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Memorandum

	TO:
	Defense Acquisition Regulations Council, Attn: Ms. Susan L. Schneider
	DATE:
	May 6, 2002

	FROM:

	Terrence A. Li Puma

	SUBJECT:
	Response to the April 3, 2002, posting of “Proposed Changes to Ordering Procedures Under Multiple Award Contracts (MAC)”


The following is our response to the subject proposal:

1. We believe that implementing such an approach, predicated on our extensive experience in serving as a Federal contractor for the past 30 years and based on recent working experiences under contract mechanisms where such an approach was employed, will significantly increase costs to the Government for services secured under such contract mechanisms.  These costs will be directly incurred by the Government, as a result of Government staff being required: to develop the proposal; to review the proposals that are submitted; to negotiate with the selected contractor; to execute the delivery order contract; and to respond to any questions, inquiries, claims, or protests raised by any of the unsuccessful vendors.  Similarly, costs to the Government will be increased, due to increased overhead costs that will be passed through to the Government by each contractor in their Government-approved overheads, as well as incurred by all contractors in development of the proposal, conduct of any subsequent questions and/or negotiations,  and preparation of any responses associated with claims or protests that may result from the additional competitive efforts.

2. We believe that additional costs will be incurred by the Government associated with time delays (e.g., lost-opportunity costs) associated with the additional proposal elements that will result from this process.  These indirect, or lost-opportunity, costs are in addition to the direct and indirect overhead costs identified in item 1.

3. We are concerned that this process could be construed as “bidding” of professional architect and engineer services that is contrary to the terms, conditions, and stipulations associated with the Brooks Bill.

4. In addition, on most procurements for ID/IQ professional services that are not associated with Brooks Bill acquisitions, such procurements have already incorporated a cost proposal submittal and evaluation, such that cost has already been made part of a competitive selection process.  Expanding the delivery order process to include another round of ‘cost-competitive’ proposals among the previously-selected contractors, appears to be redundant to a selection process that has already included costs.

We trust that the above comments to the proposal are helpful and accepted in the spirit in which they have been requested and given.  We have an extensive relationship with a wide-range of Government customers and clients, and we look forward to efficiently and cost-effectively continuing to provide these services for years to come. Thank you, and please feel free to contact me at your convenience, if you have any questions or if additional information is required.
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