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1.102 Statement of guiding principles for the Federal Acquisiti
on System. {(a) The vision for the Federal Acquisition System
is to deliver on a timely basis the best value product or servic
e to the customer, while maintaining the public’s trust and ful
flling public policy objectives. Participants in the acquisition p
rocess should work together as a team and should be empowe
red to make decisions within their area of responsibility.

{b) The Federal Acquisition System will

(1) Satisfy the customer in terms of cost, quality, and timeline
ss of the delivered product or service by, for example

{i) Maximizing the use of commercial products and services;
(ii} Using contractors who have a track record of successful p
ast performance or who demonstrate a current superior ability
t perform; and

{2) Minimize administrative operating costs:

(3) Conduct business with integrity, fairness, and openness: an
d
{4) Fulfill public policy objectives.

[® 1] Federal Acquisition System A3

FINANCE
Minimize Administrative Cost

fli cost to spend ratio
- Maximize Contract Cost Avoidance

fzi cost avoidance through use of purchase cards
f:a: % of prompt payment interest paid of total $
disbursed

CUSTOMER

- Customer Satisfaction

€t: 9% of customers satisfied with timeliness

€31 % of customers satisfied with quality
Effective Service Partnership

C3: 9% of customers satisfied with the responsiveness,
cooperation, and communication skills of the acquisition
office

INTERNAL BUSINESS PROCESS

~ Acquisition Excellgnce
- Procurement Practices

ili Ratio of protest sustained by GAO
and COFC
izf # of actions using Electronic

Commerce
- Fulfill Public Policy Objectives

!3: 9% achievement of socio economic goals

i42 % competitive procurement of total procurements
LEARNING AND GROWTH
- Information Availability for Strategic Decision Making

101 extent of reliable management information
- Quality Workforce

Ili % of employees meeting mandatory qualification standar

ds
Employee Satisfaction

lzl %4 of employees satisfied with the work environment

A

: % of employees satisfied with the professionalism, cultu
re, values and empowerment
=1
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3.3. Primal model® Dual model

(54 419 S9§ w402 dual model&
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3.1. DEA 2499 % &

DMU /.ol tish DEAOIA AlEEH = &8
3 98e 47y, %8 1, BSCY & F
AAFE H3L nsd 7 AL E E/‘lo}
= vectore [F4]8t 22 &g o] &3t outp
ut performance® &3 0}71] 5“3}.

32. 2% =2

fe) BAE ol g3te] Wgold 2o

% A2 SEGaT FAE Y= @
2 (goodw Aee degus F A &

A}%—o}oq 2eHe AdEE B 2 A
2wz % oA 2e AgHnE E 16749
23to) A7 o, o & 247 ol o
= 16702 DMU7L A4 =ch

L3

ol &
3



= —_ == /= =L = = -
(Hetard S etal/et=Zdustsl 2002 EHSS
= = A
st= st )| =& (KAIST) 20023 53 32~42
ikl kb
f fl’: total spending
1
€4 administrative cost
S|
fl': total spending
£
Cs: penalty
¢ Cl’t # of customers satisfied with timeliness
i5: total customer
c cz': # of customers satisficd with quality
2 |
Is: total customer
1
€3': # of customers satisfied with the responsiveness, cooperatio
C; {n, and communication skills of the acquisition office

!s: total customer

j‘ il'i # of protest sustained by GAO and COFC 14 Sk of total
contract

iZ iZ
i3 iJ': # of achieved socio-cconomic goals
15: # of total socio-economic goals
i i)' 4 of competitive procurement
16: # of total procurement(>$25,000)
11 11': # of employces meeting mandatory qualification standards
Iz 12': # of employees satisfied with the work environment
[3 13': # of employees satisfied with the professionalism, culture,
values and empowerment
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f, (20%,$100, 20%)  |($1000,$100)
f, (10%,$200, 10%)  [($1000,$200)
¢, (40%,40%,40%) (40,40,40,$200,$200)
c, (80%,80%,80%) {40,40,40,$100,$100)
iy (20%,10,10%,10%) [(10,10,1,1,100)
i (10%,20,20%,20%)  (10,20,2,2,100)
1, (50%,50%,50%) (50,50,50,2,10,5)
1y (100%,100%,100%) {(100,100,100,2,10,5)
L, (50%,50%,50%) (50,50,50,1,10,5)
1, {100%,100%,100%) |(100,100,100,1,10,5)
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1 |f, je, |i, [l | 0970 | 0500 | 0999 | 0484
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3 |fy jey |ig |lua| 0970 | 0499 | 1000 [ 0.484
4 {f, [e, |ig |1 | 0970 | 0499 | 0885 | 0477
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7 |, |¢ |ig [t | 049 | 0999 | 1000 | 0.489
8 |f, [eg |ig |1z | 0490 | 0999 | 0985 | 0482
9 |f, [e, [Py [y, | 1000 | 0500 | 0999 | 0499
10 (f, le, |i, |1y { 1000 | o500 | 0984 | 0492
1 |f, [e, |i; [l ] 1000 | 0409 | 1000 | 0.499
12 (£, |e, |i, |1 | 1.000 § 0499 | 0985 [ 0492
13 | |e, [i, |l | 0988 | 1000 | 0999 | 0987
14 £, Je, [, |1, | 0988 | 1000 | 0984 [ 0972
15 (f, je, iy |1, | 0988 | 0999 | 1.000 [ 0987
16 |f, 1e, |ig |1, | 0988 | 0999 | 0985 [ 0972
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