[image: SSC_ATL_reg mark_72dpi_0] 


Battlespace Awareness (BA)
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POSTAWARD DEBRIEFING



OFFEROR:
Sloppy Joe’s, Inc.



SOLICITATION: N65236-11-R-0044
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Ground Rules - The following addresses the ground rules of this debrief: 

· Areas Covered In Debriefing: The following will be covered as part of this debrief: 
- Strengths in Sloppy Joe’s Proposal
- Weaknesses in Sloppy Joe’s Proposal
- Significant Weaknesses in Sloppy Joe’s Proposal
- Deficiencies in Sloppy Joe’s Proposal 
- Overall Evaluated Costs
- Technical Rating
- Summary of the Rationale for Award

· Responses: Responses will only be provided to relevant questions posed by the debriefed offeror as to whether source selection procedures set forth in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and other applicable authorities were followed by the agency. 

· Areas Not Covered In Debriefing: The following are not covered as part of this debriefing: 

–Point-by-Point comparisons of other offerors’ proposals

–Information prohibited from disclosure by FAR 24.202 (e.g., proposals in possession/control of the Government submitted in response to a competitive solicitation) 

–Information exempt from release under FOIA Request including: 

· Trade secrets; 
· Commercial and financing information that is privileged or confidential, including cost breakdowns, profit, indirect cost rates, and similar information; 
· Names of individuals providing reference information about an offeror’s past performance; 
· Inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which would not be available by law to a party other than an agency in litigation with the agency. 


Definitions

Strength – is an aspect of an offeror’s proposal that has merit or exceeds specified performance or capability requirements in a way that will be advantageous to the Government during contract performance. It increases the opportunity for successful contract performance. 

Weakness – is a flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 

Significant Weakness – is a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

Deficiency – is a material failure of a proposal to meet a Government requirement or a combination of significant weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.  


Evaluation Summary

	OFFEROR
	Factor A: Technical Capability
	Factor B:
Software Development Approach
	Overall Technical Rating
(Factors A & B)
	Factor C:
Past Performance
	Total Proposed Cost
	Total Evaluated Cost

	Camelot, LLC (Awardee)
	Acceptable
	Marginal
	Acceptable
	Substantial
	$ 249,569,754.42
	$249,598,461.26

	Sloppy Joe’s, Inc.
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Unacceptable
	Substantial
	$ 208,700,044.44
	$212,224,015.93

	Orange Juice, Inc. (Awardee)
	Acceptable
	Marginal
	Acceptable
	Substantial
	$ 233,433,990.42
	$233,445,564.47

	Mighty Mouse (Awardee)
	Acceptable
	Acceptable
	Acceptable
	Substantial
	$ 238,791,098.04
	$239,893,527.88

	Ventures ‘R Us
(Awardee)
	Good
	Acceptable
	Good
	Substantial
	$ 222,670,810.84
	$223,442,855.89



Proposals were rated based on the evaluation factors listed below. Evaluation factors (other than cost) were more important than cost. The order of relative importance for the evaluation factors was as follows:

1. Factor A (Technical Capability) is significantly more important than Factor B (Software Development Approach).
1. The ratings for Factors A & B will be combined into an overall rating, which is more important than Factor C (Past Performance) Confidence Assessment.

The subfactors’ order of relative importance is established as follows:

(1) Subfactor A1 is more important than Subfactor A3
(2) Subfactor A3 is more important than Subfactor A4 
(3) Subfactor A4 is more important than Subfactor A2

Specifically relevant to this debrief, Section M states:

A proposal that receives a rating of “Unacceptable” in any of the Other (non-cost) Factors, or Subfactors, will result in the entire proposal being determined “Unacceptable” and will be ineligible for award.


Sloppy Joe’s Proposal Evaluation

FACTOR A – TECHNICAL CAPABILITY
Factor A Rating—Unacceptable 

RFP Requirement:  The solicitation required each offeror to submit information pertaining to relevant Technical Capabilities using the reference information sheets provided in the RFP. Data was to be submitted for at least one, but no more than a total of five of the most current and relevant contracts for the team (includes the prime contractor and proposed subcontractors). Data was to be submitted in accordance with the following Section L criteria:

· Current work is defined as a contract performed within the last five (5) years from the date of solicitation issuance. 
· Relevant is defined as a cumulative invoiced value equal to or exceeding $25 million submitted by the team (prime and subcontractors) for efforts similar in scope to the requirements of this Request for Proposal.
· At least one contract reference must be submitted by the prime contractor, and at least one of the prime’s contract references shall have an invoiced value of at least $15 million.

Factor A- Technical Capability Evaluation Summary
	TECHNICAL CAPABILITY
	Adjectival Rating

	SUBFACTORS
	

	A1 – Design, Development, Integration and Systems Engineering Support Services
	Marginal

	A2 – Interoperability, Test and Evaluation, Trials and Installation Checkout Support
	Unacceptable

	A3 – Software Engineering, Development, and Programming Support
	Marginal

	A4 – Prototyping, Production, Model-Making, and Fabrication Support
	Unacceptable

	OVERALL TECHNICAL CAPABILITY RATING
	Unacceptable



General: Sloppy Joe’s proposal included technical capability reference data for five (5) contracts: N66001-06-D-XXXX, N00039-08-D-XXXX, M67854-02-A-XXXX (QNA), N65236-06-D-XXXX, and H92236-07-P-XXXX. All references were determined to be current and relevant in accordance with the solicitation criteria.

Subfactor A1: Design, Development, Integration and Systems Engineering Support Services
Subfactor A1 Rating: Marginal

Overall, Sloppy Joe’s proposal did not clearly meet the requirements and did not demonstrate an adequate approach and understanding of the ability to provide Design, Development, Integration and Systems Engineering Support Services.  Weaknesses were noted, which were not offset by any strengths.

Strengths:  None Noted

Weaknesses:  			

· A1.6: While knowledge of the concept for TRLs (offeror does not mention MRLs) was demonstrated; the proposal failed to demonstrate experience with “applying” deliberate advanced technology transition best practices. The remaining aggregate experience failed to address TRLs or MRLs. The overall failure to address MRLs and limited experience with TRLs presents a flaw in the proposal that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.	

Significant Weaknesses: 			

· A1.7: The Government determined that the aggregate experience failed to demonstrate any experience related to A1.7. Therefore the proposal failed to meet the requirements of A1.7 and presented a weakness that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.
		
Deficiencies:  None Noted  


Subfactor A2: Interoperability, Test and Evaluation, Trials and Installation Checkout Support
Subfactor A2 Rating: Unacceptable

Overall, Sloppy Joe’s proposal did not meet the requirements for Interoperability, Test and Evaluation, and Trials and Installation Checkout Support, and contained one or more deficiencies.

Strengths:  None Noted

Weaknesses:  None Noted

· A2.5: The proposal cited experience with Factory Acceptance Testing and SOVT, which the Government determined partially meets the requirements of this element and could be considered a type of ‘Operations Testing’. Other cited experience was determined to be not substantiated. Therefore, while the proposal covers some of the experience (Operations Testing) required for this element; the Government determined that the aggregate substantiated experience does not demonstrate adequate depth and breadth of the types of testing required in this element. The proposal partially met the requirements of A2.5 and presented a weakness that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

Significant Weaknesses:

· A2.2: The proposal provided experience with test events, which the Government determined are not related to the Reviews listed in this element (this includes SOVT and FAT). The remaining aggregate experience cited participation in reviews; however the Government noted that the experience was unsubstantiated in that it failed to describe the level of involvement for the effort. The failure to demonstrate substantiated or related experience with the requirements of A2.2 presents a flaw in the proposal that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  

· A2.4: The proposal cited experience with various testing events (FAT, “Dry Runs”); however the Government noted that the testing cited was not “independent,” but rather were performed as a step in the production process. Additionally, the cited experience is not representative of the kind of experience required for A2.4 (IV&V). Therefore, the proposal failed to demonstrate any experience related to the requirements of A2.4 and presents a flaw in the proposal that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 

· A2.7: The proposal cited experience with developing MSS Configuration Documentation for a customer and also support to a chief engineer for C2RPC; which the Government determined were unrelated to the tasks required in this element. The Government also determined that the aggregate experience cited was unsubstantiated and did not demonstrate experience related to any part of requirements of this element. Therefore, the offeror’s proposal failed to meet the requirements of A2.7 and presented a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 

· A2.8: The proposal cited experience with systems installed shipboard to support various exercises; which the Government determined were unrelated to the tasks required in this element. The Government also noted that the aggregate experience for this element did not address details of any actual ship construction related test events performed. Therefore, the proposal failed to meet the requirements of A2.7 and presented a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  

Deficiencies:  				

· The combination of significant weaknesses noted above increases the risk of contract performance to an unacceptable level. The Government applied consideration to the significant weaknesses noted above, and found that the proposal was deficient for Subfactor A2.  


Subfactor A3: Software Engineering, Development, and Programming Support
Subfactor A3 Rating: Marginal

Overall, Sloppy Joe’s proposal did not clearly meet the requirements and did not demonstrate an adequate approach and understanding of the ability to provide Software Engineering, Development, and Programming Support. Weaknesses were noted, which were not offset by any strengths.

Strengths:  None Noted

Weaknesses:				

· A3.2: The proposal provided examples of how C2RPC ‘discovers and stores’ data formats and elements. However, the Government notes that the proposal did not provide experience with ‘defining’ data elements, formats, reports and the connectivity between systems, as required in A3.2. The Government also determined that the cited experience failed to address the Software Development aspect of Subfactor A3: Software Engineering, Development, and Programming Support. The proposal presented a weakness, and increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  

Significant Weaknesses:

· A3.1: The proposal cited experience with ‘deriving technical requirements’ for projects. The Government noted that, while the offeror’s proposal demonstrated experience with ‘deriving technical requirements’; the offeror failed to demonstrate any experience with how they apply these ‘derived requirements’ to the tasks required in Element A3.1. Further, the Government determined that ‘deriving technical requirements’ is only the first step; and that ‘applying’ these requirements to the other functions listed is critical to meeting the requirements of this element. The offeror failed to demonstrate any experience with performing the remaining functions of this element. Therefore, the proposal presented a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.   

· A3.3: The proposal cited that an SDP was developed for C2RPC; however the proposal references the Government to Factor B and provides no further substantiation in Factor A. As a result, the proposal presented a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 

· A3.4: The proposal cited that CMMI Level III processes are being implemented for C2RPC; however the proposal references the Government to Factor B and provides no further substantiation in Factor A. As a result, the proposal presented a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

Deficiencies:  None Noted


Subfactor A4: Prototyping, Production, Model-Making, and Fabrication Support
Subfactor A4 Rating: Unacceptable

Overall, Sloppy Joe’s proposal did not meet the requirements for Prototyping, Production, Model-Making, and Fabrication Support, and contained one or more deficiencies.

Strengths:  None Noted

Weaknesses:				

· A4.4: The proposal cited experience with ‘test scenarios’, SOVT, and Factory Acceptance Testing for the Maritime Surveillance System (MSS). However, the Government notes that the cited experience lacks sufficient details to fully ascertain the applicability of the testing developed for the MSS to A4.4. Additionally the aggregate remaining experience failed to demonstrate substantiated experience with A4.4. Because the cited experience may be considered related to the type of testing required in A4.4 but lacks substantiating details; the Government determined that the proposal did not fully meet the requirements of A4.4. Therefore, the proposal presents a weakness and increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

· A4.6: The proposal cited experience with creating MSS Installation drawings. The Government notes that while the experience could be considered ‘installation documentation’; the proposal failed to provide any substantiated experience with ‘production documentation’. Therefore the proposal failed to fully meet the requirements for this element, and presents a weakness that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

· A4.7: The proposal cited experience with using “troubleshooting guides” to resolve problems when encountered during MSS installations. The Government determined that the cited ‘troubleshooting guide’ experience is materially different from a ‘problem resolution study’, as required in A4.7. Troubleshooting guides are used for resolving known problems, while the requirements of this element (problem resolution study) are for addressing new problems.  The remaining aggregate cited experience listed capabilities related to the requirements of the element, but did not contain any substantiation with specific examples. The Government determined that the proposal did not fully demonstrate experience with A4.7, and presented a weakness that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 
 
Significant Weaknesses:

· A4.1: While the proposal described performing ‘prototyping’, the proposal failed to provide substantiation as to how this type of prototyping met the formal process requirements of QRC, TST, and/or JCTD. The failure to demonstrate experience with the formal processes described in A4.1 presents a flaw in the proposal that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

· A4.2: The proposal stated that design for manufacturing analysis and frequently transition to production (in general terms) was conducted; however the proposal failed to provide any concrete examples to substantiate this statement. The vague and unsubstantiated response to A4.2 appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful performance. 

· 4.3: The proposal cited experience in OGC web services, which the Government determined is unrelated to the manufacturing processes required in A4.3. Rather, the experience is software-based and not hardware-based in the context of Subfactor A4. The proposal failed to demonstrate experience related to A4.3, and presented a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

· A4.5: The proposal cited experience with MSS installations; however the Government notes that the offeror did not perform all aspects of production as required in A4.5 for hardware production as required in Subfactor A4. The remaining aggregate experience cited did not contain any substantiation; rather the proposal states ‘capabilities’ without providing concrete or specific examples. The Government determined that the proposal failed to meet the requirements of A4.5, and presented a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

Deficiencies:  

· The combination of significant weaknesses noted above increases the risk of contract performance to an unacceptable level. The Government applied consideration to the significant weaknesses noted above, and found that the proposal was deficient for Subfactor A4.  


FACTOR B – SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT APPROACH 	     
Factor B Rating:  Marginal

RFP Requirement: The solicitation required offerors to submit a Software Development Plan (SDP) which they have developed within the past two years prior to this RFP release date. Offerors were also required to provide an SDP Rationale, and a description of previous experience in developing software using processes similar or equivalent to CMMI Maturity Level 3.

Strengths:  None Noted




Weaknesses:

· B2: The Prime stated that they are currently developing a plan for improving their processes “to meet the goal of a maturity level III appraisal,” however, the proposal did not state how their current processes are equivalent to or mapped to CMMI Level 3 Processes. Therefore, this finding presents a weakness and increases the risk of unsuccessful performance.    

· B3: The proposal states that CMMI Processes are used, some of which are Level II and some at Level III. The Government notes that not all processes are CMMI Level III or equivalent. This finding presents a weakness and increases the risk of unsuccessful performance.      

Significant Weaknesses:  None Noted

Deficiencies:  None Noted  


FACTOR C – PAST PERFORMANCE		 	     
Factor C Rating – Substantial Confidence

RFP Requirement: Offerors (prime and subcontractors) were required to submit past performance information for each contract reference evaluated under Factor A – Technical Capability using either (a) the solicitation’s Past Performance Questionnaire, or (b) annotating that the data was available via CPARS or PPIRS. Past Performance was evaluated in accordance with Section M of the solicitation and included in an assessment of the offeror’s probability of meeting the solicitation requirements. The past performance evaluation factor assesses the degree of confidence the Government has in an offeror’s ability to meet the solicitation requirements based on a demonstrated record of performance.

The assessment included a review of the offeror’s past performance in the areas of:
(1) Quality of Product or Service
(2) Schedule
(3) Cost Control
(4) Business Relations
(5) Management of Key Personnel 

General: Based on the contract references submitted and evaluated, Sloppy Joe received an overall Substantial Confidence Assessment in the Past Performance factor.  Sloppy Joe’s proposal included five (5) past performance references: N66001-06-D-XXXX, N00039-08-D-XXXX, M67854-02-A-XXXX, N65236-06-D-XXXX, and H92236-07-P-XXXX. All references were determined current and relevant.  PPIRS information was available for contracts N00039-08-D-XXXX and N65236-06-D-XXXX; and a Past Performance Questionnaire was received for contract N66001-06-D-XXXX. For reference M67854-02-A-XXXX, a CPARS reference was not available, however a PPQ was available on file and was used in the evaluation. Although a past performance questionnaire was cited for contract reference H92236-07-P-XXXX, a questionnaire was not received despite attempts to contact the POC listed on the PPQ.  As such a neutral rating was assigned for this reference.  






FACTOR D – COST/PRICE PROPOSAL

RFP Requirement: Offerors were advised that the cost proposal would be evaluated based on the total cost offered for all lots in terms of price reasonableness, cost realism, and use of uncompensated overtime. Note: Fixed Fee was not adjusted in cost realism.

An element by element review was conducted on each cost proposal. A comparison was made of the following: (i) each offeror’s proposed amounts, (ii) cost realism amounts, and (iii) pre-negotiation position (Independent Government Cost Estimate) amounts. In addition, information was reviewed and evaluated from Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA), prime contractor and subcontractor pricing models, and cost narratives.

The following cost realism adjustments were made to Sloppy Joe’s proposal (including subcontractor adjustments):

	
	Sloppy Joe

	
	Description of Adjustment:
	Amount

	1
	Sloppy Joe: Adjusted Operations Spec (Sr), SME 5, SME 4, SME 3, SME 2, and SME 1 to the minimally acceptable rate established for this evaluation. Adjusted Computer Programmer II, III, IV, Systems Analyst I, II to the WD Minimum rate.

 Total including burdens:
	



$3,079,161.76

	2
	Sub1: Adjusted Mgt Analyst 3 and Jr. Mgt Analyst to the minimally acceptable rate established for this evaluation, and adjusted Illustrator II to the WD Minimum rate.

Total including burdens:
	


$279,634.96

	3
	Sub2: Adjusted Safety Specialist 2 to the minimally acceptable rate established for this evaluation. 

Total including burdens:
	

$57,791.20

	4
	Prime G&A on Sub Labor: Associated adjustment due to sub labor changes above.  
	$11,399.94

	5
	Fixed Fee:  No adjustment.
	N/A

	6
	Target Fee:  Associated adjustment due to prime and sub labor changes above.
	$95,983.64

	
	TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS (After and Fee)
	$3,523,971.49


 

	Total Proposed Cost + Fee
	Evaluated Cost Realism
	Adjustment 
	% Variance

	$208,700,044.44
	$212,224,015.93
	$3,523,971.49
	+1.69%





Summary of Rationale for Award

In accordance with the solicitation, the Evaluation Factors (other than cost) were evaluated as more important than cost.  However, cost is an important factor and was to be considered when preparing proposals.

· The solicitation was issued on the basis of full and open competition after exclusion of sources under small business set-aside provisions in accordance with 10 U.S.C. 2304 (b)(2).

· The offers have been evaluated in accordance with the approved source selection plan and solicitation.

· The solicitation provided that the selection of the successful offeror would be made on the “Best Value” to the Government on the basis of Other Factors and Cost/Price considerations.

· Provision M-307 of the RFP states that a proposal that receives a rating of “Unacceptable” in any of the Other (non-cost) Factors or Subfactors will result in the entire proposal being determined "Unacceptable" and will be ineligible for award.

Summary Award Decision

Sloppy Joe received an overall “Unacceptable” rating in Technical Capability (Factor A), in which the proposal did not meet the requirements. Sloppy Joe received deficiencies in Subfactors A2 and A4.  The noted deficiencies resulted in the entire Technical Capability Factor being “Unacceptable”.  As stated in provision M-307 of the solicitation, a proposal that receives a rating of “Unacceptable” in any of the Other (non-cost) Factors or Subfactors will result in the entire proposal being determined “Unacceptable” and will be ineligible for award. Therefore, in accordance with the evaluation criteria set forth in the solicitation, Sloppy Joe was assigned an overall technical rating of “Unacceptable.” As such, Sloppy Joe is ineligible for award. 

Based on an independent assessment of each offer, a trade-off analysis, and a comparative assessment of offerors, it was determined that the proposals submitted by Camelot, LLC., Orange Juice, Inc., Mighty Mouse, and Ventures ‘R Us provide the best overall value to satisfy the contract requirements, and that awards to these four offerors will provide the government with the best value through the duration of the contract.
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