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I.  Competition Trends 
 
The Department of Defense (DoD) total dollars obligated increased from $367 Billion 
(B) in Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 to $375 B in FY 2011 with $219 B in competitive dollar 
obligations for an overall competition rate of 58%.  Even though the total dollars 
obligated has varied significantly over the past ten years, overall competition rates 
have remained relatively stable with a high of 65% in FY 2009 to 58% in FY 2011 for 
a ten year average of 62%.  Figure 1 below reflects the DoD trend data for competitive 
vice non-competitive dollars.1

 
 

Figure 1 – DoD Dollars Competed and Not Competed ($ in Billions) 
 

 
  

                                                 
1 The source of FY 2002-2006 data is DoD’s DD 350 legacy system.  The source for the FY 2007 thru FY 2011 
data is the Federal Procurement Data System (FPDS) “Competition Report.”   The FY 2011 report uses the 
“new” competition report based on data from January 6, 2012.  The FY 2007 through FY 2010 reports used the 
“old” methodology with actions coded as “Not Available for Competition” counted as non-competitive dollars.  
The FY2010 report was based on the data from January 7, 2011; the FY 2009 on January 6, 2010; and FY 
2007/2008 on January 15, 2009. 
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Overall Competition 
 
The Overall Competition Report provides a summary of the level of competition 
achieved by the Department and Components, which varies depending upon the type 
of product or service being procured.  As noted in the FY 2010 Competition Report, 
DoD began tracking overall competition using the “new” methodology in the Federal 
Procurement Data System (FPDS) and will use only the new methodology in FY 2011 
report.  The new methodology tracks whether fair opportunity is provided at the order 
level and only counts those orders as competed if fair opportunity is provided.  The 
new methodology is intended to more accurately capture competition achievements on 
orders under multiple award contracts (MACs) and federal supply schedules (FSS).2    
Table 1 below illustrates how the level of competition varied by DoD Component in 
FY 2011 based on this new methodology in the competition report.3

 
 

Table 1 – FY 2011 Overall Competition Report by DoD Component 
 

 
 
                                                 
2 Under the “old” methodology, orders under MACs and FSS were counted as competitive based on how the 
initial contract award was coded in FPDS along with follow-on actions to previously competed actions. 
3 The source is the FPDS Competition Report, run on January 6, 2012.  Figures contained in the Military 
Department’s and Defense Agency’s Competition Reports may vary if the Competition Report was run on any 
other day since FPDS is a dynamic system.  Defense Contract Management Agency competition reflects de-
obligations actions from its contract management offices that result in negative total dollars obligated with a 
corresponding negative competition rate.  

Contracting Agency Total Dollars Competed Dollars
% Competed 

Dollars
DEPT OF THE ARMY 125,146,349,006$              78,492,670,222$              63%
DEPT OF THE NAVY 105,423,539,438$              50,266,407,480$              48%
DEPT OF THE AIR FORCE 65,491,757,117$                27,656,259,855$              42%
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 35,936,350,533$                29,616,416,114$              82%
BUSINESS TRANSFORMATION AGENCY 29,718,423$                      24,187,431$                    81%
DEFENSE ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS AGENCY 1,160,715,487$                 1,024,653,470$                88%
DEFENSE COMMISSARY AGENCY 6,290,531,285$                 1,251,765,816$                20%
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT AGENCY (35,953,632)$                     141,065,585$                   -392%
DEFENSE FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE 232,250,470$                    108,535,943$                   47%
DEFENSE HUMAN RESOURCES ACTIVITY 62,484,005$                      34,583,196$                    55%
DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY 5,370,283,019$                 4,347,879,716$                81%
DEFENSE MEDIA ACTIVITY 156,327,244$                    135,847,309$                   87%
DEFENSE MICROELECTRONICS ACTIVITY 836,345,363$                    667,611,352$                   80%
DEFENSE SECURITY COOPERATION AGENCY 60,256,365$                      48,984,376$                    81%
DEFENSE SECURITY SERVICE 81,158,201$                      79,340,005$                    98%
DEFENSE THREAT REDUCTION AGENCY 985,122,060$                    829,127,168$                   84%
DEPT OF DEFENSE EDUCATION ACTIVITY 313,004,446$                    286,417,723$                   92%
MISSILE DEFENSE AGENCY 5,382,146,534$                 3,482,140,669$                65%
TRICARE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITY 11,776,822,826$                10,624,771,272$              90%
U.S. SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 2,638,881,215$                 1,742,659,928$                66%
UNIFORMED SERVICES UNIV. OF THE HEALTH SCIENCES 54,701,869$                      22,065,472$                    40%
USTRANSCOM 7,236,913,372$                 7,210,404,759$                100%
WASHINGTON HEADQUARTERS SERVICES 755,255,947$                    611,797,070$                   81%
TOTAL 375,384,960,592$              218,705,591,932$            58%
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Utilizing the new methodology, the FY 2011 Competition Report shows $219 B was 
competitively obligated for an overall competition rate of 58% ($219 B/$375 B).  This 
represents a four percent drop from the FY 2010 achieved rate of 62% ($227/$366) 
with an associated decrease of $8 B in the competed obligation amount.  It should be 
noted that the Department’s competition rate is based on dollars obligated.  If 
measured based on contract actions competed, the competition rate was 83.5%, to 
reflect improved competition for lower dollar value contract actions. 
 
Within the Components, the level of competition achieved by contracting 
organizations varies widely based upon the product/service mix being procured.  
Generally, those contracting organizations whose mission/function includes 
installation and/or depot level maintenance are well suited to competition and achieve 
the highest levels of competition.  This is also true for contracting organizations 
heavily involved in commercial and construction procurements.  The competitive 
percentages are lower in contracting organizations that buy major systems, services, 
specialized equipment, or spares and upgrades that may need to be purchased from the 
original equipment manufacturer (OEM) or supplier.   
 
During FY 2011, the decrease in competitive obligations was largely the result of high 
dollar contract awards and modifications for non-competed actions of major systems 
like the LPD-26 and DDG 1000 ships; the Virginia Class submarine; and the F-22,  
C-17, C-5, JSF and P-8 aircraft programs.  Competitively awarded contracts for 
Littoral Combat Ships and the DDG 114-116 Arleigh Burke Class Destroyers are 
examples of major system contracts that improved competition in the Department.   
 
Effective Competition 
 
Effective competition is a new measure in the FY 2011 Competition Report resulting 
from the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (USD 
(AT&L’s)) Better Buying Power Initiative for promoting real competition as discussed 
later in Section II Initiatives.  Effective competition is defined as a market condition 
that exists when more than one offer is received in response to a solicitation issued 
using competitive procedures for the following contract actions:  (1) contracts and 
purchase orders; (2) orders and calls under Part 13 BPAs/BOAs; (3) delivery/task 
orders issued under multiple award schedules, government wide acquisition contracts, 
and ID/IQs contracts -- considering fair opportunity; (4) BPAs and BPA calls under 
Federal Supply Schedules; and (5) single award ID/IQs contracts and the resulting 
delivery/task orders.  Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy (DPAP), in 
coordination with Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC), developed the Ad Hoc 
FPDS Report “Competed with Only One Offer” to capture effective competition data.  
Each component used this report to measure FY 2011 effective competition obligation 
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amounts.  Table 2 below provides a summary of the effective competition achievement 
for the Department and each Component in FY 2011.4

 
 

 
Table 2 – FY 2011 Effective Competition Report by DoD Component 

 

 
 
In FY 2011, the Department achieved an “Effective” competition rate of 83% with 
almost $181 B in “Effective Competition Dollar” obligations and $38 B in “Only One 
Offer Competed Dollar” obligations.  This is a $10 B decrease from the FY 2010 
“Only One Offer” obligated amount of $48 B, and most importantly, equates to a 4% 
improvement over the FY 2010 baseline rate of 79%.  In FY 2012, the Department 
continues to emphasize improvements in effective competition through the issuance of 
a DFARS Rule. 
  

                                                 
4 The source is the FPDS Competed with Only One Offer Report run on January 6, 2012.  Figures contained in 
the Military Department’s and Defense Agency’s Reports may vary if the Competed with One Offer Report was 
run on any other day since FPDS is a dynamic system.  The TRICARE Management Activity and U.S. Special 
Operations Command’s negative “Only One Offer Dollars” amounts represent de-obligations on single award 
contracts and orders that resulted in 100% or greater effective competition rates. 

Contracting Agency
Total Competed 

Dollars
Only One Offer 

Competed Dollars

Effective 
Competition 

Dollars

 
Effective 

Competition 
DEPT OF THE ARMY 78,492,670,222$   15,529,560,601$      62,963,109,621$     80%
DEPT OF THE NAVY 50,266,407,480$   11,083,595,555$      39,182,811,926$     78%
DEPT OF THE AIR FORCE 27,656,259,855$   4,142,070,358$        23,514,189,497$     85%
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 29,616,416,114$   3,267,129,369$        26,349,286,745$     89%
BUSINESS TRANSFORMATION AGENCY 24,187,431$         5,218,527$              18,968,903$           78%
DEFENSE ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS AGENCY 1,024,653,470$     335,094$                 1,024,318,376$       100%
DEFENSE COMMISSARY AGENCY 1,251,765,816$     12,744,134$            1,239,021,682$       99%
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT AGENCY 141,065,585$        64,110,929$            76,954,656$           55%
DEFENSE FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE 108,535,943$        31,380,688$            77,155,255$           71%
DEFENSE HUMAN RESOURCES ACTIVITY 34,583,196$         5,324,213$              29,258,984$           85%
DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY 4,347,879,716$     1,122,047,794$        3,225,831,922$       74%
DEFENSE MEDIA ACTIVITY 135,847,309$        5,366,251$              130,481,058$          96%
DEFENSE MICROELECTRONICS ACTIVITY 667,611,352$        628,395,150$           39,216,203$           6%
DEFENSE SECURITY COOPERATION AGENCY 48,984,376$         14,274,233$            34,710,143$           71%
DEFENSE SECURITY SERVICE 79,340,005$         6,174,855$              73,165,150$           92%
DEFENSE THREAT REDUCTION AGENCY 829,127,168$        141,399,926$           687,727,242$          83%
DEPT OF DEFENSE EDUCATION ACTIVITY 286,417,723$        64,115,454$            222,302,270$          78%
MISSILE DEFENSE AGENCY 3,482,140,669$     1,579,168,380$        1,902,972,289$       55%
TRICARE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITY 10,624,771,272$   (1,482,340)$             10,626,253,612$     100%
U.S. SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 1,742,659,928$     (15,980,913)$           1,758,640,841$       101%
UNIFORMED SERVICES UNIV OF HEALTH SCIENCES 22,065,472$         2,873,818$              19,191,654$           87%
USTRANSCOM 7,210,404,759$     339,557,916$           6,870,846,843$       95%
WASHINGTON HEADQUARTERS SERVICES 611,797,070$        100,272,502$           511,524,567$          84%
Total 218,705,591,932$ 38,127,652,495$      180,577,939,438$   83%
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Fair Opportunity 
 
In FY 2009, the Department began reporting Fair Opportunity using a DMDC 
developed report to track fair opportunity accomplishments.  Fair Opportunity 
reporting is included in the new Competition Report discussed above.  Table 3 below 
illustrates the fair opportunity obligation trend data for the DoD during FY 2009 
through FY 2011 with the fair opportunity competition obligation amounts and rates 
increasing slightly from 87% to 88% in FY 2010 to FY 20115

 
.   

Table 3 – FY 2009 to FY2011 Fair Opportunity Trend Data 
 

 
 
DMDC also provides a report that identifies the extent of fair opportunity achievement 
by the various types of MAC.  Specifically, whether a DoD order is placed against a 
DoD awarded multiple award task or delivery order contract, a Federal Supply 
Schedule (FSS), a Government-wide Acquisition Contract (GWAC), or a multiple 
award task or delivery order contract awarded by another non-DoD activity.  Table 4 
below summarizes how DoD fair opportunity achievements for FY 2011 vary by type 
of multiple award contract6

 
.   

Table 4 – Fair Opportunity by Type of Multiple Award Contract 
 

 
 

                                                 
5 The source for the FY 2009 fair opportunity statistics are the PDI/DMDC reports utilizing “frozen data” as of 
January 06, 2010.  The source for the FY 2010 fair opportunity statistics are the fair opportunity workflow in the 
new FPDS Competition Report, as of January 7, 2011.  The source for FY 2011 fair opportunity statistics is the 
fair opportunity workflow in the FPDS Competition Report, as of January 6, 2012. 
6 Source of data is FPDS as of March 12, 2012. 
 

Year
Fair Opportunity 

Given
Exceptions to Fair 

Opportunity
Total Subject to Fair 
Opportunity Dollars

% of 
Fair Opportunity 

Given

% of 
Fair Opportunity 

Not Given
FY 2009 $52,195,263,835 $7,867,984,368 $60,063,248,203 87% 13%
FY 2010 $57,406,493,846 $8,697,814,907 $66,104,308,753 87% 13%
FY 2011 $58,450,104,612 $8,096,389,226 $66,546,493,838 88% 12%

Total Obligations
Under MACs DoD MACs FSS GWAC Non-DoD MACs

Obligations 66,618,541,914$    57,061,009,748$    8,062,411,696$  1,093,451,279$  401,669,191$  
% of Total Order Obligations 100.0% 85.7% 12.1% 1.6% 0.6%
Fair Opportunity Given 58,571,179,114$    51,045,038,128$    6,177,925,785$  990,658,035$     357,557,166$  
% of Fair Opportunity Given (Obligations)
by Type of Multiple Award Contract 87.9% 89.5% 76.6% 90.6% 89.0%
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The different obligation amounts for Total Subject to Fair Opportunity (Table 3) and 
Total Obligations under MACs in (Tables 4) is due to the different dates the reports 
were prepared.  In FY 2011, the extent of fair opportunity achieved continues to 
improve with increases in every type of MAC compared to FY 2010 achievements. 
 
Number of Offers 
 
The Department also analyzed of the number of offers received on competitive 
awards.  Figure 3 below provides a percentage breakout of the number of offers 
received for competitive procedures based on dollars obligated information in the 
FPDS. 
 

Figure 2 – Number of Offers on Competitive Award Dollars7

  

 

 
 
The breakout of bids/offers among DoD and Civilian agencies is comparable with 
“single bid” offers slightly lower for DoD.  The “0” bids represent BOAs, BPAs, FSS, 
and GWACs contract actions that do not report number of offers and are included in 
the zero bid category.  The FY 2011 “number of offers” statistics is used in the new 
competition metric “Effective Competition” described above and in more detail in the 
Initiatives section below. 
  

                                                 
7 Source of data is FPDS as of March 12, 2012.   
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Non-Competitive Obligations  
 
The new Competition report includes a summary of total dollars obligated, total 
dollars competed, null values for extent competed and total dollars not competed.  
Table 5 below provides a summary of the non-competitive details in FY 2011 with 
total dollars not competed increasing from $140.4 B in FY 2010 to $156.4 B in FY 
2011.  The report shows non competed “orders with exceptions to fair opportunity” 
decreased by $1.4 B from $9.5 B in FY 2010 to $8.1 B in FY 2011, while non-
competitive “contract obligations authorized by Justification and Approval (J&A) 
authority” and obligations not competed using Simplified Acquisition Procedures 
increased from $130.9 B in FY 2010 by $17.4 B to $148.3 B in FY 2011 for a net 
increase in non-competed obligations of $16.0 B. 
 

Table 5 – Non-Competitive Details8

 
 

 
 
Obligations under the “Only One Source” J&A authority increased from 26% of total 
obligations in FY 2010 to 29% in FY 2011 to account for $13.4 B of the $16.0 B 
increase in non competed dollars.  As noted in the overall competition section above, 
much of the increase in non competitive contract obligations was for major weapon 
systems and specialized equipment that are important investments in support of our 
national security strategy.  The percentage breakout for other J&A authorities 
remained consistent with previous years with 5% “Authorized or Required by Statute” 

                                                 
8 FY11 Data (Source January 6, 2012) 

Total Dollars Obligated 375,384,960,592$        
% of Total 

Dollars
Total Dollars Competed 218,705,591,932$        58%
Null Values and Report Delta 236,804,435$               0%
Total Dollars Not Competed 156,442,564,225$        42%
     Orders with an Exception to Fair Opportunity 8,061,246,548$          5% 2%
     Contract Actions Authorized by J&A Authority 148,381,317,677$       95% 40%

Breakout of Various J&A Authorities
% of 

J&A Authorities
% of Total

Dollars
     FAR 6.302-1 "Only One Source" 108,525,817,174$       73% 29%
     FAR 6.302-2 "Urgency" 4,894,250,499$          3% 1%
     FAR 6.302-3 "Mobilization, Essential R&D" 6,846,453,955$          5% 2%
     FAR 6.302-4 "International Agreement" 4,535,312,844$          3% 1%
     FAR 6.302-5 "Authorized or Required by Statute" 17,122,957,481$         12% 5%
     FAR 6.302-6 "National Security" 2,712,142,709$          2% 1%
     FAR 6.302-7 "Public Interest" 455,397,720$             0% 0%
     Not Competed Using SAP 3,046,352,457$          2% 1%
     Null value for reason not competed 242,632,838$             0% 0%

Total 148,381,317,677$       100% 40%
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in support of socio-economic programs such as 8a, HUBZone, Federal Prison 
Industries, Unicor, NIB/NISH, and Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business; 
1% for “International Agreements” supporting Foreign Military Sales programs under 
which our foreign partners generally specify the vendor; and the remaining dollars 
spread among other authorities with only 1% attributable to urgency.  Notwithstanding 
the increase in noncompetitive contract dollars, the Department continues to strive for 
greater competition in future years.   
 
II.  Initiatives 
 
Better Buying Power (BBP) Initiative – Promoting Real Competition 
 
As discussed earlier in Effective Competition, the Department continued to stress the 
importance of competition through the BBP initiatives to maximize competition in 
situations where only one offer is received in a competitive procurement.  USD 
(AT&L) issued an Implementation Directive, dated November 4, 2010, directing 
military departments and defense agencies to increase their overall competition and 
effective competition rates by two and ten percent, respectively. 
   
DPAP further implemented the initiative in the memorandum “Improving Competition 
in Defense Procurements,” dated November 24, 2010, and follow-on memorandum 
“Improving Competition in Defense Procurements – Amplifying Guidance,” dated 
April 27, 2011.  These memoranda promote real (i.e., effective) competition by 
providing the necessary time and guidance to ensure more robust competition in the 
DoD contracting community.  The memoranda instruct contracting officers to  
re-solicit for another 30 days any solicitation that was open for less than 30 days and 
only one offer was received.  If only one offer is received after the re-solicitation 
period, the contracting officer is directed to use price or cost analysis to determine the 
offered price is fair and reasonable to ensure that the best value is received for the 
contract.  DFARS Case 2011-D013 “Only One Offer” was initiated to implement the 
policy in regulation and is anticipated to be issued as a final rule in FY 2012. 
 
DPAP also encouraged use of DoD Office of Small Business Programs Maximum 
Practicable (MaxPrac) Opportunity Analysis Model as a way for the Components to 
analyze and identify opportunities for improving competition in services similar to 
how MaxPrac is used to increased small business participation 
 
In FY 2011, the BBP initiative focused on promoting real competition resulted in 
improvements to effective competition as noted above, but the improvements to 
overall competition were not immediately evident, signifying the initiative will take 
time to produce the intended results. 

https://extranet.acq.osd.mil/osbp/maxprac.html�
https://extranet.acq.osd.mil/osbp/maxprac.html�
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Peer Reviews  
 
DPAP continues to review all proposed acquisition greater than $1 B to ensure the 
requirements are clear and well defined, the acquisition approach and business strategy 
are appropriate, and that there are mechanisms in place to provide appropriate 
oversight of contractor performance.  Beginning in FY 2012, the Director, Defense 
Pricing will conduct peer reviews of all sole source procurements in excess of $500M 
that require the submission of cost and pricing data.  The Peer Reviews ensure policy 
and regulations are being implemented in a consistent and appropriate manner 
throughout the department to continually improve the contracting process and to share 
best practices and lessons learned.  The reviews also cover appropriate use of 
performance-based acquisition and commercial item competitions to include 
opportunities for small business.  The Components also have management processes in 
place to ensure effective management and oversight of lower dollar acquisition of 
services. 
 
Examples of Component Initiatives 
 
The Component’s Competition Reports address many initiatives to increase 
competition.  A representative sampling is provided below.  

 
• Procure data rights from Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in weapons 

system programs to compete for spare or replacement parts  
• Component level breakout of weapon systems acquisitions where applicable. 
• Draft RFPs and Pre-solicitation Conferences to minimize appearance of 

requirements being generated with a specific target in mind. 
• Challenges to brand name or military unique specifications to minimize non-

competitive contract awards. 
• Developing “second sources” for previously sole sourced requirements in 

conjunction with using simplified purchases to meet requirements until “second 
source” was fully evaluated. 

• Briefings with Supply Chain Acquisition Executives to emphasize competition and 
establish metrics for measuring competition. 

• Continued focus on overall and effective competition through the BBP and 
Improving Competition in Defense Procurement Initiatives. 

• Continued education of requirements organizations in writing functional, outcome-
based requirements statements for requirements. 

• On-site or road show training and development of user handbooks on market 
research, competition, commercial items and performance-based acquisition for 
acquisition professionals and contracting officer representatives. 
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• Contract action boards that review market research for sources and quality and 
level of competition. 

• Provide fair opportunity for orders to include Competition Advocate or 
Independent Contracting Officer Reviews of exceptions to fair opportunity.  

• Continue Peer Reviews and Program Management Reviews to encourage more 
competition and continuous process improvement. 

• Awards program to recognize outstanding performance in improving competition 
and/or recognition of employees who made a special effort to make awards to 
small business.  

• Continued focus on ensuring accuracy of data reported in the Federal Procurement 
Data System.  

 
III.  Barriers to Competition 
 
The Department continues making efforts to improve competition.  Aside from the 
product/service mix discussed in Section I, the Components Competition Reports 
provide additional impediments to competition, some of which are summarized below.   
 
• Aging weapon systems and non-competitive follow-on buys 
• Unique/critical mission or technical requirements. 
• Proprietary rights on items developed at private expense 
• Lack of good technical data packages. 
• High Dollar directed source Foreign Military Sales (FMS) procurements 
• Approval process and substantial investment/testing required for alternate sources 

for critical items and maintenance capability. 
• Workload reductions and transition of contracting personnel associated with Base 

Re-alignment and Closure activity. 
• Extended Continuing Resolutions necessitated sole source bridge contracts to avoid 

program disruptions. 
• Classified Requirements. 
• Socio-Economic program set asides. 
 
IV.  Recommendation to the Defense Acquisition Executive 
 
As the DoD Competition Advocate, the Director, DPAP continues to stress the 
importance of competition and the role of the Component Competition Advocates 
throughout the year as well as during quarterly Competition Advocate meetings.  
These meetings provide a forum for competition achievements to be reviewed and best 
practices to be discussed.  DPAP and DMDC partner with Component Competition 
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Advocates to enable visibility and assist in the analysis of overall and effective 
competition as well as fair opportunity achievements. 
 
System of Accountability 
 
In FY 2011, the Department used the “new” methodology to track overall competition 
statistics.  In July 2011, OMB formally deployed the new report by moving it from the 
System Administrator section of FPDS to the Standard Reports section.  The 
Department uses the same report to track fair opportunity competition on task/delivery 
orders under multiple award contracts.  As described in the Effective Competition 
section above, DPAP began using the new FPDS Report entitled “Competitive but 
Only One Offer” to track and report effective competition for the Department and 
Components in FY 2011.  Collectively, these reports are used to track and report on 
competition at the quarterly competition advocate meetings and to prepare the annual 
competition reports.  
 
DOD Competition Goals  
 
The FY 2012 overall competition goal was set at 60% recognizing the Department’s 
achieved overall competition rate of 58% fell short of the 63% goal established under 
the USD(AT&L) BBP Initiative, and even further short of the DoD Enterprise level 
established under the High Priority Performance Goal (HPPG) for the reasons cited 
above.  To remain consistent with the guidance in the USD (AT&L) BBP Initiative, a 
two percent increase over the FY 2011 achieved rate was used to establish the 
Department’s overall competition goal for FY 2012.  In this context, a 60% goal for 
overall competition with one percent annual increases in future performance years is 
realistic and consistent with the HPPG. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The USD(AT&L) continue to stress the importance of competition through the 
policies and initiatives described herein to enable improvement in the Department’s 
Overall and Effective Competition rates.  
 
 
Attachments: 
Army Report 
Department of the Navy Report 
Air Force Report 
Defense Logistics Agency Report 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

FISCAL YEAR 2011 COMPETITION REPORT 

In accordance with the Director, Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy (DPAP) 
Memorandum dated December 16, 2011, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(Acquisition and Procurement (DASN (AP), as the Competition Advocate General for the 
Department of the Navy (DON), hereby submits the DON Competition Report for Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2011. 

The Department of the Navy continues pursuing the Secretary’s governing principles for 
Navy and Marine Corps acquisition, which entail improving the capability delivered to the fleet 
with a clear focus on affordability while minding the health of the industrial base.  During FY 
2011, the DON made significant improvements in effective competition by working across DON 
and Industry to: 1) improve cost estimates early in the requirements process, including a focus on 
operating and support cost early in design; 2) improve the producibility of our designs and 
incorporate open architecture; 3) understand and leverage what our ships, aircraft and weapon 
systems should cost; 4) employ fixed price contracts and include appropriate incentives for 
further cost reductions; and, 5) leverage competition.  Additionally, we have made progress in 
strengthening our workforce core competencies in technical, program management, quality 
assurance, contracting and cost estimating.   

This foundation led to successful acquisitions in our ship, aircraft and weapon system 
programs during FY 2011 as well in acquisitions across the DON for other hardware, services, 
construction, maintenance and repair.  For example, following a focused effort to successfully 
stabilize the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) program, the DON competitively awarded fixed-price 
contracts for the dual block buy of twenty LCS Ships.  This successful competition proved to be 
a model of effective competition.  After the successful restart of the DDG 51 Arleigh Burke 
Destroyer program, the DON quickly and successfully moved to an effective competition for 
three ships.  Additionally, based on progress to move the AEGIS Weapon System to an open 
system, the DON is successfully conducting a competition for the next Platform System 
Engineering Agent contract.  Among our aircraft programs, we successfully negotiated and 
awarded contracts for continued low rate initial production of the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter and 
for initial production of the P-8A Poseidon during FY 2011.  While competitions were held to 
select the manufacturers for these significant investments, dollars obligated in the production 
phase will be appropriately coded as non-competitive actions.  The DON will continue 
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encouraging our prime contractors to apply the same rigors of effective competition and small 
business opportunity throughout their respective supply chains.   

The DON will continue engaging our program managers to seek increased competition 
and small business opportunities in their portfolios and will continue seeking improvement in 
effective competition and fair opportunity to ensure more than one offer is received.  In related 
arenas, the DON’s Director for Services Acquisition is pursuing improved tradecraft in services, 
including increased competitive opportunities in the services portfolio.  During FY 2011, the 
DON awarded increased numbers of Multiple Award Contracts, which establishes a foundation 
for improved fair opportunity competition through the award of competitive task and delivery 
orders.  Additionally, members of the DON Competition Advocate and Director for Services 
Staff are proactively engaged with Department of Defense (DOD) level panels sharing best 
practices and lessons learned, and seeking improvements in effective competition. 

DON Competition Achievement 

The DON FY 2011 competition goal was established at 55.5 percent.  The DON pulled 
FY 2011 data from the Federal Procurement Data System for this report on December 14, 2011.  
The total DON obligated dollars increased from $87.5 billion in FY 2010 to $103.8 billion in FY 
2011 due, in part, to increases in ship and aircraft production.  For FY 2011, DON competitive 
dollars obligated increased by $2.3 billion to $50.1 billion, which is 48.2 percent of overall 
obligated dollars.  The DON’s trend in competition rates achieved based on dollars obligated has 
ranged from 51.1 to 55.7 percent for the period from FY 2006 to FY 2010.  The chart below 
shows the trend in competitive and non-competitive obligated dollars for FY 2006 to FY 2011.   
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In comparison, the DON’s trend in competition rates achieved based on number of 
contract actions recorded in the Federal Procurement Data System has ranged from 53.5 percent 
in FY 2006 to 67.1 percent in FY 2010.  In FY 2011, the DON competition rate based on number 
of contract actions was 62.8% based on 339,479 total actions recorded.  The chart below shows 
the trend in rate for competitive and non-competitive actions for FY 2006 to FY 2011. 

 

In past Competition Reports, the DON has reported on the trend in fair opportunity in 
task and delivery order contracts under multiple award contracts.  The table below shows the 
DON rate achieved for fair opportunity from FY 2008 through FY 2011.   

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 

82% 84% 84% 87% 

 

In keeping with initiatives to improve real competition (i.e., cases where more than one 
offer was received), FY 2011 was the first year where goals for ‘effective competition’ were 
established.  Based on a January 14, 2011 analysis of DON’s FY 2010 statistics for competed 
dollars obligated and DOD-wide criteria for measurement of effective competition, it was 
determined that DON achieved an effective competition rate of 77.3 percent for FY 2010.  Using 
this FY 2010 achieved rate as a baseline and applying the initial criteria to achieve 10 percent 
improvement, DON’s goal for effective competition in FY 2011 was established at 85.1 percent 
of competed dollars obligated.  The DON achieved an effective competition rate of 77.7 percent 
of competed dollars obligated for FY 2011.  The DON is committed to increasing competition 
where possible and to obtaining improvements in real competition, including effective 
competition at the task or delivery order level.  The trend in DON toward increased numbers of 
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multiple award contracts is establishing a foundation for improvements in fair opportunity and 
effective competition at the task or delivery order level.   

In accordance with the December 16, 2011 DPAP guidance, the DON’s FY 2012 goal for 
overall competition was established at 49.3 percent and reflects a two percent improvement over 
the DON’s FY 2011 achieved rate based on dollars obligated.  Additionally, the DON’s FY 2012 
goal for effective competition was established at 85.5 percent and reflects a 10 percent 
improvement over the FY 2011 achieved rate based on competed dollars obligated.  The DON is 
committed to improving competitive and small business opportunities.  

The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), Subpart 6.5 Competition Advocates, requires 
agency and procuring activity competition advocates to promote competition and improve 
competitive opportunity across their portfolio of acquisitions; and, to provide oversight of 
competition in the contracting operations of the agency.  As a result, the DoN’s Competition 
Advocate requires each of its major Commands to assess and submit their achievements on an 
annual basis in accordance with the reporting requirement at FAR 6.502, duties and 
responsibilities.  A summary of the results and actions taken follows. 

 

Opportunities and actions taken, including any new initiatives, to acquire Commercial 
Items (CI) to meet the needs of the agency:  

The DON contracting competency continues to screen incoming requirements to 
maximize the use of commercial contracts.  Contracting Officers continue to release Requests for 
Information (RFIs) and Sources Sought notices in FedBizOpps in search of commercially 
available items that meet customer requirements.  A few of the many examples cited in 
Command reports are below. 

The Naval Sea Systems Command’s (NAVSEA’s) Southwest Regional Maintenance 
Center maintains a list of qualified contractors, issues sources sought notices, and continually 
seeks additional suppliers using the Central Contractor Registration database and other available 
sources to located commercial items that may meet the needs of the agency 

The Military Sealift Command (MSC) has increased engagements with industry using 
events like “Industry Days” for commercial items, to broaden the pool of potential offerors.  One 
successful example of this is an Industry Day held with tug service providers on the west coast.  
MSC has removed requirements for third-party products in a number of commodity contracts in 
order to align with commercial practices and increase competition. 
 

The Naval Air System Command (NAVAIR) Persistent Ground Surveillance System 
acquisition team utilized a new strategy using commercial items in an effort to reduce overall 
procurement costs and stabilize the supplier base for major components.  After initial contract 
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phases involving five contractors, NAVAIR found several opportunities to break out commercial 
components and procure them from the Original Equipment Manufacturers.  This resulted in 
better terms, lower pricing, no pass through charges and a larger, more stable supplier base for 
these items. 

Marine Corps Field Contracting System personnel regularly attend Chamber of 
Commerce sponsored industry days/seminars.  These efforts bring together the requirements of 
the activities (customers) with the business community, linking customer requirements with 
potential commercial sources. 

 

 

Opportunities and actions taken, including any new initiatives to achieve/increase full and 
open competition in the contracting operation of the agency:  

The DON is committed to leveraging competition and has challenged its program 
managers to increase competition in their respective portfolios.  All of the DON commands note 
the use of Industry Days and Long Range Acquisition Forecasts as useful tools to foster and 
increase competition.  A few of the many examples cited in Command reports are below. 
 

The Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) and the Naval Supply 
Systems Command (NAVSUP) have successfully continued their initiatives to increase the use 
of Multiple Award Contracts and improve effective competition.  NAVSEA’s Northwest 
Regional Maintenance Center recently unbundled its ship repair and overhaul effort and awarded 
Multiple Award Contracts (MACs) that provide for open rolling enrollment during the five-year 
contract period of performance.  The Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) 
routinely uses Multiple Award Construction Contracts (MACCs) worldwide to achieve increased 
competition and continued fair opportunity in construction and base operations services. 
 

The Marine Corps Regional Contracting Office (RCO) National Capital Region has 
leveraged the Navy's Seaport-e portal, competitively awarding 21 large contracts totaling $38M 
in new procurements.  The Office of Naval Research (ONR) uses Broad Agency 
Announcements, Small Business Innovative Research (SBIR)/Small Business Technology 
Transfer Research (STTR) solicitations, and the Seaport-e portal extensively for 90% of ONR’s 
requirements.   
 

NAVSUP Competition Advocates, in collaboration with contracting offices, have 
identified several initiatives to promote increased competition in Foreign Military Sales.  One 
contracting office in particular, based upon favorable results in FY 2011, plans to increase 
competitive opportunities for certain FMS requirements by conducting reverse auctions. 
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The Naval Medical Logistics Command (NAVMEDLOGCOM) continues to pursue 
innovative ways to promote full and open competition.  In FY 2012, NAVMEDLOGCOM is 
pursuing an initiative to standardize and enhance medical equipment requirements packages.  
The intent of the initiative is to better identify and define essential characteristics in order to 
reduce the number of sole source procurements and promote increased competition.   
 

In terms of improving tradecraft in service acquisition, NAVSUP has taken numerous 
steps, primarily through its strategic sourcing program efforts, to improving the acquisition of 
services; more specifically, implementation of two specific Better Buying Power initiatives: 
‘Adopt a uniform taxonomy for different types of services’ and ‘Increase small business 
participation in providing services’.  From a uniform taxonomy for services perspective, 
NAVSUP is creating an inventory of tasks for service acquisitions structured by the taxonomy of 
a services library containing Titles of Acquisition and Associated Inventory of Services, which 
are linked to Product Service Codes (PSCs) within the Acquisition of Services Taxonomy.  The 
Inventory of Services Library will be designed and developed with the goal of being compatible 
with and incorporated into a future performance work statement tool.   

 
Also, NAVSUP, NAVSEA and others are in the process of conducting “Services Courts” 

designed to examine and assess existing and future service requirements throughout the 
enterprise.  Short-term, the project is focused on identifying immediate opportunities to improve 
competition.  Long-term, the focus is on changing the culture associated with requirements 
determination and management through the establishment of a formalized process standardizing 
the review/validation of contractor service requirements 
 

MSC used Pre-Proposal Conferences to increase competition for shipboard chemicals, 
east coast tug service, and west coast tug service.  These procurements have historically been 
competitively solicited, but have only received offers from the incumbent contractors.  
Additionally, in an effort to increase competition, MSC recently worked with a technical code 
that visited a contractor they believed had capability but had not previously proposed on any 
MSC efforts.   
 
 NAVSEA cites several examples where competition is being achieved for items that have 
been sole source for many years.  For instance, the AEGIS Platform Systems Engineering Agent 
competition is underway and is the first of other competitions planned where open architecture 
and purchase of competitive data packages are making competition possible.  Another similar 
example is NAVAIR’s pilot effort to compete depot level installations of F/A-18 A-D 
engineering change proposals. 
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Actions taken to challenge requirements that are not stated in terms of functions to be 
performed, performance required or essential physical characteristics.  New initiatives to 
ensure requirements are stated in terms of functions to be performed, performance 
required or essential physical characteristics. 

 All of the DON commands routinely work with the requiring activities and program 
offices during the acquisition planning phase to ensure requirements are clearly defined and not 
overly restrictive.  Most of the commands cited use of a formal acquisition team body to review 
requirements and ensure they are stated in performance based terms; and, have put in place tools 
and guide books to enable their acquisition teams to better prepare performance based actions.  
The commands cite formalization of a Procurement Planning Strategy board or similar meeting 
early in the procurement cycle as an initiative that has helped better define requirements in 
performance based terms.  A few of the many examples cited in Command reports are below. 
 
 NAVFAC mandates use of standard performance based templates and continues 
leveraging Design-Build contracts to accomplish the majority of its construction projects because 
these contracts typically incorporate performance goals to define the construction and 
performance requirements.  They also extensively use performance-based specifications in their 
Design-Build construction contracts. 
 
 The Strategic Systems Program (SSP) recently updated its instruction regarding 
requirements for Contracting Officer Representatives and Quality Assurance Surveillance Plans 
(QASP) to improve understanding about performance areas that will be measured, and requires 
the QASP be prepared in conjunction with the performance based statement of work. 
 
 The Marine Corps Systems Command initiated a Lean Six Sigma project to review their 
procurement request process, which has resulted in a draft standard procedure and a pilot training 
session to improve competency in performance based contracting.  Full deployment of the 
training course is expected during FY 2012. 
 
 

 

Any condition or action that has the effect of unnecessarily restricting the acquisition of 
commercial items or competition in the contract actions of the agency.  Any barriers to the 
acquisition of Commercial Items or Competition that remain:  

As with past years, DON commands note challenges in introducing competition for 
fielded systems because of the lack of necessary technical data and/or data rights.  DON 
recognizes these challenges and remains committed to working toward reducing or eliminating 
these barriers to competition.  Some commands cite Congressional Earmarks directed to a 
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specific source and direction of a foreign government under the Foreign Military Sales (FMS) 
program as unnecessarily restrictive.  While we have seen some improvement, some of our 
overseas offices continue seeing cases where the failure of the contractors to accept the purchase 
card or electronic funds transfer as a form of payment limits our availability to compete.   
Contractor teaming arrangements sometimes limit competition unexpectedly. 

The DON commands and program offices continue seeking breakout opportunities and 
resolution of data rights issues in order to foster increased competition.  

 
 

 

Other ways in which the agency has emphasized the acquisition of Commercial Items and 
Competition in areas such as acquisition training and research.  

The DON commands continue using formal and informal training for the contracting and 
requirements communities to ensure focus on competitive and small business opportunities.  
Several of the DON commands have established contracts competency training on a recurring 
basis, including structured ‘boot camp’ training for trainees and interns; and, training focused on 
improving competencies in market research, commercial item acquisition, pricing and cost 
estimating, performance based contracting, source selection and evaluation, open systems, and 
quality assurance and surveillance.  

 
Awareness training, specifically DAU course CLC-055, on current competition policy 

and guidance, the benefits of competition, and opportunities to increase competition in 
Government acquisitions was made mandatory for program managers, program executive 
officers, logistics managers, and contracting personnel.  The DON commands have implemented 
additional refresher training for Contracting Officer Representatives to improve quality 
assurance and surveillance.  Additionally, the DON commands provide training in use of 
improved tools for procurement document preparers. 

 
The Marine Corps Field Contracting System uses an active vendor outreach program, 

administered by Small Business Specialists, to increase competition and identify sources for 
purchase of commercially available items. 
 
 

 

Initiatives that ensure task and delivery orders over $1,000,000 issued under multiple 
award contracts are properly planned, issued, and comply with 8.405 and 16.505.  

As with past reports, the DON commands have established review procedures during the 
pre and post solicitation stages as well as the pre-award stage to ensure task and delivery orders 

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/current/html/Subpart%208_4.html#wp1089513�
https://www.acquisition.gov/far/current/html/Subpart%2016_5.html#wp1093205�
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over $1M issued under multiple award contracts are properly planned, issued, and comply with 
FAR Subparts 8.405 and 16.505.  The Commands who use task and delivery order contracts are 
using Peer Reviews and/or Contract Review Boards to provide insight and guidance to improve 
multiple award contracts and fair opportunity competitions.   Command Competition Advocate 
and Office of Small Business Programs representatives are engaged early in procurements to 
ensure compliance with current regulations and policies for task/delivery order competitions 
under multiple award contracts with emphasis on fair opportunity, requirement description, 
evaluation factors, and basis of award.  

MSC continues using their practices to increase competition on large Multiple Award 
Contracts by setting milestones and timelines that allow a longer period for companies to 
respond to a Request for Quote; closely examining the Performance Work Statement to ensure it 
is not restricting competition; and holding pre-quote conference calls with all the multiple award 
contractors as a group to share information in order to help increase competition.  

NAVSUP and SPAWAR have increased their focus on multiple award contracting 
strategies and have increased the number of multiple award contracts during FY 2011.  Several 
of the DON Commands have implemented on-ramp provisions to ensure continued real 
competition after multiple award contracts are awarded.  For example, SPAWAR’s Systems 
Center Pacific requires a local peer review prior to exercising an option on a multiple award 
contract which has achieved low levels of task order competition.  SPAWAR’s multiple award 
contracts include language that allows for soliciting and awarding additional contracts in the 
event real competition is not being achieved with the current mix of multiple award contractors.  
Other DON Commands use similar on-ramp provisions for multiple award contracts. 

NAVSEA continues using SeaPort-e to competitively award multiple award contracts for 
services under FAR 16.505.  Advance Notices of procurements give SeaPort-e partners more 
time to become familiar with individual requirements; more time to form partnerships, teams and 
alliances with other Seaport contractors; and more time to put together complete and accurate 
proposals.  All of these factors have had the effect of enhancing the competitive environment. At 
SUPSHIPs Gulf Coast, semi-Annual Training is conducted to insure the proper procedures are 
followed. The Naval Undersea Warfare Center Newport (NUWCDIVNPT) uses Seaport–e to 
issue the vast majority of multiple award task orders.  The Southwest Regional Maintenance 
Center (SWRMC) competes all task and delivery orders over $1,000,000 issued under its 
multiple award contracts.   

Several of the other DON Commands use SeaPort-e where task orders are competed and 
provide fair consideration/opportunity to all offerors in the appropriate zone.  Additionally, the 
Commands report that GSA orders are placed through the e-buy, electronic quote system, and 
provided fair opportunity when awarding orders against the Federal Supply Schedule contracts 
through GSA.  Requirements are posted to e-buy for competition among the GSA/FSS holders to 
maximize competition.   



10 

 

Summary and Conclusion 

 During FY 2011, the DON successfully improved effective competition across our 
portfolio of acquisitions and worked across DON and Industry to better understand what our 
systems, hardware and services should cost in order to make every dollar count while minding 
the health of the industrial base.  Additionally, we continue reviewing the requirements in our 
major non-competitive acquisitions for opportunities to introduce competition, for example, 
through component breakout, advances in open architecture solutions and securing data rights 
appropriate for future competition.   

 Also during FY 2011, the DON Commands placed greater scrutiny on the requirements 
and practices for acquiring services with increased emphasis on early engagement to ensure 
performance based work descriptions, small business opportunity and improvement in effective 
competition.  The DON Commands continued moving away from single award task and delivery 
order contracts where possible and replacing them with multiple award contracts.  These 
initiatives help establish a foundation for continuing improvement in fair opportunity and 
effective competition. 

The DON will continue building on our accomplishments and continue making progress 
in strengthening our core competencies in technical, program management, quality assurance, 
contracting and cost estimating.  And, we will continue working across DON and Industry to 
understand what our ships, aircraft and weapon systems should cost in pursuit of affordability in 
both competitive and non-competitive actions.   
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INTRODUCTION 
In accordance with the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (OUSD)(Acquisition, 
Technology & Logistics (AT&L)/Defense Procurement Acquisition Policy (DPAP) memo, dated 
16 Dec 2011, Request for Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 Competition Report and Headquarters Air 
Force (HAF) Mission Directive (MD) 1-10, SAF/AQC, as the Air Force Competition Advocate 
General, is submitting the FY11 Air Force Competition Report. The competition report conveys 
the Air Force's effort to achieve its FY11 competition goal of 53.7% and its effective 
competition goal of 77.5% and presents the Air Force FY12 competition goal of 43% and 
suggested effective competition goal of 90%.  The FY12 Air Force competition goal is based on 
DPAP methodology of adding two percent to the FY11 actual competition rate in accordance 
with Dr. Carter's Better Buying Power Initiatives (BBPs). The effective competition rate 
assigned by DPAP is 93.5%, which is 10% higher than that achieved in FY11 in accordance with 
Dr. Carter's BBPs. However, the Air Force respectfully requests a 90% effective competition rate 
for FY11. This request is based on the 21% increase achieved by the Air Force in FY11. 
Considering this substantial increase, another 10% increase may not be attainable. Further, based 
on the fact that other Components that exceeded 90% effective competition were held at their 
FY11 achieved rate, a 90% rate is a more reasonable goal. Regardless, the AF will continue to 
pursue efforts to increase effective competition.     
 
COMPETITION EFFORTS 
All Major Commands (MAJCOMs), Field Operating Agencies (FOAs) and Direct Reporting 
Units (DRUs) (hereafter referred to as Commands) listed in the Air Force Federal Acquisition 
Regulation Supplement (AFFARS) Subpart 5306.501 must have a competition advocate. The 
competition advocates are responsible for the competition and commercial program within their 
respective organizations. They are responsible for tracking and reporting competition results 
pulled from the Federal Procurement Data System (FPDS). They are also responsible for 
promoting competition and commercial practices in acquisition programs managed by their 
commander or associated Program Executive Officers (PEOs). Air Force Policy Directive 63-3 
and AFFARS Mandatory Procedure MP5306.501, require competition advocates to improve 
overall competition performance, including effective competition, and to increase the use of 
commercial practices by overcoming barriers such as, overly restrictive requirements, policies, 
procedures and/or decisions that restrict competition and/or commercial practices. Competition 
advocates participate in acquisition strategy planning through forums such as the Acquisition 
Strategy Panel (ASP), coordination on or approval of Justification and Approval (J&A) 
documents, reviewing acquisition planning (AP) documents and approving exceptions to fair 
opportunity. They ensure market research demonstrates that competitive and commercial 
opportunities are considered and they develop annual competition plans, establish, procedures to 
monitor the performance of their respective activities and take necessary action to ensure their 
competition rates meet or exceed assigned goals to the maximum extent possible. 
 
The competition advocates maintain a program that includes identifying, tracking and following 
up on actions to remove obstacles to competition and commercial practices. They are responsible 
for promoting source development programs to assist potential sources with identifying business 
opportunities and becoming qualified sources. They work with government and industry to 
investigate and eliminate barriers to competition and to promote the acquisition of commercial 
items and identifying potential competition or commercial conversion opportunities through J&A 
and AP document reviews. The competition advocates ensure that program requirements are 
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stated in the least restrictive manner to allow for effective competition and the use of commercial 
practices.   
 
The Air Force relies on cross-functional teams during the acquisition planning process to 
challenge requirements that are not stated in terms of functions to be performed, performance 
required or essential physical characteristics. Potential markets are engaged via market research 
and pre-solicitation outreach events. The Air Force has been very successful in conducting 
Industry Days to share information with new and existing suppliers and obtaining input to assist 
in acquisition planning. For instance, Air Force Global Strike Command participates in 
community outreach events offered by local, state and federal counterparts to increase visibility 
into upcoming acquisitions. They also work with local Chambers of Commerce, Government 
Procurement Centers, Small Business Development Centers, as well as the Small Business 
Administration offices in their areas to, again, increase visibility into upcoming acquisitions. 
Another example of the Air Force outreach program is AFOTEC segregating requirements on 
the Engineering and Test Services multiple award contract into a competitive small business set-
aside. They did so through robust market research efforts, including the issuance of requests for 
information and industry briefings. AFOTEC also participates in the Professional Aerospace 
Contractor's Association Briefing for Industry during August of each year to advertise its 
upcoming requirements.  Further, the Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL) hosts an annual 
industry day to publicize its upcoming business opportunities within AFRL. One of the most 
valuable tools the Air Force has to communicate with industry regarding future mission 
requirements is the Long Range Acquisition Estimates (LRAE) tool, which assists with planning 
and locating additional sources of supply. This tool is invaluable in that it allows vendors to 
preview current and future acquisitions and is used to define requirements and obtain both 
competition and commercial opportunities. Moreover, it meets the intent of the Small Business 
Act requirement to prepare a forecast of expected contract opportunities; thus, the tool is a 
critical resource for companies interested in doing business with the Air Force.   
 
FY11: COMPETITION 
 
THE DATA 
The Air Force pulled its data from FPDS on 6 Jan 2012 using the “Competition Based on 
Obligations Report” and ad hoc reports for “effective competition”.  The Air Force accepted the 
DPAP assigned FY11 competition goal of 53.7% and ended the year with a competition rate of 
42.2%.  The AF also accepted the FY11 effective competition goal of 77.5% and exceeded the 
goal by ending the year with an effective competition rate of 85%.     
 
TREND ANALYSIS 
In FY11, the Air Force awarded a total of 208,905 actions valued at approximately $65B with 
159,842 competed actions (76.5%) valued at approximately $28B. Although our dollars 
obligated remained fairly consistent with FY10 spend, we experienced a $2.5B decrease in 
dollars obligated from FY09.  We did see a slight increase in number of actions over FYs 09 and 
10, with 198,827 in 09 and 195,764 in FY10. However, our percent of competed actions 
remained relatively consistent over the last three years, averaging 77% and we competed an 
additional 7,818 actions in FY11. Regardless of this increase, our competition rate declined from 
FY09 (52%) and FY10 (51%) to 42.2% in FY11. This is indicative of the fact that our dollars 
obligated against our competitive actions were insufficient to overcome the 87% of total dollars 
obligated by our major weapon system Commands, AFMC and AFSPC. AFMC, alone, obligated 
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72% of total Air Force obligations. This reflects the current Air Force environment in which we 
obligate the vast majority of our dollars to maintain our high dollar value, long-standing, sole-
source weapon system contracts and our directed-source Foreign Military Sales (FMS) contracts.   

 
Air Force Historical View of Competed and Not Competed Dollars  

and Percentages* 
 

   
FY09 

 
FY10 

 
FY11 

Total Dollars 67,918,037,591 65,570,338,088 65,495,033,031 
Competed Dollars 35,159,751,034 33,153,399,941 27,669,066,499 

Percentage of Competed Dollars 
(Competition Rate) 

 
 

52% 

 
 

51% 

 
 

42.2% 

Total Actions 
 

198,827 
 

195,746 
 

208,905 

Total Competed Actions 
 

155,371 
 

151,664 
 

159,842 

Percentage of Total Competed Actions 
to 
Total Actions 

 
 
 
 

78% 

 
 
 
 

77% 

 
 
 
 

76.5% 
Table 1 

*Difference between total dollars and competed plus not competed dollars is due to the 
transition from FPDS which resulted in “null” competed dollars unaccounted for in either 
competed or not competed dollars 

 
 

The Air Force has two primary missions (operational and systems): 1) the operational 
Commands, typically award contracts for installation support and 2) the system Commands, Air 
Force Materiel Command (AFMC) and Air Force Space Command (AFSPC), which procure our 
weapon systems and logistics support. The operational mission lends itself to more robust 
competition and commercial opportunities, while the weapons systems and logistics missions 
lend themselves to the Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) that designed, developed and 
produced the systems. The OEMs often remain the sole supplier capable of providing additional 
system acquisitions and sustainment in an efficient and timely manner, thus, driving long-term 
contractual relationships with little opportunity for competition.  Although the Air Force 
awarded the competitive KC-X, Tanker, contract in FY11, the dollars obligated against it, 
$725M, were insufficient to increase our competition rate, as the non-competitive obligations 
against other major programs and FMS obligations far exceeded this obligation.  

 
Regardless of these obstacles, the Air Force continues to pursue competition by engaging 
competition advocates early in the acquisition process, utilizing FedBizOpps to ensure widest 
dissemination of contract opportunities and program information to business and industry, even 
when its use is not mandated. In addition, we award multiple award indefinite-delivery-
indefinite-quantity (ID/IQ) contracts where appropriate; emphasize robust market research; 
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challenge overly restrictive requirements; use industry days to convey overall and specific 
program needs to increase industry participation and feedback; and use sources sought to find 
additional sources of supply. Further, we work very closely with the small business community, 
including small business specialists in the acquisition planning process to identify opportunities 
for small businesses early and often. This is in addition to our participation in small business 
trade fairs and outreach events.  Moreover, in FY11 the Air Force increased its efforts to obtain 
data and data rights associated with the major weapon systems and will continue to pursue these 
opportunities in the coming years. Thus far, the Air Force was successful in obtaining agreement 
from the OEM to compete the C-17 engine overhaul contract.  
 
The Air Force also continues to emphasize competition through training.  MAJCOMs are 
providing additional competition and market research training throughout the year.  For instance, 
in Oct 2010, all AETC contracting personnel received market research training as part of the 
AETC mandatory “Top Ten” training program. This training covered market research websites, 
methods to research requirements (GSA, FedBizOpps, EDA, EZQuery, etc.). Training also 
covered initiating Request for Information (RFI) and Sources Sought synopses.  In addition, to 
ensure accurate FPDS coding, AFMC developed and deployed mandatory FPDS CAR coding 
training, which is now the standard training for all Air Force contracting personnel.   

 
FY COMPETITION GOALS AND ACHIEVEMENT 

COMMAND PERCENT OF 
TOTAL AF 
DOLLARS 

FY11 GOAL FY11 ACTUAL 

ACC 3.5 89 88 
AETC 2.6 78 80 
AFDW 1.1 78 78 
AFISRA .43 90 72 
AFMC 72 53 36 
AFOTEC .03 90 78 
AFRC .4 84 81 
AFSOC .37 68 61 
AFSPC 15 52 40 
AMC 1.5 73 69 
PACAF 1.4 75 61 
USAFA .37 76 67 
USAFE .8 95 94 
AFGSC .4 90 69 

Table 2 
 
As illustrated in Table 2, with the exception of 2 Commands, all of the operational Commands 
failed to meet their assigned competition goals. Regardless, the percentage to total Air Force 
dollars by Command is provided to show that operational Commands have a minimal impact on 
Air Force performance.  Conversely, expenditures at AFMC and AFSPC have a major impact on 
Air Force performance and the percentage of total Air Force dollars obligated by these two 
Commands increased from 84% in FY10 to 87% in FY11.  This increase was a contributing 
factor in the decrease in the overall Air Force competition rate.  However, the primary driver for 
the decrease in the Air Force competition rate was due to a contract action report (CAR) 
verification and validation exercise performed on contracts reflecting “ineffective competition”.  
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This exercise was conducted in an effort to ensure compliance with the Better Buying Power 
initiative to increase effective competition. The exercise revealed CAR coding errors that, when 
corrected, resulted in a 33.7% decrease in AFMC’s competition rate and a 19.6% decrease in the 
Air Force competition rate. On the other hand, this exercise resulted in a substantial increase in 
our effective competition rate. Considering the Air Force’s success in this area, the Air Force 
does not anticipate the need to perform similar exercises in the future; thus, the Air Force does 
not anticipate any further negative impacts due to CAR coding errors going forward. 
 
BARRIERS TO COMPETITION 
While the Air Force continues to stress increased competition, we are, nevertheless, experiencing 
significant barriers to competition. The reduction in new starts/major programs and the reliance 
upon the noncompetitive follow-on procurements for mature systems continue to be major 
factors in reduced opportunities for competition. Since the Air Force’s performance is primarily 
impacted by AFSPC and AFMC, this section focuses specifically on the barriers faced by these 
two Commands.  
 
Although AFSPC continually seeks strategies to eliminate barriers to competition, the nature of 
their mission dictates the use of specific vendors.  These vendors make up the very small 
industrial base capable of providing for the development and construction of space assets to 
include: satellites, launch vehicles and satellite/launch support, and hardware and software 
services.   AFSPC obligated $9.9B, 15% of total Air Force obligations. Of the $9.9B obligated, 
approximately 56%, or $5.5B, was not competed due to only one source being available to meet 
the Government need, international agreement or authorized by statute.  The associated non-
competitive obligations are as follows:  $2.2B, 37%, of the total not competed dollars in AFSPC, 
were obligated by the Military Satellite Communication Directorate at the Space and Missile 
Systems Center on two single source contracts for the Advanced Extremely High Frequency 
(AEHF) Satellite Program and Wideband Global Satellite Communications (WGS) Program; 
both programs have reached full production status; $1.5B, 25%, of the total not competed dollars 
in AFSPC were obligated by the Launch and Range Systems Directorate at the Space and 
Missile Systems Center on a single source contract for the Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle 
program; $864M, 14%, of the total not competed dollars in AFSPC were obligated by the 
Program Management and Integration Directorate at the Space and Missile Systems Center on 
single source annual FFRDC contract to the Aerospace Corporation; $419M, 7%, of the total not 
competed dollars in AFSPC were obligated by the Infrared Space Systems (SBIRS) Directorate 
at the Space and Missile Systems Center on a single source contract for SBIRS space vehicle 
production lots three and four; $177 million dollars, 3%, of the total not competed dollars in 
AFSPC were obligated by the Satellite Control and Network Systems Directorate at the Space 
and Missile Systems Center on two single source contracts for the Remote Tracking Station 
(RTS) Block Change (RBC) modernization and sustainment; and the Standard Space Trainer 
(SST).  Although not all inclusive, these are the primary factors affecting AFSPC’s increase in 
total not competed dollars.  These noncompetitive actions will continue to affect AFSPC’s 
competition rate in FY12 and beyond since, as these complex systems move to full production, 
the dollars obligated will continue to increase.  International agreements also negatively 
impacted AFSPC’s competition rate.  To point, the Base Operations Support contract for Thule 
AFB Greenland continues, and will continue, to impact AFSPC’s total not competed dollars as 
the agreement between the United States and the Denmark remains intact and only Danish firms 
may compete and be awarded contracts in support of the installation.  This contract accounts for 
$246M, 4%, of the total not competed dollars in AFSPC.  Lastly, $93M, 1.6%, of AFSPC’s total 
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not competed dollars were awarded under Authorized by Statute.  These programs/areas account 
for 90% of the total AFSPC non-competed obligations.  Although AFSPC anticipates several 
bridge contracts to be competed in FY12, because of the barriers stated, they do not anticipate an 
increase in their competition rate in FY12.  
 
Although AFMC’s philosophy is that competition should be the norm, not the exception, the 
Command did not meet its FY11 competition goal.  There are a number of reasons for this, the 
most significant being due to CAR corrections, which resulted in a 33.7% decrease in their 
competition rate between Oct 2011 and March 2012, ultimately resulting in a 16% overstatement 
of AFMC’s goal.  In addition, FMS obligations and long-standing sole-source contracts with 
OEMs for our major systems and subsystems were also significant contributors.  In the case of 
our mature systems and subsystems, the decision to not procure the data and the rights to the data 
was made many years ago and, at this point in time, the OEM is either unwilling to sell the data 
or the excessive cost of procuring the data makes it economically unfeasible to do so.  The 
following is a representative sample of the significant sole-source obligations made in FY11 and 
represent 90% of total AFMC non-competed obligations. Aeronautical Systems Center obligated 
$2.1B for the F-22 Program; $2.2B for the C-17 Program; $5.6B for Intelligence, Surveillance 
and Reconnaissance (ISR); $4B for the C-5 Program; $1B for Propulsion; and the F-16, F-15, B-
2 and B-1 account for another billion dollars. WR-ALC obligated $1.1B for the C-17 Program; 
$1.6B for C2ISR Programs; and the C-130, F-15, SOF Fixed Wing, Electronic Warfare, C-5 and 
C-130 totaled $797M.  Programs at AAC, ESC, OC-ALC and OO-ALC obligated another $2.4B 
in sole source obligations. Lastly, directed source FMS obligations totaled approximately $5B in 
obligations, which is 11% of total AFMC dollars obligated. 
 
As stated above, AFSPC and AFMC obligations dollars accounted for 87% of total Air Force 
FY11 obligated dollars; thus, the significant barriers to competition faced by these two 
commands clearly explains why the Air Force did not meet its FY11 competition goal.    
 
Because of these significant barriers, we are exploring new opportunities for competition. For 
instance, we are reviewing the competitive acquisition strategy for component breakout for a 
portion of the Reaper Aircraft and generating a Business Case Analysis for possible acquisition 
of data rights for the Global Hawk Aircraft.  Additionally, a Data Rights Team (DRT) was stood 
up to assess the Air Force’s technical data rights needs in supporting the ongoing organic depot 
standup process.  Further, Pratt & Whitney has agreed to provide the data and data rights to 
compete the C-17 engine overhaul contract.  The F-22 program office is also pursuing the 
breakout of specific components of the “brains of the system”; however, due to the mix of 
classified and unclassified components, an incremental approach will be taken, starting in FY12. 
Given that the timelines and associated obligations for these efforts are unknown, we cannot 
project the impact to the Air Force FY12 competition rate.  However, we do anticipate a number 
of high dollar value competitive obligations in FY12 totaling $2.4B, which includes the $725M 
anticipated obligation for the KC-X. 
 
In addition, the Air Force PEO for Services is leading efforts to increase competition in the 
Services arena by:  

1. Setting aside contracts for small businesses, previously set-aside for a large business, 
when market research indicates small business capability; and 
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2. Applying necessary pressure to ensure robust market research is performed to identify 
viable competition opportunities, including adding a market research specialist position 
to the Services PEO team. 

 
Regardless of the above efforts to increase competition and the anticipated FY12 competitive 
obligations, the dollars obligated against our weapon system/subsystem/FMS programs are so 
substantial that it is likely to be years before we realize any meaningful increase in our 
competition rate.  Unfortunately, we also anticipate an additional $10B in directed source FMS 
obligations in FY12 at AFMC as a result of a recent $30B agreement between the United States 
and the Saudi Arabian Governments for FMS procurements. Assuming all things remain 
constant, this would result in 32% of AFMC’s obligations being made from directed source FMS 
dollars.  If these FMS obligations are made in FY12, this will have a devastating impact on 
AFMC’s and the Air Force’s overall competition rate.  Specifically, the additional FMS 
obligations would result in the Air Force ending FY12 with a 31% competition rate.  Clearly, 
FMS is, and will continue to be, a major contributing factor to our declining competition rate; 
this is important to note, as FMS obligations were not previously counted against our 
competition rate in the reporting system that preceded FPDS. (Note: FMS dollars are not 
included under International Agreement in Table 3, since FAR 6.302-4 does not require a J&A 
FPDS does not capture the data in that category.)  

 
Air Force Significant Barriers to Competition 

 FY09 FY10 FY11 
 
Total Dollars 

 
67,918,037,591 

 
65,570,338,088 

 
65,495,033,031 

 
Total Not Competed Dollars 

 
31,240,750,543** 

 
31,205,948,890** 

 
37,638,220,407** 

Percentage of Total not Competed Dollars 
to Total Dollars 

 
46% 

 
48% 

 
57.8% 

 
Total Authorized by Statute (SB) 

 
1,461,394,994* 

 
1,725,574,041* 

 
$1,547,894,171* 

Percentage of Total Authorized by Statute 
Dollars to Total Not Competed Dollars 

 
5% 

 
6% 

 
4% 

Other Than Full and Open Competition 
Authorities 

   

Only One Source (FAR 6.302-1) 21,121,521,288 16,877,893,605 27,597,289,550 
Urgency (FAR 6.302-2) 1,011,174,578 1,292,141,493 2,2274,009,218 
Industrial Mobilization  
 (FAR 6.302-3) 

 
996,606,974 

 
557,707,848 

 
609,328,430 

International Agreement (FAR 6.302-4)*** 2,051,021,657 3,157,866,281 1,879,871,981 
Authorized or Required by Statute (FAR 
6.302-5) 

 
2,125,706,345 

 
1,848,236,059* 

 
1,391,161,968 

National Security (FAR 6.302-6)  
4,028,311,171 

 
4,465,579,731 

 
2,428,069,148 

Public Interest (FAR 6.302-7) 199,127 4,065,763 $0 
Total 31,334,541,140** 28,203,490,780** 37,638,220,407** 

      Table 3 
*See table 8 for additional breakout 
**Any variances in totals are due to conversion to FPDS and resultant not competed null actions 
 
TASK AND DELIVERY ORDERS GREATER THAN $1M 
The Air Force properly plans, issues and complies with FAR Parts 8.405 and 16.505 for task and 
delivery orders over $1M.  The contracting activities follow established procedures in the 
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acquisition planning phase to ensure compliance. All multiple award contract holders are 
afforded the opportunity to compete on all task and delivery orders issued unless one of the 
exceptions applies. In addition, to ensure compliance with current regulations and policies the 
Air Force performs both pre- and post-award inspections; the latter via Staff Assistance Visits 
and Unit Compliance Inspections. These inspections emphasize fair opportunity, requirements 
description, evaluation factors and basis for award.  
 
THE DATA 
The Air Force pulled data from FPDS on 28 Nov 2011 for FY11. Table 4 illustrates the FY11 
results for task and delivery orders issued over $1M showing a 4.5% decrease from FY10.  
                                         
 
                                 

 
Task/Delivery Orders>$1M 

   
FY09 

 
FY10 

 
FY11 

Total Task & Delivery 
Orders>$1M 

 
 

28,744,379,542 

 
 

29,015,404,855 

 
 

27,651,226,082 
 
Total AF Dollars 

 
67,918,037,591 

 
64,911,017,944 

 
65,507,701,301 

 
Percentage of Total 
Task and Delivery 
Orders Greater than 
$1M to Total Dollars 

 
 
 
 

42% 

 
 
 
 

44% 

 
 
 
 

42% 
            Table 4 

 
FAIR OPPORTUNITY 
For task or delivery orders over $3,000 issued against multiple award contracts, the Air Force 
applies fair opportunity procedures in accordance with FAR 16.505(b) unless one of the 
exceptions applies. Air Force policy is that the use of the exceptions to fair opportunity should be 
a rare occurrence. For task or delivery orders exceeding $150,000, the Air Force complies with 
DFARS 216.505-70. We ensure a description of the supply or service and the basis for our 
selection are clearly defined for each order. Further, we ensure that all contractors responding to 
the fair opportunity notice are provided an opportunity to submit an offer and that the offer will 
be fairly considered. The competition advocates review task and delivery orders during the 
acquisition planning phase. When one of the exceptions at FAR 16.505-2 applies, the Air Force 
complies with the requirement for a justification that is prepared and approved in accordance 
with FAR 8.405-6. The competition advocate reviews the determination, validating that it 
includes the information required at FAR 8.405-6(g), and that it is approved in accordance with 
FAR 8.405-6(h).  Orders over $650,000, but not exceeding $12.5M, are approved by the 
competition advocate. Orders below $650,000 are approved by the contracting officer. In order 
to provide additional oversight and control over the use of exceptions to fair opportunity, the 
AFFARS was recently changed to elevate justification approval levels for orders exceeding 
$12.5M, but not exceeding $85.5M. The approval authority was raised to the Senior Contracting 
Official or the Senior Center Contracting Official who meets the criteria in FAR 8.405-
6(h)(3)(ii). If a Command SCO does not meet the criteria in FAR 8.405-6(h)(3)(ii), then the 
justification must be approved by the Head for the Contracting Activity (HCA) of the Air Force 
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(SAF/AQC). For orders exceeding $85.5M, the Senior Procurement Executive approves the 
placement of the order.  In addition, our Commands provide periodic training on the topic; for 
example, AFMC provided Multiple Award Task Orders/Delivery Order/Fair Opportunity 
training in February 2011 as part of their “Top Ten” training Program.  
 
THE DATA  
The Air Force pulled its data from FPDS on 28 Nov 2011 for FY11 and again on 17 January, for 
FYs 10 and 11, for validation purposes. Table 5 demonstrates that the Air Force did very well in 
applying fair opportunity in the placement of task or delivery orders against multiple award 
contracts. A total of over $27B in task and delivery orders over $1M were awarded in FY11, out 
of this, $8.6B were subject to fair opportunity and $7.2B were given fair opportunity, which 
equates to 84% of dollars obligated under fair opportunity and 84% of actions under fair 
opportunity (Table 5). Table 6 illustrates instances where fair opportunity was not applied, with 
the majority being split between Only One Source and Follow-on Delivery Order to Competitive 
Initial Order. In FY11, there was an increase in exceptions to fair opportunity from 14% in FY10 
to 16% in FY11. The increase is due to an additional $100M in minimum guarantee orders 
placed to meet contractual requirements.  

      
Air Force Fair Opportunity on Orders against Multiple Award Contracts 

 FY09 FY10 FY11 
Total Subject to Fair Opportunity 
Dollars 

 
7,638,684,930 

 
9,434,680,713 

 
8,615,127,321 

Total Fair Opportunity Given 
Dollars 

 
6,227,144,751 

 
7,467,934,058 

 
7,236,615,936 

Percentage of Total Fair 
Opportunity Given Dollars to Total 
Subject to Fair Opportunity Dollars 

 
 

82% 

 
 

79% 

 
 

84% 
Total Actions Subject to Fair 
Opportunity  

 
30,519 

 
35,752 

 
40,010 

Total Actions Given Fair 
Opportunity  

 
25,822 

 
30,073 

 
33,716 

Percentage of Total Fair 
Opportunity Given Actions to Total 
Subject to Fair Opportunity Actions 

 
 
 

85% 

 
 
 

84% 

 
 
 

84% 
 

                                                                                            Table 5 
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                 Exceptions to Fair Opportunity on Task or Delivery Orders 

 FY09 FY10 FY11 
Total 

Exception Dollars to 
Fair Opportunity 963,545,566 1,278,989,343 1,372,746,530 

Urgency (FAR 8.405-
6(b)(3) or 
16.505(b)(2)(i) Actions 35,888,633 87,787,668 70,332,742 
Only One Source Other 
(FAR 8.405 6(b)(1) 
or 16.505(b)(2)(ii) 
Dollars 485,899,343 657,794,177 568,623,196 
Follow-on Delivery 
Order to Competitive 
Initial Order (FAR 
8.405(b)(2) or 
16.505(b)(2)(iii))Actions 369,267,691 

 
 

401,692,886 491,600,178 
Minimum Guarantee 
(FAR 16.505(b)(2)(iv)) 
Actions 6,681,098 33,125,732 126,772,483 
Other Statutory 
Authority  65,808,801 98,588,880 115,897,947 
Percentage of Total Fair 
Opportunity Exception 
Dollars to Total Subject 
to Fair Opportunity 
Dollars 13% 14% 16% 

                                                      Table 6 
 

COMPETITION AND EFFECTIVE COMPETITION GOALS 
The Air Force established its command FY12 competition goals based upon trend analysis, 
barriers to competition and the overall Air Force goal (Table 7).  The Air Force command goals 
assigned are consistent with FY11 performance.  
 
AFMC’s goal was increased above their performance due to the sharp decline experienced from 
the CAR validation and verification exercise. Regardless of the significant barriers to 
competition faced by AFMC and the expected increase in FMS, a stretch goal was assigned to 
incentivize the Command to explore every opportunity to promote competitive efforts.  
PACAF’s goal was held relatively constant due to the percentage of PACAF’s dollars awarded 
under International Agreement that are unavailable for competition. This is a long-term contract; 
therefore, we do not expect to see changes in the competitive environment.  Although AFDW 
was successful in exceeding its FY11 goal, we did not increase their goal due to declining 
budgets that will have a direct impact on their ability to compete new actions.  We applied the 
same methodology in developing the remaining Command goals.  As noted above, AFMC is the 
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predominant driver of Air Force performance; therefore, if the FMS obligations materialize as 
indicated above, it is unlikely AFMC or the Air Force will achieve assigned FY12 goals.   
 

Air Force FY11 Competition Results & FY12 Competition Goals 
(Percentage of Total Dollars Competed) 

Contracting 
Activity 

FY11 Competition 
Goal 

FY11 Competition 
Actual 

FY12 Competition 
Goal 

ACC 89 88 89 
AETC 78 80 82 
AFDW 79 87 87 
AFGSC 90 68 69 
AFISRA 90 72 73 
AFMC 53 36 37 

AFOTEC 90 68 69 
AFRC 84 81 82 

AFSOC 68 61 62 
AFSPC 52 40 41 
AMC 73 69 70 

PACAF 75 61 62 
USAFA 76 74 76 
USAFE 94 94 94 

Total AF Goal 53.7 42.2 43 
Table 7  

 
In FY11, all Commands were assigned the Air Force’s FY11 effective competition assigned goal 
of 77.5% and we utilized the same methodology for FY12, assigning all Commands the Air 
Force goal of 93.5% (Table 8).  However, as stated above, the Air Force respectfully requests an 
effective competition goal of 90%.  
 

Air Force FY10 Baseline and FY11 Effective Competition Results & FY12 Goal 
(Percentage of Total Dollars Competed) 

 
 FY10 Actual FY11 Goal FY11 Actual FY12 Goal 

Air Force 70% 77.5% 85% 93.5%* 
Table 8 

*DPAP assigned, request 90% goal be assigned. 
 
COMMERCIAL 
The Air Force strongly supports the use of commercial procedures whenever feasible. Market 
research is the key to the acquisition workforce understanding the commercial marketplace. 
Therefore, we use industry days, vendor capability briefings, sources sought announcements and 
FedBizOpps to engage industry to assist us in ensuring our acquisitions reflect commercial 
practices.  
 
Our Commands regularly procure commercial items and/or services and use requests for 
information to obtain information from business and industry to determine if items are 
commercially available. For instance, the majority of the awards made at AFOTEC and AFSOC, 
at or under the simplified acquisition threshold, are determined to be commercial and are 
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competed using the General Services Administration (GSA) schedules.  In addition, for 
AFOTEC’s operational test and evaluation service contracts, requests for information are issued 
to industry to gather information on commercial applicability.  AETC is now using “Facebook” 
to advertise requirements between $10,000 and $25,000 to increase opportunities for commercial 
and small business entities. AETC also conducted a vendor day in May 2011 to meet with 
potential vendors to gather information regarding available commercial options for meeting 
Government requirements.  AFDW uses various resources to increase competition and 
commercial practices to include a recent decrease in its review threshold from $2M to $500K. 
Additionally, AFDW utilizes the Central Contractor Registration site, Small Business 
Administration websites, industry events and FedBizOpps for requests for information and draft 
solicitations, all of which ensure the acquisition strategy supports the use of competitive and 
commercial practices.  AMC utilizes multi-functional teams at lower dollar thresholds to 
emphasize the need for competition and commercial practices.  Further, the Command uses 
FedBizOpps and GSA E-buy to promote maximum industry participation and commercial 
practices. Although AFMC’s mission lends itself to non-commercial practices, commercial 
practices are utilized whenever feasible. Additionally, market research workshops are conducted 
on a continuing basis for new acquisition teams with complex, large dollar value requirements.  
Further, AFMC and AFSPC operational units utilize commercial contracts to the maximum 
extent practicable.  
 
The Air Force will continue to promote the use of and explore new opportunities for utilizing 
commercial practices, but is increasing due diligence in distinguishing true “commercial” items 
from “of a type” items.  
 
MAXIMIZING SMALL BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES 
The Air Force continues to seek opportunities to increase small business participation in many 
areas.  Small Business Specialists at the local and Command levels participate in acquisition 
strategy panels to provide small business input into acquisition strategies. In addition, small 
business specialists review all acquisitions greater than $10,000 and make recommendations 
regarding the use of small business. Our small business specialists also work with small 
businesses to provide training on how to conduct business with the Government.  
 
As evidenced in Table 9, the Air Force experienced a slight decline in socio-economic program 
awards. However, we did see a substantial increase in awards to Veteran Owned Small 
Businesses, which indicates our strong support of our Veterans. Total authorized by statute 
obligations account for approximately 4% of the Air Force’s total not competed dollars.  
 
To increase support in this area, the Air Force Small Business Office, SAF/SB, has initiated and 
is in the process of implementing an Air Force Small Business Improvement Plan. The plan 
addresses more robust market research training for small business specialists, an advance 
notification to SAF/SB for any proposed bundling or consolidation effort over $8M, inclusion of 
SAF/SB at high-dollar value acquisition planning meetings, requiring PEOs to include minimum 
small business goals as a percentage of total contract dollar value and including small business 
participation in performance management review briefings.  We anticipate program 
implementation within the next few months.  
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Further, our service PEO is leading efforts increase small business participation in the area of 
services by setting aside any contract for small businesses, previously awarded to a large 
business, when market research indicates small business capability. 
 

Air Force Authorized By Statute Historical Rates 
Authorized by Statute 
Dollars FAR 6.302-5 

 
 

FY09 

 
 

FY10 

 
 

FY11 
Ability One Dollars 155,046,954 390,461,019 246,651,321 
Sole Source 8(a) Dollars 1,113,493,446 1,124,071,261 1,016,354,788 
Sole Source SDVOSB 
Dollars 

 
5,164,709 

 
43,858,440 

 
15,467,954 

Sole Source HUBZone 
Dollars 

 
36,004,646 

 
43,268,552 

 
28,574,076 

 Sole Source Veteran 
Dollars 

 
2,070,868 

 
45,281,678 

 
81,550,935 

Total other Sole Source 
Authorized by Statute FAR 
6.302-5 

 
 

60,569,385 

 
 

122,053,032 

 
 

159,295,097 
Total 1,372,349,758 1,768,993,982 1,547,894,171 

Table 9 
 
SUMMARY 
Although the Air Force did not achieve its FY11 goal of 53.7%, the Air Force is committed to 
the Competition and Commercial Advocacy Program, the use of full and open and effective 
competition and commercial practices and will continue to strive to meet assigned goals 
regardless of the significant barriers we continue to face.  However, with the expected substantial 
increase in FMS obligations and declining budgets, it will be extremely challenging for the Air 
Force to meet its FY12 assigned goal of 43%. 
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