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1. Objective


 
This guide provides the Request for Proposal (RFP) Integrated Product Team (IPT) with an understanding of the intent and conduct of a SRB.  It also provides guidance in preparing and presenting the RFP product to the SRB members.

2.  Purpose


The SRB, as part of the solicitation review process, provides a senior level review of the RFP finished product.  The RFP submitted to the SRB, should be the quality intended for release to the offerors.


The purpose of the SRB is to review and evaluate solicitations before release to industry to ensure that:  


a.  The RFP provides a sound basis for contracting, 


b.  The RFP clearly and concisely states what the Air Force intends to buy,


c.  The RFP conforms to current laws, regulations, and acquisition policies,


d.  All parts of the RFP are consistent and totally integrated, and 


e.  The RFP meets the acquisition objectives as set forth in the acquisition strategy and resultant approved acquisition strategy. 


Individuals or groups within the team usually develop the RFP concurrently.  For example, the technical and user representatives are involved with the development of the statement of objectives and the systems level specification while the contracting members of the team are involved with developing Sections A through K, and the configuration/data management experts are working on the CDRL, etc. The contract lines items in Section B must correlate to the structure and nature of work being called for under the Statement of Objectives or Statement of Work and to the WBS.  There are chances for disconnects when these areas are created independently.  These are detected through thorough review of the complete product.  Most disconnects are usually detected and resolved by the RFP IPT members through the use of RFP traceability matrices or other means.  However, additional disconnects are often found by experienced reviewers who have not been as intensely and personally involved in the development of the documents.  This is particularly true in areas where there are disconnects related to recent changes in policy, regulations (e.g., FAR and FAR Sups), and statutes.

3.  Solicitation Review Board Membership


The SRB membership is key to the success of the review.  The SRB is co-chaired by Systems Program Director or designee and the Chief of the Acquisition Center for Excellence (ACE) (SMC/AXD) or Deputy for Contracting (SMC/PK).  


The SPO co-chair must be empowered to decide during the SRB among alternative courses of action or, as a minimum, that an issue will be addressed before RFP release.  The SPO co-chair is normally a Colonel or civilian equivalent.  The minimum SRB membership consists of representatives from the RFP IPT, the user (e.g., Space Command, detachments, etc.), senior representatives from Contracting (PK), Contract Review Committee (PKC), Competition Advocate (PKO), Judge Advocate (JA), Financial Management (FM), Small Business Office (BC), and the ACE (AXD).  Additionally, other SMC staff functional offices are invited on an as required basis.  Organizations that should be considered include AXE, AXF, AXL, AXP, AXT, and AXZ.


Inviting participation by higher headquarters representatives should also be considered, when appropriate.  Contact the ACE for current information on contacts/OPRs at higher/other headquarters.

4.  RFP IPT Preparation Responsibilities


The RFP IPT’s master schedule should include adequate time between the finalized product and the RFP release date to permit time to distribute, read, and review the documents, conduct the SRB, and incorporate SRB comments.  The minimum timeline for this set of activities is approximately two weeks.  The RFP should be distributed to SRB members at least five full working days prior to the SRB. The SRB will normally be completed in one workday.   The remainder of the week following the SRB is used for resolving any open action items, incorporating the SRB comments, final reviews by PKC and JA, and the reproduction and distribution of copies and electronic posting of the released RFP to appropriate bulletin boards, WEB pages, etc.  


Holding to a two week schedule is difficult for the RFP IPT.  Frequently things do not go as smoothly as planned and there is a tendency to try to compress the time that the SRB members have to read the package. Providing a quality package to the SRB senior reviewers allows them to focus on significant issues and disconnects rather than being distracted by editorial level flaws.  If at all possible, do not make changes to the review package once it has gone to the SRB panel members.  Then give them time to fully understand and consider the final product ensuring its total, overall quality. 

5.  Optional SRB for Release of Draft RFP 


While a SRB is normally associated with a final RFP, conducting a SRB prior to release of a Draft RFP is also highly recommended, particularly for complex or highly innovative acquisitions.  Some of the potential benefits and considerations are:


a.  Getting inputs and making changes early, while exploring and adopting alternatives is still fairly unemotional, and time is available to more thoroughly consider and incorporate adjustments.


b.  Getting earlier understanding, participation, and “buy in” from senior staff, particularly with regard to implementation details below the level addressed in the Acquisition Strategy Panel.  


c.  Avoiding possible premature adoption by the team (including industry), of “hardened” perceptions of the “right answers.”  Keeping all participants up to speed and on the same track is easier in the early stages.


d.  Providing “graybeard” assessment and perspective of industry inputs and recommendations received as a result of early industry involvement (Industry Briefings).

If there are few and minor changes between the Draft RFP and final RFP, the SRB on the final RFP could be very short, or might not be held at all (if the key participants so agree).  
6.  Conduct of the SRB


The SRB co-chairs will open the SRB when key SRB members are present.  An attendance sheet containing the name of the program, the date of the SRB and space for the names, rank/grade, office symbols, and phone numbers of all participants should be completed.  The attendance sheet becomes an attachment to the minutes.  


Opening remarks by the SRB co-chair usually include a brief restatement of the purpose of SRBs and the setting of some ground rules for the conduct of the specific SRB.  


The first order of business is a brief overview (approximately 15 charts) by the RFP IPT leader to describe the approved acquisition and any changes to the strategy resulting from the development of the RFP (i.e., a summary of the strategy as approved by the Acquisition Strategy Panel and any subsequent changes).  The overview should also address in summary fashion the resolution of comments received during the development of the RFP.  Include the disposition of the comments received from industry in response to the Draft RFP review.  (Note:  The individual comments and detailed responses do not need to be addressed in the SRB.)  A summary chart should identify available and anticipated funding (by year and fund type), expected funds requirements, and any shortfalls (be able to discuss status of shortfall resolution actions).  Provide current status and schedules for key pre-release events and documents, such as Source Selection Plan (SSP) approval, Space System Acquisition Strategy (SSAS), RFP Pre-Release Briefing, and clearances/authority to release RFP.  Include the RFP matrix showing the interrelationships between the SOO objectives; system/technical requirements; Section M criteria, and Section L instructions.


The next order of business is the actual review of the RFP (either electronically or paper flip through page by page).  The RFP attachments should be reviewed first, beginning with the Statement of Objectives (SOO) (or Statement of Work (SOW), if used in the RFP) and the Technical Requirements Document (TRD).  This gives the SRB members an understanding of the translation of the user requirements into the acquisition objectives and requirements.  Other attachments and exhibits (e.g., CDRL, DD Form 254, GFE/GFP lists) should then be examined.  Note that some of the attachments may be annexes to Section L, depending upon RFP structure.  Next, Sections L and M should be reviewed.  This provides a thorough understanding of the relationship to the acquisition objectives as well as to the proposal instructions and the evaluation criteria.  The final part of the RFP review is Sections A through K and the proposed RFP cover letter.


It is imperative that a recorder is assigned to record changes and action items.  Items of an editorial nature are often incorporated into the RFP during the review.  Those items that require further discussion, research, or decision become action items.  The nature of the discussion should be recorded, the individual office representative named, and an expected date for resolution of the items.  The recorder is provided by the SPO.  It is recommended that at least one other person, besides the recorder, be designated to also take notes, to better ensure that all changes and action items are accurately captured for the official minutes.

7.   Disposition of Action Items


The minutes of the SRB as well as the disposition of each of the action items become part of the contract file.  Therefore, the disposition of each of the action items must be included in the contract file prior to final review by the Contract Review Committee (PKC) and the Legal Office (JA).

8.   Assistance/Suggestions  


Contact the SMC ACE  (SMC/AXD, DSN 833-6678) for further assistance or recommended changes to this guide.

The following list provides a framework for reviewing the remainder of the RFP and determining it is complete.  Examine the areas to ensure continuity between interdependent sections of the RFP.   


A.  The SOO: The SOO should be reviewed to ensure that the statements are about program and contract objectives related to the required product/service rather than “how to” information.



1.  Statements/objectives should be clear and unambiguous.



2.  Statements/objectives should be such that completion can be determined (i.e., we can 

tell when we have satisfied the objective).



3.  Statements and objectives should correlate to the requirements (e.g., ASP, SSAS, TRD, ORD).  The user(s) should concur that the SOO (and rest of the RFP) adequately reflect their objectives.



4.  When using the IPD approach, the SOO objectives should correlate to the WBS.




5.  SOO structure, size, and content should be consistent with current policy, guidance, and practices.  Contact SMC/AXD for the most current information.



6.  Instructions for an offeror created and provided SOW (developed from the SOO, WBS, and other programmatic information) should be concise with enough information to result in an acceptable SOW.  


B.  Compliance Documents:

When compliance documents are being incorporated in the RFP they must be identified by the exact title and date of issue, and be tailored to include only the minimum tasks to ensure satisfaction of the government requirement.  The program office should have contacted the SMC Systems Engineering Office and established the list of recommended/needed/required specifications and standards for this acquisition.  If MILSPECs and STDs are being utilized, the SMC ACE is to communicate to SMC/PK that the local DCMA needs to be included in the RFP distribution list.


Every compliance document identified should be readily available to any potential offeror (e.g., Bidders’ Library, Electronic Bulletin Board, included in RFP (preliminary, Draft, or Final)) as early as practical.  


C.  Listing of Reference Documents:

Clear instructions regarding disposition and purpose of any reference documents identified in the RFP should be made.  Reference documents do not have nor should they have any contractually binding intent.  The use of reference documents is to provide the offerors with an understanding of the program and its requirements, or how government facilities are managed.  Each reference document should be challenged to ensure that its identification in the RFP is truly necessary, and that simply including  the document in the Bidders’ Library isn’t sufficient.


Every reference document identified in the RFP should be readily available to any potential offeror (e.g., Bidders’ Library, Electronic Bulletin Board, included in RFP (preliminary, Draft, or Final) as early as is practical.  


D.  Correlation of Sections L & M:  


Almost everything required by Section L to be provided in the offerors’ proposals (including the model contract) should be clearly related to evaluation criteria, areas, etc. in Section M.


Matrices and tables should be used in the RFP to clearly depict the interrelationships between the Section M factors, sub-factors, and criteria; the SOO; the Section L instructions; and the anticipated proposal volumes.  During the development of the RFP and evaluation of the resulting proposals, use of a fairly complex table(s) or matrix may be essential in ensuring correlation, traceability and consistency of requirements, definitions and instructions between technical requirements (TRD), WBS, SOO, CLINs, data requirements, Section L-2/3 and Section M.  Offerors should be instructed to respond with appropriate tables or matrices to map their proposal volumes (and portions therein, as appropriate) to Section M and Section L instructions.  


E.  Data and information:  


Information and providing information needed by the government to manage the contract and program, manage risks, and continue the program beyond the end of the contract is critical to program success.  When electronic data interchange and access is being used in lieu of an extensive detailed CDRL, particular attention needs to be paid to ownership, rights, and the taking delivery/possession of information in shared electronic databases, particularly at the end of the contract.  Several Sections of the RFP (e.g.; Sections H, I, L and M; SOO/SOW; TRD) may contain related material that should be examined to determine the complete set of requirements and instructions related to this area.  


F.  CLINs versus WBS, SOO and deliverables (hardware, software, data, etc.):  


The CLINs should cover everything - but only once.  All deliverables including labor, service, and product must be covered by CLINs.  


G.  Section B - CLINs, CLIN structure, and contract types:

The CLIN structure should be as simple and direct as practical for ease of management.  The variety of contract types and fee arrangements should be as few as practical, consistent with the nature of the efforts and products, and the funds types, sources, and obligations/expenditure controls and constraints.  


H.  Section E - Inspection and Acceptance, versus related requirements elsewhere in RFP:

Quality Assurance and acceptance requirements and clauses in Section E must be consistent and compatible with quality assurance, inspection, acceptance testing and related processes and requirements in other Sections of the RFP.  Also, ensure that inspection clauses cited in Section E are referenced to the correct CLINs. 


I.  Section F, Deliveries or Performance:

Consistency between Section F, Section B, and Section G (and Options information in Section H) should be verified.  Verification of Section F for accuracy of dates and for consistency with other RFP Sections should be done.  User(s) validation or concurrence should be evident (e.g., User representative confirms during SRB), particularly for large and/or complex CLIN/SubCLIN structures (e.g., a production contract with many items to be delivered to many different agencies and locations at different times).
J.  Cross-referencing:

Cross references to other Sections, elements, attachments, etc. within the RFP should be checked for accuracy.  To the extent practical, references to documents not included in the RFP package should also be verified as correct.  
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