	Backlog data
	
	
	
	

	OPERATIONS DATA
	
	
	
	

	Hours of operation & holidays
	
	
	
	

	Contractor support
	
	
	
	

	Support to special events (e.g., Fourth of July, etc.)
	
	
	
	

	Operating standards/Procedures
	
	
	
	

	Materials Consumed or Used
	
	
	
	

	Description of present and planned technologies (e.g., Email, voice mail, platforms, etc.)
	
	
	
	

	Equipment, tools and supplies
	
	
	
	

	Programmed equipment replacements
	
	
	
	

	Leased property data
	
	
	
	

	Vehicles
	
	
	
	

	Facility locations, including satellites
	
	
	
	

	Facility layouts, including installed equipment/cables, etc.
	
	
	
	

	Process charts/maps
	
	
	
	

	Safety/security requirements and plans
	
	
	
	

	Quality control requirements and plans
	
	
	
	

	MANAGEMENT STUDIES/AUDIT DATA
	
	
	
	

	Previous A-76 studies reports/data
	
	
	
	

	Audit reports/data
	
	
	
	

	Previous/ongoing management studies reports/data, including regionalization, Activity Based Costing, and Business Process Reengineering efforts
	
	
	
	

	REGULATORY DATA
	
	
	
	

	DLA and applicable laws and regulations
	
	
	
	


Template C6:  Interview guide

Interview Guide Template
This interview guide template is merely an example.  Questions should be tailored to accommodate specific audiences.
	Name of Interviewer
Date 


Name of Interviewee

Interviewee Organization

Job Classification

How long have you been in this position?

Who is your immediate supervisor?

Do you supervise any employees?  If so, how many?

How is the department / function / activity organized?  Sub-elements?

Describe the informal organization—“how things really work.”

What are the functions in your shop / area / division?

What are the critical tasks you perform?

Who are your customers?

What is your organization’s mission?

How do you know if you have succeeded or failed in your mission?

What performance indicators show this?

What are the consequences of mission success or failure?

What are the acceptable quantity levels of performance?

What does your organization do well?  In what areas is there room for improvement?

What are the inputs to this activity? (e.g., activity starts with a work request)

Describe the work process and procedures.

How does the process end? (e.g., completed work request forwarded to manager)

How much or how many of these activities do you perform each day, week, month, year? 

What Government regulations dictate why certain functions are performed?  Can any of these functions be consolidated or eliminated?

What aspects of your organization should be changed?

Are there any unnecessary tasks that could be eliminated?

With whom do you interface at the facility?  With outside vendors?

How do you handle surges in workload?  Can you plan for them (e.g., are they seasonal)?

How do you account for hours worked? 

How do you account for reimbursables?

How do you determine production schedule?

How do you find out about changes to requirements?

How do you respond to those changes?


Template C7:  Tree Diagram
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Template C8:  Most Efficient Organization (MEO) Outline

The primary deliverable in Chapter 4 is the Management Plan.  It describes the new organization and represents the Government’s best effort to create the most efficient and cost-effective organization possible to perform the work specified in the Performance Work Statement (PWS).  The more cost competitive the MEO is, the better the chances are for the in-house organization to win the competition with the private sector.  An outline of what the MEO document should include is provided below.

MEO Outline

	Executive Summary
Objective

Approach

Assumptions

I. Introduction

Purpose of the study

Description of the function under review – specify the boundaries of the study

Description of the methodology/approach

II. Current Operations

Organization mission statement

Organization and staffing – Describe the specific tasks being performed, how many FTEs are authorized to perform the task, and how many are actually required to perform the task

Operating procedures

Workload data

Materials analysis

III. Analysis of Current Operations

Analysis of mission and recommendations for changes 

Organization – Discuss the current organization and its ability to perform the mission, and identify areas for improvement

Operating procedures

Workload analysis – Discuss the current workload and areas of known future requirements

Equipment analysis

Facility analysis

Staffing analysis

Evaluation of position classifications and grades

IV. Recommendations

Define the methodology and assumptions used to develop the MEO

Describe recommendations that can be implemented to improve the organization’s operational efficiency

Discuss whether levels of responsibility are allocated properly in the organization

Identify technology, training, restructuring issues, materials, and equipment considerations that would improve the command’s ability to perform the work defined in the PWS

Define the Continuing Government Activity

Provide supporting rationale for all recommendations

V. MEO Description  (See Chapter 4, Paragraph 4.2.2)


VI. Analysis of Resource Impact (for Senior Management)
Structure – Quantify the impact of the Management Plan recommendations on the current organization
Funding – Quantify personnel savings, new equipment costs, and total savings to the Government from implementing the MEO

Personnel – Quantify the difference between the current organization and the MEO 

Equipment and Facilities – Quantify costs and anticipated savings associated with recommendations




Template C9:  Technical Performance Plan (TPP)

The following provides a sample format for preparing the Government TPP. 

A.  Introduction 


Briefly state the goal of the TPP.

B.  Understanding of the Scope of Work 

Describe an understanding of the work in the PWS.  A concise narrative summary of the entire proposal, including a description of the corporate structure, significant risks, and a highlight of any key or unique features, excluding cost/price should be provided.  The salient features should tie in with Section M evaluation criteria. 

C.  Technical Approach
Approach:  Provide a plan that clearly demonstrates potential to successfully fulfill requirements of the PWS.  The plan must include proposed strategies for complying with the PWS, and detail of the major process innovations proposed that will enable the MEO to operate at the recommended staffing levels.  The proposal should address the approach for planning, controlling, and directing the provisions outlined within the PWS.  The plan should also address innovations and efficiencies that will be implemented in support of the contract requirements.  At a minimum, the plan will provide a narrative description of the respective methodology proposed.  The methodology should describe how the plan proposes to accomplish each work element above and specifically address day-to-day operations, response to urgent/failure scenarios, and a strategy for continuous improvement.  The plan may include process flow diagrams, decision trees, and like methods to further illustrate details.

MEO Staffing and Organization:  Provide a Manning and Staffing Plan that clearly demonstrates understanding of the complexity and technical requirements of the PWS.  Include a proposed organizational chart that clearly identifies communication chains, responsibilities, qualifications, authority levels, and locales.

Training:  Demonstrate a proactive training program to ensure that the MEO skill base is retained and enhanced to perform the PWS requirements.  Reflect adequate cross utilization of personnel to feasibly implement the MEO.  Justify the use of any multi-skilled personnel to satisfy PWS requirements.  Include information on how/when required certifications or proficiencies will be obtained to satisfy PWS requirements, e.g., special licensing or certifications.  

Equipment and Facilities:  Demonstrate the facility and equipment utilization proposed to adequately support the MEO.

D.  Management Approach 

Address each work center and function in adequate detail with regard to the overall concept of operations, i.e., are interfaces and operation of each organizational entity adequately rationalized? Demonstrate efficient manpower utilization.  Demonstrate the MEO can achieve proposed productivity with the staffing levels proposed.  Adequately explain the utilization of part-time staff to supplement full-time staff.  Address how the MEO will ensure adequate technical resources to implement the MEO.

Quality Control Plan:  If required by the Solicitation, provide a detailed quality control plan suitable as a compliance document upon final decision.  The plan should make the MEO accountable for all work and include provisions to ensure the Government receives quality workmanship in accordance with the provisions of the contract specifications.  The plan should, as a minimum, include procedures for:

· Interfacing with Government representatives, 

· Surveillance of work including method of MEO surveillance for each of the APL items in the PWS, 

· Acceptance and rejection of work, 

· Documentation of changes, 

· Resolution of deficiencies, 

· Corrective technical support for both design and workmanship, 

· Methods to complete work and subsequent corrective actions in a timely manner. 

   E.  Compliance Matrix To Solicitation Requirements  

Map the positions in the proposal to the key processes listed in the PWS.  This mapping procedure can be accomplished through tables and descriptions or may be through detailed diagrams and charts.  The TPP must also address specific requirements set forth in Section L of the RFP.

Template C10:  Transition Plan 

The MEO should submit a Transition Plan that addresses both the requirements of the Revised Supplemental Handbook and any RFP requirements in Section L.  The Transition Plan should discuss specific steps to be taken by the activity to implement the MEO set forth in the Management Plan.  Possible steps include hiring, training, equipment acquisition, implementation of new processes, etc.  The Management Plan Study Team must ensure that any costs associated with transition are reflected in the IHCE.  The Requiring Activity will prepare the plan to transition to contractor or ISSA performance.

Transition Plan Outline

	I. Introduction—Specify the time frame the Transition Plan will address, who (organization and point of contact) is responsible for implementing the plan, affected organizations, and assumptions and references used in developing the plan.  Note that all sections in this outline, except Section V.(B) deal solely with the Government’s transition to the MEO, while Section V.(B) addresses a transition to contractor operations.

II.
Summary of Process Changes—Discuss differences in process and procedure between the current organization and proposed MEO.

III.
Summary of Staffing Changes—Discuss differences in staffing and organization between the current organization and proposed MEO.  Include discussion of training in the new organization.

IV.
Post-Decision Activities—Describe all the planning that must occur before the cost comparison decision is made.

V.
Post-Award Decision Activities—Describe implementation of the MEO.

VI.
Indicators of Successful Transition to the MEO—Describe the performance indicators to define the successful implementation of the Transition Plan.




Template C11:  Pre-Independent Review Checklist

The A-76 Supplemental Handbook requires that the Government’s cost estimate be certified by the IRO to ensure that the estimate complies with the A-76 guidelines.  The Management Plan, including the MEO, IHCE, TPP, and TP, must be forwarded to the IRO for review.  The IRO acts as an independent authority to certify that the Management Plan reasonably establishes the Government’s ability to perform the PWS with the resources defined in the MEO.  The IRO also ensures that the Government’s cost estimate has been calculated in compliance with the A-76 Supplemental Handbook. 

In preparation for the IRO review, the Management Study Team should review the process overview and detailed description of requirements found in DLA’s IRO Handbook.  The following checklist is a sample of items that should be addressed before submitting the Management Plan to the IRO to ensure a successful review.  A list of personnel involved in developing the Management Plan should be made available to the IRO.  The IRO can call upon these personnel for clarification of any information in the documents being reviewed.  This list could also include the names and telephone numbers of individuals who participated in advisory roles during the study (e.g., individuals from Legal, Procurement, and Personnel).

Independent Review Checklist

	1.
Has the Management Plan been completed and approved by the Requiring Activity Commander?

2.
Has the Management Plan been developed to address the same scope of work as defined in the PWS?

3.
Identify the authorized spaces (current staffing) for the function and the positions identified in the MEO (proposed staffing).

4.
Verify that the MEO and IHCE were developed using the same scope of work, period of performance, and performance standards established in the PWS.

5.
Is all the documentation available to support the development of the Management Plan workload data and development of the MEO?

6.
Is all the documentation available to support the IHCE?


Template C12:  Streamlined A-76 Cost Comparison Form (SCCF)

THE STREAMLINED A-76 COST COMPARISON FORM (SCCF)

(LIMITED TO 65 FTE OR LESS)

IN-HOUSE VS. CONTRACT OR ISSA PERFORMANCE

    





     Performance Periods                                                       

1st     
2nd      
3rd    
Add'l    TOTAL  
 Reference 
In-House Performance
1.  Personnel 

2.  Material 

3.  Overhead

4.  Other 



 ____    
____     
____    
____        ____

5.    Total In-House

Contract or ISSA Performance

6.  Contract and ISSA Price Range

7.  Contract Administration





8.  Federal Taxes (-)

____    
____     
____    
____         ____

9.     Total Contract and ISSA Price Range

Decision

10.  Minimum Conversion Differential




 
        ____

11.  Adjusted Total Cost of In-House Performance




        ____

12.  Adjusted Total Cost of Contract or ISSA 

    Performance






        ____

13.  Cost Comparison (Line 12 minus Line 11)




        ____

14.  Cost Comparison Decision: 






    Perform In-House





        ____

          Convert to Contract or ISSA





        ____


15.  In-House Cost Estimate Prepared By:
_____________________
Date: ________

16.  Independent Reviewer:     

_____________________
Date: ________

                                

____________________________________

                                    

  

Office and Title

"I certify that I have reviewed the proposed contract, in-house and ISSA cost estimates and contract prices and find them to be reasonable and calculated in accordance with the principles and procedures of Circular A-76 and its Supplement.  

17.  Cost Comparison Completed By:  
   
_____________________
Date: ________

18.  Contracting Officer:              

_____________________ 
Date: ________

19.  Tentative Cost Comparison 

     
  Decision Announced By:            

_____________________
Date: ________

20.  Appeal Authority (if applicable): 

_____________________
Date: ________

Template C13:  Simplified Cost Comparison Form

	IN HOUSE PERFORMANCE
	(a)
	

	1.  Personnel
	
	

	2.  Inflation Factor:  NN%
	
	

	3.  Material
	
	

	4.  Overhead –G&A: 12%
	
	

	5.  Total
	
	

	CONTRACT OR ISSA PERFORMANCE
	
	Commercial/ISSA Estimates

	
	
	(b)

1st
	(c)

2nd
	(d)

3rd

	6.  Contract and ISSA Price
	
	
	
	

	7.  Contract Administration
	
	
	
	

	8.  Total Contract and/or ISSA
	
	
	
	

	9.  Cost Comparison
	
	

	DECISION FACTORS (Circle One)

	10.  Government Estimate Below Competitive Range
	Keep In House

	11.  Government Estimate Above Competitive Range
	Convert To Contract/ISSA

	12.  Government Estimate Within Competitive Range
	Management/Contracting Officer Decision


Appendix D:  Roles and Responsibilities by Position
Organization and Officials

· 9a Official 
· Acquisition, Technical, and Supply Directorate (J-33).
· Administrative Appeal Authority (AAA).
· Administrative Contracting Office (ACO).
· Competitive Sourcing Division (J-374), Logistics Operations.
· Comptroller (J-8), DLA Office of.
· Contracting Officer (KO).
· Cost Evaluation Board (CEB).
· Director, Defense Logistics Agency (DLA).
· Director, Logistics Operations (J-3).
· Executive Director, Distribution & Reutilization Policy Directorate (J-37).
· General Counsel (DG), DLA Office of.

· Human Resources (J-1), DLA Office of.

· Independent Review Official (IRO).

· Legislative Affairs (DL), DLA Office of.

· Most Efficient Organization (MEO) Certifying Official.
· Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG).
· Public Affairs (DP), DLA Office of.

· Requiring Activity.
· Requiring Activity (RA) Commercial Activity Program Office (CAPO).
· Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC).
1. Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC) Chairperson.
· Source Selection Authority (SSA).     

· Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB).
· Technical Leveling Authority (TLA).

Roles and Responsibilities by Position
Organization and Officials

1. 9a Official.     

a. The Director DLA is the official responsible for implementation of the OMB Circular A-76 and its RSH;
b. Provides direction and resources for the successful execution of DLA’s Competitive Sourcing Program;
c. Has the approval authority for initiating full cost comparison CA studies;
d. Is the authority to issue general cost comparison waivers under OMB Circular A-76 guidelines;
e. Assigns an official(s) to serve as the A-76 Administrative Appeal Authority (AAA), as Source Selection Authority (SSA);
f. Is the final authority for establishing core and inherently governmental functions in accordance with the OMB Circular A-76, its RSH, and DoD policy or directives.
2. Acquisition, Technical and Supply Directorate (J-33).

J-33 provides advice on acquisition policy matters and source selection procedures pertaining to
 the A-76 acquisition process.  J-33 also reviews and provides advice and/or approval of all
 acquisition and related documents including the acquisition plan, source selection plan, request
 for proposals, pre-negotiation briefing memorandums and price negotiation memorandums.  J-33
 also provides advisory support and assistance to the RAs in utilizing Performance Based
 Contracting.

3. Administrative Appeal Authority (AAA)
The Administrative Appeal Authority selected must be: (a) two levels above the official who signed the waiver, in case of a cost comparison waiver or (b) independent of the activity under review or at least two organization levels above the official who certified the Government's Management Plan and MEO, in the case of a tentative cost comparison appeal.  The AAA ensures that the cost items challenged in the appeal are properly accounted for in accordance with the procedures of Part II of the OMB Circular No. A-76 Supplemental Handbook and that the Agency complied with the Circular in conducting the cost comparison.  The AAA also ensures that all participants to the cost comparison process have appropriate access to the decision process.  The AAA is the final authority on appeal issues and decisions.
4. Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO).

FAR Part 2, Subpart 2.1, Definitions provides “... ‘Administrative contracting officer (ACO)’
 refers to a contracting officer who is administering contracts.  ‘Termination contracting officer
 (TCO)’' refers to a contracting officer who is settling terminated contracts...”.  Administrative
 and termination contracting officer responsibilities are assigned to the Requiring Activity.  

5. Competitive Sourcing Division (J-374), Logistics Operations.

The Competitive Sourcing Division, J-374, provides management oversight of the DLA A-76
 competitive sourcing program and is responsible for coordinating all necessary activities to
 ensure a successful A-76 study. J-374 provides the secretariat for the SSAC.  J-374 provides
 guidance and assistance to the RAs as required, to include providing and maintaining the DLA
 Commercial Activities (A-76) Competition Guidebook for use in conducting A-76 cost
 comparisons, providing current policies and procedures for the A-76 process, and a continuous
 Lessons Learned forum.  J-374 provides a plan of action and milestone (POA&M) template for
 use by RAs for conducting A-76 studies and continuously tracks the progress of the RAs' 
efforts as reflected on the resulting POA&Ms.

6. Comptroller (J-8), DLA Office of.

The Director has the authority to approve requests for streamlined or direct conversions and is responsible for acquiring the
 resources to complete the A-76 studies and for funding the resulting contracts, if necessary.
  Finally the J-8 charter includes (1) oversight and support of the Agency's efforts to improve the
 performance of commercial activities through competition and (2) validation of savings. 

7. Contracting Officer (KO).

FAR Part 2, Subpart 2.1, Definitions, provides “... ‘Contracting officer’ means a person with the

authority to enter into, administer, and/or terminate contracts and make related determinations

and findings.”  The term includes certain authorized representatives of the contracting officer

acting within the limits of their authority as delegated by the contracting officer.  As appointed and assigned by the SSA, the KO is responsible for acquisition planning, market research, solicitation, proposal evaluation, cost comparison, and contract award.  Accordingly, the KO will:


a. Identify/develop potential sources and conduct pre-solicitation conferences or other activities, as necessary, to develop marketplace interest in the study;

b. Develop the Acquisition plan with the assistance of the Requiring Activity;

c. Develop the Source Selection Plan (SSP) using evaluation factors, criteria, and standards developed by the Requiring Activity and present it to the SSAC for review and concurrence prior to its submission to the SSA for approval;
d. Prepare the solicitation and submit it for review and approval by the SSAC;

e. Assure that the SSAC and all evaluators are briefed on their responsibilities before they begin a review of the proposals;
f. Evaluate cost or price proposals (see FAR 15.305) and subcontracting plans/socioeconomic program utilization;
g. Assure that offeror’s cost or price proposals are not made available to the personnel conducting the technical evaluation.  The contracting officer should, however, discuss the details of the technical proposals with technical evaluators to aid in the evaluation of costs associated with labor categories and hours, materials, manufacturing processes, and other elements of cost or price;
h. Provide to the SSA or the SSAC the evaluation of the reasonableness of each offeror’s proposed price.  If an offeror’s price proposal is determined to be unrealistic or unreasonable, the reasons for this conclusion will be stated;

i. Assess which proposals are in the competitive range and recommend them to the SSA, through the SSAC, for approval;

j. Conduct discussions with offerors, as necessary, after the competitive range is approved by the SSA;
k. Serve as the chairperson of the Cost Evaluation Board (CEB); and
l. Forward the Most Efficient Organization (MEO) proposal to the SSA through the SSAC Chairman along with the KO’s assessment as to whether or not the MEO proposal is based upon the same scope of work and performance levels as the best value commercial proposal.  This is accomplished after selection of the apparent best value industry offer, and prior to performing the cost comparison.
a. 


m. 







n. 

o. 
p. 




q. 

r. 

s. 
t. 

u. 




8. Cost Evaluation Board (CEB).
If a CEB is appointed, it will be chaired by the Contracting Officer (KO) with members 
appointed by the SSAC Chairman. The CEB will be comprised of cost and price analysis 
personnel.  The CEB will analyze the proposed price(s)/cost(s) of the commercial proposals. 
 When the SSAC determines that a CEB is not necessary, the cost/price analysis will be
 performed by the Contracting Officer and the KO’s cost analysts.

The CEB (or KO) responsibilities include: 

· Conducting an in-depth, fair, consistent, and impartial review and evaluation of each cost/price proposal against the solicitation requirements and the approved Source Selection Plan;

· Addressing the findings of the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA);

· Identifying those aspects of a proposal which require clarification, are deficient, or which appear inconsistent with the requirements;

· Assessing the risk associated with each offeror's cost/price proposal; and, 

· Preparing and submitting the CEB report to the SSAC and the SSA, as determined by the SSA, along with a summary briefing of the findings.

9. Director, Defense Logistics Agency (DLA).

The Director, DLA, is the agency official responsible for implementation of the Circular and its
 Supplement, (OMB Circular A-76, 9.a); and has the authority to issue general cost comparison
 waivers under Circular guidelines, (Supplement, Chapter 1, E.2).  In the case of a tentative cost
 comparison or exemption (Supplement Chapter 1, C.7.c) appeal, the Director, DLA, will assign
 an official(s) to serve as the A-76 Administrative Appeal Authority for that appeal.  This official
 must be independent of the activity under review or at least two organizational levels above the
 official who certified the Government's Management Plan and MEO, ( Supplement, Chapter 3,
 K.3). The Director, DLA, is final authority for establishing core and inherently governmental
 functions IAW the Circular, its Supplement, and higher authority directives.  The Director, DLA,
 will also designate the Source Selection Authorities for DLA A-76 competitions.

10. Director, Logistics Operations (J-3).

The Director, J-3, has been designated as the approving authority for all direct conversions
 involving 10 or fewer civilian full-time equivalents (FTEs) and all cost comparisons involving
 over 10 Department of Defense (DoD) civilian FTE employees within DLA.  In addition, the
 Director, J-3, will review and approve all requests for A-76 cost comparison waivers before they
 are forwarded to the Director, DLA, for final approval. 

11. Executive Director, Distribution & Reutilization Policy Directorate(J-37).

The Executive Director, J-37, is responsible for the DLA A-76 competitive sourcing program and
 will oversee and coordinate the notification and certification requirements to Congress, the
 Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), and local unions.  J-37 will integrate the DLA A-76
 activities and metrics into the DLA long-range business plan.  J-37 will include in each annual
 budget and POM submission the anticipated savings that will result from the A-76 studies.  To the
 extent required, an Economic Impact Analysis will be performed by J-37.  J-37 has been designated by the SSA as the Chairman of the SSAC for the Defense Distribution Center
 (DDC) and Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service (DRMS) A-76 studies.  

12. General Counsel (DG), DLA Office of.

DG provides advice regarding conflicts of interest, ethics, acquisition, and procurement integrity issues related to the A-76 process.  DG also provides legal advisory services related to the A-76 process, including required notifications, Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests, protests, and appeals, etc.  Upon issuance of an A-76 announcement, DG will work with Requiring Activity (RA) counsel to ensure that adequate notice has been given to all affected employees regarding restrictions on the release of information.  This includes ensuring that employees involved in conducting the study file appropriate non-disclosure notices.

13. Human Resources (J-1), DLA Office of.

J-1 will notify the AFGE Council of Locals and other Unions as appropriate for A-76 studies. J-1 provides advice
 and assistance to the J-3 Deputy Director and the RA Offices of Human Resources
 regarding civilian employee rights and protections and personnel and labor relations issues
 related to the A-76 process, and, as necessary, to the contracting officer regarding exercise of the
 right of first refusal.

14. Independent Review Official (IRO).

The Director, DLA Internal Review Office (J-308), will be the Independent Review Official
 (IRO) for A-76 studies.  The IRO is responsible for reviewing the technical and management
 feasibility of the MEO proposals and independently validating the Government's cost estimates.
  The IRO will form whatever evaluation teams he/she deems appropriate.  However, the IRO
 team will not include anyone who was involved in the development of the Performance Work
 Statement (PWS), the Management Plan, or the MEO proposal.  The IRO begins its review after
 the MEO certification is complete and must complete its review prior to the closing of the
 solicitation.  In addition, when the result of the study is to retain sources in-house, the IRO is
 responsible for conducting any required post-MEO performance reviews.

15. Legislative Affairs (DL), DLA Office of.

DL provides advice and assistance to Logistics Operations Business Management Office 
(J-37) regarding congressional notification requirements of A-76 studies.  DL will 

prepare and distribute congressional notification letters and coordinate and schedule briefings requested by Congress concerning A-76 competitions.

16. Most Efficient Organization (MEO) Certifying Official.

The Certifying Official must be a technically competent individual organizationally independent from the activity under study or two levels above the highest grade included in the IHCE; in some instances this may be the Head of the requiring activity.  The MEO certifying official certifies the ability to commit to the provision of
 necessary resources to perform the activity.  The MEO certifying official is the signatory for all
 MEO proposals.

17. Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG).
Members of the PRAG should include representatives of the Requiring Activity, DCMA, and DLA HQ.  Civilian employees and military personnel of the activity being studied cannot serve on that study’s PRAG.

The purpose of the PRAG is to evaluate the past performance of all offerors.

The PRAG will: 

· Conduct an in-depth, fair, consistent, and impartial review and evaluation of each offeror's past performance against the solicitation requirements and the approved Source Selection Plan;
· Identify strengths and weaknesses associated with each offeror’s past performance; 

· Assess the risk associated with each offeror's ability to perform the proposed effort successfully, considering the offeror's past performance; and 

· Prepare and submit the PRAG report to the SSAC and the SSA, as determined by the SSA, along with a summary briefing of the findings.

When the SSAC decides that a PRAG is not necessary, the SSEB will perform this function.

18. Public Affairs (DP), DLA Office of.

DP provides advice and assistance to Logistics Operations Business Management Office 
(J-37) regarding public notification requirements of A-76 studies.  DP will 

prepare and distribute press releases concerning A-76 studies and answer all media inquiries concerning A-76 competitions.

19. Requiring Activity.

The Requiring Activity (e.g., DDC and DRMS) will develop the following documentation in
 accordance with the guidance provided in the DLA A-76 Commercial Activities Competition
 Guidebook:

a. Draft Selection Evaluation Criteria.

b. Performance Work Statement (PWS), which describes the requirements, in performance-based
c.  terms, to be accomplished by the Performing Activity. The PWS will be developed
d.  in accordance with the Guidebook for Performance-Based Service Acquisition
e.  (PBSA) in the Department of Defense (December 2000) and in collaboration with the
f.  contracting office and J-374.  The PWS will be incorporated into the draft RFP and
g.  submitted to the SSAC for review and approval.

h. Continuing Government Activity (CGA) which includes inherently governmental and core
i.  activities, and responsibilities and authorities not contained in the PWS.  The CGA will be developed concurrent with the PWS, in collaboration with the ACO and approved by the Head of the Requiring Activity .  A listing of the activities, responsibilities, and authorities to be part of the CGA, or a copy of the CGA, will be included in the PWS as an exhibit.

j. Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP), which describes the procedures to be used
k.  by the Government to ensure that the services being provided by the PA are meeting the
l.  minimum requirements of the contract. The QASP includes the method of inspection the
m.  Government will use, reports required, and the Government resources to be employed.

20. Requiring Activity (RA) Commercial Activity Program Office (CAPO).

The RA Commercial Activity Program Office (CAPO) coordinates the CA team efforts and is the central point-of-contact between the Activity Under Study and DLA HQ.  The CAPO provides overall guidance and planning; ensures milestones are met; serves as the
 primary liaison with J-374 and the Contracting Office throughout the study effort; ensures
 consistency in approach between study team; and provides necessary resources.

21. Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC).
The SSAC will perform the duties listed in a. through p.  All documents requiring SSA approval will be submitted through the SSAC.  The SSAC will include one senior representative from the Requiring Activity, and senior representatives from

· General Counsel (DG)
· Comptroller (J-8)
· Procurement Management (J-33)
· Business Management (J-38)
· Human Resources (J-1)
· Contracting Officer (advisory)

22. Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC) Chairperson.

a. Appoint the Chairperson and members of SSEB, PRAG, and CEB.

b. Function as the Technical Leveling Authority (TLA).

23. Source Selection Authority.     

The Source Selection Authority is responsible for the conduct of the entire source selection process. The SSA:

a. Is responsible for the proposal solicitation, evaluation, selection, and contract award;

b. Appoints the Chairperson for the SSAC and SSAC members;

c. Will act as Technical Leveling Authority or designate that role as necessary;

d. Will approve Acquisition Plans, Source Selection Plans, and Requests for Proposal;

e. Will provide the SSAC, if one is established, with guidance and special instructions to conduct the evaluation and selection process;

f. Will announce the cost comparison decision;

g. Will take necessary precautions to ensure against premature or unauthorized disclosure
h.  of source selection information (see FAR 3.104 and FAR 15.306(e)) as follows:

(1) Approve the source prior to release of any source selection data; and

(2) Ensure that individuals participating in the source selection process avoid any discussions regarding proposals or any related matters to preclude even the appearance of favoritism or any other improper action.  Independent evaluators who have access to proposal information, are bound by the same rules regarding conflict of interest (see m. below) and information disclosure as members of the source selection organization, regardless of whether they are designated members of the SSAC or the SSEB.

i. Will review and approve the contracting officer's determination to exclude offerors from consideration at any point in the selection process;

j. Will make the final selection decision(s) and document the supporting rationale in a source selection decision document;

k. Will advise higher level Management, as appropriate, of the outcome of the cost comparison

              before any final decision announcements/ notifications are made;

l. Will decide whether the SSAC and the SSEB are to be combined.  If a decision is made
m.  to combine these two bodies, the source selection authority will assure that the combined body accomplishes the functions and meets the objectives of both the source selection advisory council and the source selection evaluation board.  When these two bodies are combined, the SSA will assign the specific duties and responsibilities from the SSAC and the SSEB listed below to be performed by the combined body.  Any of those functions not assigned to the combined body will be assumed by the SSA;

n. Will require all persons receiving source selection information to comply with DODD 5500.7, “Standards of Conduct”, and FAR 3.104.  Any individual whose participation in the source selection process might result in a real, apparent, or possible conflict of interest will be disqualified from participation in the process; and all participants in source selection councils, boards or otherwise having access to source selection information will be asked to sign a certificate substantially the same as below concerning both conflict of interest and nondisclosure of sensitive information pertaining to the source selection.

o. Will comply with the following procedures when a SSEB, PRAG, and CEB are being established to 
p. evaluate offers for a commercial activity solicitation (see FAR subpart 7.3):

(1) The source selection authority will submit the names of proposed board members to the appropriate Human Resources Customer Support Office (HRCS)

that supports the function under study.  The HRCS will identify any board nominees who would be adversely affected if the function were contracted out.  Anyone so identified will be disqualified.

(2) The source selection authority will provide proposed board members a brief explanation of the purpose of a CA study.  This explanation will specifically include discussion of the impact on employees currently performing a function if it is contracted out.  Proposed board members will then be asked to sign a conflict of interest statement affirming that they know of no adverse impact on themselves, or on members of their household or immediate family, that will result from the cost comparison outcome.  Anyone unable or unwilling to make that affirmation will be disqualified.  The additional paragraphs for CA studies have been inserted into the Source Selection Non-disclosure and Conflict of Interest statement (see below, after Technical Leveling Authority).

24. Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB).

The SSEB is a group of fully qualified Government personnel representing various technical and
 functional disciplines who possess the professional skills and knowledge required to evaluate
 proposals and report the group’s findings to the contracting officer, the SSAC, or the SSA, as
 appropriate.  Civilian employees and military personnel of the activity being studied cannot serve
 on that study’s SSEB, nor can they serve on SSEBs of similar studies.

The SSAC Chairman will appoint the chairman and the members for each SSEB.  The SSEB Chairperson will coordinate the findings with all team members to ensure consensus within the team that depicts how well each offeror's proposal meets the evaluation standards.  Members of the SSEB should include representatives of the Requiring Activity, Primary Customers of the Activity Under Study, contract specialist, and DLA HQ. 

The SSEB will: 

a. Conduct an in-depth, fair, and impartial review and evaluation of each offeror’s technical proposal 
b. against the solicitation requirements and the
c.  approved Source Selection Plan;
d. Identify 
e. strengths and weaknesses associated with each offeror’s technical proposal;

f. Assess the risk associated with each offeror’s technical proposal;

g. Develop consensus rating(s) at the factor and sub-factor (as applicable) levels; and
h. Prepare and submit the SSEB report to the SSAC and to the SSA, as determined by the SSA, along with a summary briefing of the findings.  For each offeror, the SSEB report will address:

(1) What is offered;

(2) An assessment of whether the proposal meets or fails to meet the standard;

(3) A discussion of proposal strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, or risks ;

(4) A description of what, in the SSEB's opinion, may be done to remedy a weakness or deficiency; and

(5) What impact correction of the weakness or deficiency will have on the offerors' overall ability to perform.

25. Technical Leveling Authority (TLA).

The SSA may delegate the review and approval of the Government’s Technical Performance
 Plan (TPP) after technical leveling with the Best Value Offeror (BVO) to a Technical Leveling
 Authority (TLA).  The TLA evaluates the in-house offer and assesses whether or not the same level of performance and performance quality will be achieved.  The TLA does not have access to the in-house cost estimate.

A-76 NON-DISCLOSURE AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST

(Government Employee)

	NAME:
	
	
	GRADE:
	


	JOB TITLE:
	


	ORGANIZATION:
	


	A-76 STUDY(IES)
	


	AFFILIATION TO THE A-76 STUDY (CIRCLE ONE):  MEO / PWS / IRO / OTHER:
	


1. I acknowledge that my official duties cause me to have access to an A-76 study. I am aware that unauthorized disclosure of source selection or proposal information (including the Government’s management plan) could damage the integrity of this procurement and that the transmission or revelation of such information to unauthorized persons could subject me to prosecution under the Procurement Integrity Laws or under other applicable laws.
2. I will not divulge, publish, or reveal by word, conduct, or any other means, such information or knowledge, except as necessary to do so in the performance of my official duties related to this study and in accordance with the laws of the United States, unless specifically authorized in writing in each and every case by a duly authorized representative of the United States Government.
3. I acknowledge that the information I receive will be given only to persons specifically granted access to the procurement/proposal/source selection sensitive information and may not be further divulged without specific prior written approval from an authorized individual.
4. If, at any time during this A-76 study, my participation might result in a real, apparent, possible, or potential conflict of interest, I will immediately report the circumstances to the appropriate authorized individual; i.e., Contracting Officer, local Counsel, or Source Selection Authority.
	SIGNATURE:
	
	
	DATE:
	


A-76 NON-DISCLOSURE AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST

(Contractor Employee)

	NAME:
	


	JOB TITLE:
	


	COMPANY NAME:
	


	A-76 STUDY(IES)
	


	DLA SPONSOR:
	


(i.e., DDC, DRMS or J-3)

	AFFILIATION TO THE A-76 STUDY (CIRCLE ONE):  MEO / PWS / IRO / OTHER:
	


1. I acknowledge that my contract responsibilities cause me to have access to an A-76 study. I am aware that unauthorized disclosure of source selection or proposal information (including the Government’s management plan) could damage the integrity of this procurement and that the transmission or revelation of such information to unauthorized persons could subject me to prosecution under the Procurement Integrity Laws or under other applicable laws.
2. I will not divulge, publish, or reveal by word, conduct, or any other means, such information or knowledge, except as necessary to do so in the performance of my official duties related to this study and in accordance with the laws of the United States, unless specifically authorized in writing in each and every case by a duly authorized representative of the United States Government.
3. I acknowledge that the information I receive will be given only to persons specifically granted access to the procurement/proposal/source selection sensitive information and may not be further divulged without specific prior written approval from an authorized individual.
4. If, at any time during this A-76 study, my participation might result in a real, apparent, possible, or potential conflict of interest, I will immediately report the circumstances to the appropriate authorized individual; i.e., Contracting Officer, local Counsel, or Source Selection Authority.
	SIGNATURE:
	
	
	DATE:
	


SOURCE SELECTION PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT

	Important!  This Agreement concerns a matter within the jurisdiction of a United States government agency. This Agreement prohibits you from making false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements and/or certifications. If you do so, you may be subject to prosecution under 18 U.S.C. 1001.


	A-76 STUDY(IES)
	

	
	

	
	


	NAME:
	


(hereinafter referred to as “you” or “your”)

	ADDRESS:
	

	
	

	
	


	APPOINTED BY:
	

	
	

	
	


	DATE APPOINTED:
	



AGREEMENT
1. This Agreement applies to individuals involved in the above referenced A-76 study(ies). This Agreement applies to your service as a 
_______________________________________
.
2. This Agreement contains the rules of conduct for the procurement associated with the above referenced A-76 Study(ies). It includes rules of conduct regarding conflicts of interest, as well as rules of conduct regarding the safeguarding of confidential information.
3. Your Signature on this Agreement indicates that you have read this Agreement and agree to be bound by its terms.
4. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST. By signing this Agreement, you agree to avoid conflicts of interest. This means the following:
a. that you, your spouse, and dependent child(ren) do not have any direct or indirect financial interest or any other beneficial interest in a potential competing contractor on this procurement. Please note any exceptions to this below:
	

	

	


b. that you, your spouse, and dependent child(ren) agree not to acquire any direct or indirect financial interest or any other beneficial interest in an actual competing contractor on this procurement during the source selection process;
c. that you are not related to anyone, by blood or by marriage, who is employed by a potential or actual competing contractor on this procurement. Please note any exceptions to this below:
	

	

	


d. that you agree not to solicit or accept, directly or indirectly, any promise of future employment or business opportunity from an officer, employee, representative, agent, or consultant of a competing contractor on this procurement during the source-selection process;
e. that you agree not to discuss any future employment or business opportunity from an officer, employee, representative, agent, or consultant of a competing contractor on this procurement during the source selection process;
f. that you agree not to ask for, demand, exact, solicit, seek, accept, receive, or agree to receive, whether directly or indirectly, any money, gratuity, or other thing of value from any officer, employee, representative, agent, or consultant, of any competing contractor on this procurement;
g. that you agree not to engage in any personal or professional activity, or enter into any financial transaction, that involves, or appears to involve the direct or indirect use of “inside information” to further a private gain for yourselves or others; and,
h. that you affirm that, to the best of your knowledge, neither you nor any member of your household or immediate family is employed in a position that would be adversely affected if this function were contracted out.  For the purposes of this statement, you understand that every position currently devoted, full or part time, to directly performing the function under study is assumed to be adversely affected by a decision to contract out.
i. In the event that you have noted any exceptions in this paragraph, the Contracting Officer will advise you whether or not you may still participate in the source selection process.
5. PROTECTING CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION.  By signing this Agreement, you agree not to disclose confidential, proprietary, and/or source selection sensitive information to any individual or entity, unless that individual or entity is authorized by the Contracting Officer to receive such information. This means the following:
a. that you have read, understood, and agree to abide by the terms of the Federal Acquisition Regulation Part 3.104;
b. that you will not knowingly disclose, directly or indirectly, proprietary or source selection sensitive information to any individual or entity, unless that individual or entity is authorized by the Contracting Officer to receive such information;
c. that you agree not to discuss evaluation or source selection matters (including proprietary proposal information)  with any unauthorized individuals, even after the announcement of the successful contractor(s), unless authorized by the Contracting Officer; and,
d. that you acknowledge that disclosure of proprietary information may violate the “Trade Secrets Act”. If you are found to have violated the Trade Secrets Act, you may be subject to criminal penalties.
6. OTHER RULES OF CONDUCT.  By signing this Agreement you agree to abide by the following additional rules of conduct for this procurement:
a. you agree not to communicate with offerors or their subcontractors concerning this acquisition unless you first obtain the approval of the Contracting Officer;
b. you recognize that your participation in this source selection may be subject to intense scrutiny.  As such, you agree to conduct yourself in such a way as to not adversely affect the confidence of the public or competing contractors in this source selection process;
c. you agree to avoid any action, whether or not prohibited, that could result in, or could create, the appearance or lack of independence or a lack of impartiality; and, certify that you
[   ] have submitted a current OGE 450, Executive Branch Personnel Confidential Financial Disclosure Report, or SF 278, Executive Personnel Financial Disclosure Report, as required by DODD 5500.7, 

[   ] will submit a OGE 450 or SF 278 to your organization’s designated Ethics Official within ten work days from the date of your appointment, or
[   ] have consulted with your organization’s Ethics Official and are not required to submit a OGE 450 or SF 278.
7. You understand that your obligations under this Agreement are of a continuing nature. If anything takes place which would cause a change to any statement, or create a violation of any representation or rule of conduct contained in this Agreement, you agree to inform the Contracting Officer promptly.
I certify that I have read and understand the above Agreement. I further certify that the statements made herein are true and correct.
I agree to the terms of this Agreement.
	Your Signature
	
	Date

	
	
	

	Contracting Officer’s Signature
	
	Date


Appendix E:  Decision Notification Schedule SAMPLE
	
	Contact/Action
	Responsibility
	Due Date
	Time EST
	Comments

	1
	IRO Review/Certify Management Plan/IHCE
	IRO – Mr. Jeff Goldstein
	2/01/02
	0900
	Complete

	2
	Open IHCE
	KO – Ms. Deborah Raita
	2/22/02
	0900
	

	3
	Conduct Cost Comparison and CCF
	KO – Ms. Deborah Raita
	2/22/02
	1900
	

	4
	Present Results to SSA
	KO – Ms. Deborah Raita
	2/25/02
	0745
	Ms Campbell/Ms. Gonzales joining by telephone

	5
	Draft Congressional Notification Letters
	DL – Ms Vickie O'Toole
	2/26/02
	0900
	Coordination with J-374, DL, DG, and J-1

	6
	Notify VADM Lippert


	J-3 MG Proctor
	2/25/02
	0900
	Advise Admiral Lippert in person; Ms. Zulko needs to schedule this in advance. 

	7
	DDC provides data to J-374 for OSD fact sheet
	DDC A-76 Program Manager
	2/25/02
	1430
	

	8
	Notify DE (Mr. Steely)
	J-3 – Mr. Frank Lotts
	2/25/02
	10:30
	Advise Mr. Steely by phone; Ms Larson needs to schedule this in advance

	9
	Notify DLA Congressional & Public Affairs Offices. 
	J-374 – Ms. Heine
	2/25/02
	1400
	Deliver DLA Form 1693 received from KO.

	10
	Draft point paper for briefing DUSD(L&MR)
	J-374 has lead / 

J-3823 & J-8
	2/25/02
	1700
	DDC A-76 office Coordinates/Provides Input; Mr. Baillie to review before finalized.

	11
	Complete Congressional Notification Letters
	DL – Ms. Vickie O'Toole
	2/26/02
	1400
	Obtain J-3, DG, J-1, and DL coordination and submit for D signature 

	12
	Notify Depot Commander 
	DDC-D – BG Pillsbury / Ms Campbell
	2/26/02
	0900
	Notify by phone

	13
	Notify Host Commander
	LT COL Thompson
	2/28/02
	1600
	Notify by phone/person

	14
	Complete Q&As
	DP – Mr. Jack Hooper
	2/28/02
	0900
	J-374 and DDC Ms. Jackie Noble assist

	15
	Develop Summary Level Press Release
	DP – Mr. Jack Hooper
	2/27/02
	0900
	Draft press release – Coordinate with DDC (Ms. Jackie Noble), J-374

	16
	Draft DLA Council Union Letter
	J-374 – Mr. Marvin Williams
	2/26/02
	0900
	

	17
	Advise DUSD(L&MR) (Diane Morales), 
	VADM Lippert
	3/1/02
	A.M.
	Point Paper

	18
	Begin Congressional Notification
	DL – Col Sanford McLaurin
	3/1/02
	0900
	Notify by phone/fax

	19
	Notify Local Legislative Representatives
	DDC Command Affairs – Ms. Jackie Noble
	3/1/02
	1300
	Fax press release 

	20
	Notify DLA AFGE Council/AFGE National – Mr. Porter / Ms. Tyree*
	J-37 – Mr. Fred Baillie

J-1 (Karen Hilliard) assist
	3/1/02
	1230
	Notify Union by phone call and fax signed letter by J-3 Deputy Director

	21
	Notify Local Union
	DDAG Commander

LT Col Thompson
	3/1/02
	1245
	Local union should be notified right before workforce is briefed 

	22
	Notify DDC/DLA AFGE Council Vice Presidents
	DDC-DD – Ms. Phyllis Campbell
	3/1/02
	1300
	Notify by fax/letter

	23
	Brief Workforce
	DDAG Commander

LT Col Thompson 
	3/1/02
	1300
	

	24
	Notify Wiley Pearson (AFGE)
	J-37 – Mr. Fred Baillie
	3/1/02
	P.M.
	Notify by phone after workforce briefing

	25
	Notify Best-Value Offeror of Result
	KO – Ms. Deborah Raita
	3/1/02
	1300
	Notify by phone.

	26
	Issue Press Releases (National and Local)
	DP – Mr. Jack Hooper
	3/1/02
	1300
	Wire/Internet/Fax

	27
	Notify Host PAO (Send Press Release and Q&As)
	DDC Command Affairs – Jackie Noble
	3/1/02
	1300
	Fax

	28
	Update DLA A-76 Library & Directory Web Site 
	J-374 Mr. Ken McLain
	3/1/02
	1330
	

	29
	Update DLA A-76 Contracting Web Site
	KO – Ms. Deborah Raita
	3/1/02
	1330
	Send release to DLIS for posting

	30
	Provide MEO and Offeror with Required Information
	KO – Ms. Deborah Raita
	3/1/02
	P.M.
	FEDEX

	31
	Provide J-3 with Appeal Books
	KO – Ms. Deb Raita
	3/1/02
	P.M.
	Beginning of the Appeal Period

	*


	Advanced preparation should be made to ensure that Mr. Porter is available to receive the call at the scheduled time.
	J-37 Ms. Sipes
	
	
	


Figure 6.1 Proposal Evaluation Organization
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Key:


ABC – Activity Based Costing Software


CAMIS – Commercial Activities Management Information System


DBMS – DoD Business Management System
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