FAQs with answers from SPAWAR Atlantic Contracts – May 2015
Q1: We didn't exist as a company when the Pillars were awarded. Will there be "On-ramps" so that new small businesses have a chance to compete?
A1: The On-Ramp provisions contained in the Pillar contracts require the Government to “on-ramp” additional prime contractors only if we do not achieve a certain percentage of competition over a stated amount of time.  We have not encountered that situation on any of the current pillars so no on-ramp actions are being considered at this time.

Q2:  How is the work being transitioned from SACs or legacy MACs to pillars?  Can you explain how the decision process works for choosing which niche contract vehicle is selected after a PR is initiated?

A2:  Specific pillars are chosen by the type of technology involved in accordance with guidance pertaining to each portfolio.  For example, BFS specifically addresses software development of business solutions, non-tactical business solution network support, and hosting and data center operations.  We also have other command wide contracts for specific purposes such as Program Management/Financial Management (PM/FM), Global Installations, Administrative Support, etc.  Finally, we have niche contracts for specific IPTs/programs.  As work transitions from a legacy contract we consider our internal contracts first and determine the best “fit” relative to the scope of each effort.  If we do not have a natural “fit”, we may use an external contract.

Q3:  Are there efforts to standardize RFIs in an attempt to maximize responses? Some RFIs have page limits of 26+ pages while others may only be 5 pages. These requirements have an impact on industry's ability to respond to these.
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A3:  Yes, we do attempt to standardize our RFIs to the greatest extent practicable.  We have a documented process and associated form to help with standardization of RFIs.

Q4:  Will you include technical approach on pillar task orders for remainder of pillar pop. Given pillar awards already were qualified on corpex, will we see more technical approach requirements in section L
A4:  We do consider evaluating technical approach on each task order.  We will use the appropriate technical evaluation factors that we feel will allow us to select the best value contractor on each individual TO.

Q5:  What criteria will be used to make a single award determination?

A5:  The criteria used is from FAR 16.504(c)(1)(ii)(B).  Typically, SSC LANT single award contracts have been justified due to the projected orders being so integrally related that only a single contractor can reasonably perform the work.

Q6:  Part of SPAWAR's strengths aside from engineering is its Acquisition ability. What is contracts doing to streamline the TO process. Sponsors have the ability to release their own acquisitions quicker than SSC LANT. When will we return to speed to capability?

A6: We have several initiatives in place that are centered around increasing our speed to capability.  We received industry feedback regarding Procurement Lead Time through our SPAWAR MAC Working Group (additional detail can be found at:  https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navhome.nsf/homepage?readform),  and the recommendations resulting from this feedback will be incorporated into our processes across the SPAWAR enterprise.  In addition, we also have initiatives that are focused on increasing the quality of our contract documentation, and there are always checks and balances in every government process that impact the efficiency we strive for in our processes.  SSC LANT is focused on continuous improvement and is working to increase our speed to capability, but we also must follow all regulations and provide quality documents for our customers.



Q7:  What processes are being implemented to increase QA for RFPs? Many recent problems have been observed which increase timelines and industry costs.

A7:  The Request for Proposal package was also part of the MAC Working Group feedback .   We will also incorporate those recommendations at an enterprise level.  In addition, we have implemented several new review processes within the overall task order process that are focused on improving quality.  In addition to increased (higher level) reviews, we are also developing a detailed training plan for LANT contracts and requirements personnel to better educate our workforce on key acquisition topics.

Q8:  Who defined the internal svc mac milestone process? Why are there so many steps?
A8:  SSC LANT has developed milestone plans for most of our contract actions.  The steps reflect the required steps based on rules, policies, regulations, etc. 

Q9:  Will contractors be included in the CIMS workflow notification?

A9:  No, CIMS is an internal database.

Q10:  Is there cost realism evaluation being performed as part of proposal evaluation?
A10:  Yes, we conduct cost realism analysis in accordance with our RFPs on cost type task orders and contracts.

Q11:  Just because your minimum award time is 78 days does not mean that metric is even remotely accepable to your IPT leads, end clients, and industry partners. What initiatives are you taking to reduce that to say, 35 days?
A11: See answer 6. We have several initiatives in place that are centered around increasing our speed to capability.  We also have initiatives that are focused on increasing the quality of our contract documentation, and there are always checks and balances in every government process that impact the efficiency we strive for in our processes.  SSC LANT is focused on continuous improvement and is working to increase our speed to capability, but we also must follow all regulations and provide quality documents for our customers.  We do not have a specific target for minimum award time.

Q12:  Could you elaborate on the mechanisms you are considering to allow for more differentiation in source selections? For large or complex Task Orders, will SSC LANT begin to require things like Tech or Management Approaches, resumes or orals similar to other agencies?
A12:  SSC LANT will continue to consider all evaluation tools available to us, in accordance with our policies and regulations.  In general, the key to successful source selections and tradeoffs is to consider those factors that are the most important aspects to the program.  Typically, the more factors you consider, the harder it is to differentiate between offerors (and make meaningful tradeoffs).  As such, we are striving to include only those factors that will drive successful performance and that can allow for differentiation between competitors.  

Q13:  Are there plans to share a forecast of TOs that have been determined to be competed under Pillars or other MAC by the PPSM?
A13:  Forecasting is another topic addressed by the MAC Working Group.  The feedback provided by industry and subsequent recommendations will be incorporated into our forecasting process.  In the interim, we are working on a repeatable process that will allow us to update forecasted actions following PPSMs.  The target is to update the forecast on a monthly basis.



Q14:  How does contracts guard against offerors "buying in"?

A14:  There are several tools available to us to detect and “guard against” buying in.  There are no prohibitions against “buying in”, but we view it as very important that we understand the cost and price proposals that we receive so that we can identify mistakes, understatements, overstatements, managerial decisions, etc.  In cost type actions we typically use cost realism procedures to help us understand proposals, and to adjust proposals, if necessary.  In fixed price acquisitions we may use price realism or other price evaluation techniques to detect “buying in.”  The procedures to be used will be spelled out in the RFP.

Q15:  Given SAC FOEs are moving to Pillars/MAC - what determines which Pillar the work goes to and is any consideration made by the government as to whether the incumbent has a seat at the chosen table?

A15:  Specific pillars are chosen by the type of technology involved in accordance with guidance pertaining to each portfolio.  For example, BFS specifically addresses software development of business solutions, non-tactical business solution network support, and hosting and data center operations.  We also have other command wide contracts for specific purposes such as PM/FM, Global Install, admin Support, etc.  Finally, we have niche contracts for specific IPTs/programs.  As work transitions from a legacy contract we consider our internal contracts first and determine the best “fit” relative to the scope of each effort.  If we do not have a natural “fit”, we may use an external contract.  Part of our discussion in the planning stage does include a consideration of the incumbent, but ultimately the decision regarding the appropriate contract is driven by scope considerations.

Q16:  There has been conflicting responses with respect to primes on a pillar or MAC subbing to one another, can you confirm that primes including large businesses on a pillar or MAC can sub to one another?
A16:  In general, SSC LANT discourages teaming in this manner as it does not provide us with the best competitive environment.

Q17:  Will LANT be providing debriefs on task order competitions under $5M

A17:  As a standard practice, no.  We will implement the FAR guidance with respect to the debrief threshold.  There may be exceptions (where it is mutually beneficial to provide a debrief for an action under the threshold), but those will be determined at the sole discretion of the government on a case-by-case basis.

Q18:  Will the future LANT contract strategy leverage external GWACs and DODWACs?

A18:  Yes, we will continue to expand our use of GWACs and DODWACs.  We are exploring increased use of Seaport-e for service task orders, and we will also analyze other available ordering vehicles to augment the SPAWAR specific contracts that we will award and utilize.

Q19:  When will SSC-Lant release a TO award report for the pillars?
A19:  We intend to provide an update at each SBIOI and then post that update after each event.


Q20:  “On 03 March 2015, Dr Kendall released a memo to DoD services and agencies. That memo was titled “ Appropriate Use of Lowest Priced Technically Acceptable Source Selection Process and Associated Contract Type.” In that memo, Dr. Kendall stated specifically that LPTA should not be used to procure services. Why, then, is SSC, Atlantic using LPTA as an evaluation criteria for TOs to be issued as Level of Effort (LOE) awards?”
A20:  Mr. Kendall’s memo stated that LPTA is the appropriate source selection process to apply only when there are well-defined requirements, the risk of unsuccessful contract performance is minimal, price is a significant factor in the source selection, and there is neither a value, need, nor willingness to pay for higher performance.  He went on to say that LPTA offers a streamlined and simplified source selection approach to rapidly procure the commercial and non-complex services and supplies we need to support the Warfighter.  We have been in compliance with Mr. Kendall’s direction on our source selections.  Nearly all of our source selections at the contract level, and most at the task order level have been designed to allow for trade-offs.  We will continue to monitor the use of LPTA and trade-off procedures on our service acquisitions to ensure we are using the appropriate process to make an effective award decision.
Q21:  Will SSC LANT consider posting MAC/pillar task order RFPs to eCommerce so that everyone--not just primes--can be aware of opportunities?
A21:  No, we will continue to post to the portal designated for the contract on which the order will be awarded (i.e., Seaport-O).
Q22:  Will the pillar recompetes align to the rumored new portfolio structure or be competency driven?
A22:  No.  The new strategy will be more aligned to products and services being delivered.
Q23:  Why does SSC LANT require HQ approval for orders over 4.9 million when it used to be for orders 49 million? This approval is just adding more time.
A23:  SPAWAR HQ has mandated the review/approval levels for LANT.


Q24:  For large businesses, is small business participation of 30% a goal or a requirement? And is this on the task order level or across the base contract?

A24:  For large businesses, the contract includes the subcontracting plan that details small business subcontracting goals.  At this time, the Department of Defense Overall subcontracting small business goal is 36%.  The goal is monitored at the contract level through the Electronic Subcontract Reporting System (E-SRS)., 
http://www.acq.osd.mil/osbp/statistics/sbProgramGoals.shtml 

Q25:  Over the last several months we have responded to several market surveys and RFIs but never hear the decision that was made.

A25:  We have implemented a requirement to post the market survey decision.  This process includes a notice in the Seaport-O portal to all portfolio pillar contract holders on the business size selection.

Q26:  Why does contract staff refuse to meet with industry?

A26: Contracts staff are present at each SBIOI event and are available for one-on-one discussions during breaks and speed networking events.  

Q27:  After a mac market survey is complete and there are small businesses and preferred capable of performing the work, how do you determine what contract the work goes to?

A27:  FAR Part 19.203 provides guidance on the order of precedence.  The contracting officer shall first CONSIDER an acquisition for the small business socio-economic program, however take into account the small business” capabilities and agency goals.
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Q28:  From an industry perspective, the Navy appears to be sending mixed messages.  That is, the Navy, (Department of the Navy Strategic Sourcing representative) is communicating that contract vehicles such as the GSA OASIS contract vehicle offer a great mechanism for eliminating contracting redundancy, while industry communications with Navy HCAs such as SSC ATLANTIC convey the message that they are constrained from utilizing such vehicles (by higher DoN authorities).  

A28: The latest Defense Procurement and Policy (DPAP) policy memo is dated Jun 11, 2014, entitled Interagency Acquisitions.  This policy memo, along with Navy and SPAWAR guidance, reiterates that the use of non-DoD agencies is encouraged when it is the best method of procurement to meet DoD requirements. It is ultimately a business decision that must be made by the DoD activity taking into account the ability to satisfy customer requirements (cost, schedule, delivery), appropriate use of funds, providing unique terms and conditions required by DoD, and consideration of total fees paid for use of a non-DoD contract.  While it appears that DoD has taken a more relaxed stance on the use of non-DoD contracts, the decision to use a non-DoD contract must still be supported by a best interest determination and findings.

Q29:  HZ is still the lowest diversity goal with industry partners. 1. When do you anticipate meeting the national goal standard? 2. What/where are the teeth in keeping Primes on track with SB utilization on TOs?

A29:  1.  SPAWAR LANT has met or exceeded its established HUBZONE (HZ) targets over the last several years.   2.  Small Business utilization is evaluated in CPARS.  The CPARS assessment rates the prime contractors compliance with the terms and conditions of the contract for small business participation (see FAR 52.219-8/-9).  Past performance of SB utilization is a required element in source selection evaluations iaw DFARS 215-305(a)(2) .
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