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Overview

Notes on EUL Acquisitions
Listing of Solicitation Steps 
Listing of Evaluation Steps
Sample Summary and Associated Elements
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Notes on “the Deal”

Enhanced Use Leases
AF is the “seller”
Non-F.A.R. transactions commercial(like)
Competition is the norm

Looking for the “Best Value” to the AF      
$$$$$ + right development

We will not “level the playing field” (share an aspect of your 
proposal with others)

Ends in a negotiated lease of 5 to 50 years
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Typical Solicitation Steps

Preliminary actions
Establish solicitation website
Define the evaluation factors

Strategic approach to financing, developing, and managing the 
EUL project(s)
Demonstrated organizational and financial capabilities
Past performance on similar projects
Value offered to the Air Force

Invite industry to comment on the draft Request For 
Qualifications (RFQ)

Refines & optimizes the pending action
Obtains industry buy-in

Finalize RFQ & solicit offers
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The Goal …
A Lease
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Evaluation Steps

Receive & evaluate offers
Potential evaluation factors

Business Plan
Development Plan 
Property Management Plan 
Qualifications
Past Performance
Value offered
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Evaluation Steps 
(cont.)

Source Selection Process
Source Selection Authority (SSA) Briefing

Briefing includes:
Overview of each offeror’s EUL project concept
Evaluation of each offeror’s proposal
Comparison between the anticipated values to 
the Air Force of the proposals & Fair Market 
Value
Scoring analysis if the in-kind consideration 
could be scored as a lease/purchase or capital 
lease
Overview of Highest Ranking Offer’s (HRO) 
qualifications & evaluation teams’ basis for this 
designation
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Evaluation Steps 
(cont.)

Source Selection Process (cont.)

Senior advisors review briefing 
Review all aspects of the briefing including HRO designations
Recommend presenting the brief to SSA

Source Selection Authority (SSA)
Receives evaluation briefing 
Receives advisors’ comments and recommendations
Considers any recommendations 
Selects the Highest Ranking Offer (HRO)

Debrief offerors not selected
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The HRO Milestone

Offeror A Offeror B Offeror C
Factor 1A L L L

Factor 1B L M L

Factor 2A M M M

Factor 2B M M L

Factor 3A L M M

Factor 3B M L M

Factor 4A HQ Q Q

Factor 4B Q Q HQ

HC C SC

$75.3M $25.0M $17.9M

Business Plan

Development Plan

Property 
Management Plan

Qualifications

Past Performance

Net Present Value Return

AcceptableG
MarginalY
UnacceptableR

ExceptionalB HQ Highly Qualified
Q Qualified

UQ Unqualified

HC High Confidence
SC Significant Confidence
C Confidence

LC Little Confidence
NC No Confidence

L Low Risk
M Moderate Risk
H High Risk



9/27/2007 10F l y  - F i g h t  - W i n

Sample Proposal Summary

$2.0M upfront plus 
upfront one time lease 
payment by phase plus 

8% of project’s net 
cash flow after 28% 

IRR

$17.9M

20.0%

$2.0M

None

$10.0M

23.8%

$95.6M 

$305.9M

$401.5M

Offeror C

$2.9M upfront plus 
fixed monthly lease 
payment by phase 

(total of $656K/yr) plus 
5% of project’s net 
cash flow after 25% 

IRR

$25.0M

29.0%

$2.9M

None

$10.0M

26.2%

$105.6M 

$297.9M

$403.5M

Offeror B

$75.3MProposed Return to the Air Force

$10.0MAssumed Fair Market Value (FMV)

NoneScoring

$52.0MTransaction Fee

100.0%Transaction Fee as % of FMV

$52M upfront plus 12% 
of project’s net cash 
flow after payment of 
10% preferred return

How Air Force Return is received 

2.4%Developer Equity %

$398.7MPrivate Debt

Developer Equity

Total Development Costs

Description

$52.0M

$408.7M

Offeror A
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Color Ratings Definitions

Addresses the elements of this subfactor in a manner that 
demonstrates overall added value to the Government above a 
satisfactory response for the subfactor, and has addressed all of the 
individual elements in this subfactor in a manner that demonstrates 
no less than a satisfactory response to any element, and added value 
for some or all elements.

ExceptionalBlue

Fails to address all of the elements of this subfactor in a satisfactory 
manner or has simply failed to address clearly all of the elements in 
this subfactor.

UnacceptableRed

Fails to address all of the elements in this subfactor in a satisfactory 
manner, or has simply failed to address clearly all of the elements in 
this subfactor; however, any such failures are susceptible to being 
corrected without requiring a major rewriting of the offeror’s
proposal. 

MarginalYellow

Addresses all of the elements in this subfactor in a satisfactory 
manner. AcceptableGreen

DefinitionRatingColor
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Risk & Qualifications
Ratings Definitions

Proposal exceeds the stated minimum requirements in a way that is 
deemed beneficial to the Government.Highly Qualified

Proposal fails to meet stated minimum requirements.Unqualified

Proposal meets stated minimum requirements.Qualified

DefinitionRating

Any weaknesses have little potential to cause disruption to the planning 
and implementation of the project.  Normal contractor/ government 
communications will probably minimize any difficulties. 

Low Risk

Weaknesses have the high potential to cause significant disruption to the 
planning and implementation phases even with enhanced contractor/ 
government attention and close monitoring. 

High Risk

Any weaknesses have a greater potential to cause disruption to the 
planning and implementation phases.  Enhanced contractor/ government 
attention and close monitoring will probably minimize any difficulties. 

Moderate Risk

DefinitionRating
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Confidence Assessment Ratings

Based on the Offeror’s past performance record, the Government 
has substantial doubt that the Offeror will successfully perform the 
required effort.

No Confidence

Based on the Offeror’s past performance record, the Government 
has doubt that the Offeror will successfully perform the required 
effort. 

Little Confidence

Based on the Offeror’s past performance record, the Government 
has high confidence the Offeror will successfully perform the 
required effort.

High Confidence

Based on the Offeror’s past performance record, the Government 
has confidence the Offeror will successfully perform the required 
effort.  Normal contractor emphasis should preclude any problems.

Confidence

Based on the Offeror’s past performance record, the Government 
has significant confidence the Offeror will successfully perform the 
required effort.

Significant 
Confidence

DefinitionRating
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AF EUL Resources Website Links

AFRPA EUL Website
http://www.safie.hq.af.mil/afrpa/eul/index.asp

MWH PRESS Website
http://www.pscmhc.com/index.htm

JLL PRESS Website
http://www.jllpress.com

FPS PRESS Website
http://www.theconcoursegroup.com/eul.html

A&M PRESS Website
http://www.alvarezandmarsal.com/en/global_services/real_estate/industrie
s/eul/experience.html

Air Force Coal-to-Liquid EUL Website 
https://www.enstg.com/signup (conference code: MAM56398)
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Draft RFQ
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Questions?


