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I. PURPOSE OF DEBRIEF

The purpose of the debrief is to satisfy the requirements at FAR 15.506, disclose the results of our evaluation of your proposal and explain our rationale for the award decision.  It is our hope that this information will give you confidence that all offerors were treated fairly, that proposals were evaluated in accordance with the solicitation, and to offer information that can help offerors improve their proposal process.

A debriefing is not a page-by-page analysis of your proposal; a point-by-point comparison of your proposal with the successful offerors; nor is it a debate or defense of our evaluation results or the award decision.  However, this document does provide our rationale for award decisions.

After receiving this debrief, XXX can respond with questions by11:00 a.m. PST on 11 April 2012.  We will entertain your questions that concern whether source selection procedures contained in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and other applicable authorities were followed.


II. SUMMARY OF SOURCE SELECTION PROCESS/TIMELINE

The solicitation was issued on XXX.  The solicitation closed on 02 May 2011 with timely proposals received from X offerors.  On XXX, multiple awards were made as follows:

XXX

III. EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS

A. Summary of the evaluation factors and relative importance of the evaluation factors

Solicitation provision M-307 outlined the source selection process and the evaluation factors.  

All evaluation factors other than cost, when combined, are significantly more important than cost. The noncost evaluation criteria include Organizational Experience, Past Performance, Software Development Plan, Small Business Participation, and Compliance with Instructions. Organizational Experience is the most important noncost evaluation factor.  Past Performance, Software Development Plan, Small Business Participation, and Compliance with Instructions are equally important.  Organizational Experience is significantly more important than any other separate noncost factor.  The degree of importance of evaluated cost will increase with the degree of the equality of proposals in terms of the non cost evaluation factors. The various non cost evaluation subfactors are equally important within each noncost factor.  

Evaluation Factors			Evaluation Subfactors	


Organizational Experience	N/A
	
Past Performance	N/A

Software Development Plan	Software Development Approach; Software Development Experience; and Software Development Process Experience
	
Small Businesses Participation	Extent of participation; and Extent of commitment

	Compliance with Instructions	N/A

	Cost					N/A


Our evaluation of the above non-cost factors was used to develop a Level of Confidence Assessment Rating (LOCAR).  The LOCAR reflects a subjective assessment of the likelihood that an offeror will succeed in contract performance.


B. Summary of evaluation results

XXX’s offer was determined to be acceptable.

Following are XXX’s ratings for the individual non-cost evaluation factors:

	Evaluation Factor
	RATING

	Organizational Experience
	

	Past Performance
	

	Software Development Plan
	

	Small Businesses Participation
	

	Compliance with Instructions
	



Based on the results of our evaluation, we assigned XXX a LOCAR rating of 0.7 (see Section III.D. below).  
 
The following is a comparison of XXX’s overall technical rating (the LOCAR) and overall cost plus fixed fee (CPFF) to those of the successful offerors: 
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C. Review of our evaluation of non-cost factors


i. Organizational Experience

Organizational Experience is the most important noncost factor and is considered significantly more important than the any other separate noncost factor.

a. Scoring Procedure

Experience is the opportunity to learn by doing. An offeror’s experience is relevant when they have been confronted with the kinds of challenges that will confront them under the contract contemplated by this RFP. This evaluation considered the breadth, depth and relevance of offeror work performed since 1 January 2006 in four sections from the SOW: Parts 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4. The RFP instructed offerors to complete a prescribed matrix, which details organizational experience in four key areas from the Statement of Work. Offerors were instructed to cite not more than five references, whether from the prime or a subcontractor. Additionally, offerors were instructed to complete a Reference Information Sheet for each reference cited. Part 15 of each Reference Information Sheet requires offerors to provide a summary description of contract work, not to exceed three pages in length, for each of the cited reference contracts. 

We evaluated breadth and depth of relevant organizational experience in the Statement of Work evaluation areas identified in the RFP: 

· SOW Part 3.1  – Systems Engineering 
· SOW Part 3.2 – Prototype Development and Logistics Support
· SOW Part 3.3 – Software System Engineering, Design and Development 
· SOW Part 3.4 – Software Configuration Management, Test and Evaluation

A summary rating for the overall factor was determined using the following criteria:

Poor	References collectively demonstrate no breadth and depth of relevant experience in SOW/PWS areas
Marginal	References collectively demonstrate little breadth and / or depth of relevant experience in SOW/PWS areas
Fair	References collectively demonstrate some breadth and / or depth of relevant experience in SOW/PWS areas
Good	References collectively demonstrate significant breadth and / or depth of relevant experience in SOW/PWS areas
Excellent	References collectively demonstrate exceptional breadth and depth of relevant experience in SOW/PWS areas

b. Organizational Experience Evaluation

Overall, XXX demonstrated exceptional breadth in SOW Parts 3.1, 3.2 and 3.4 and some breadth in SOW Part 3.3. XXX some depth of experience in SOW Parts 3.1, 3.2 and 3.4 and little depth in 3.3. Therefore, XXX is considered to have demonstrated some breadth and depth of relevant experience when considering all SOW areas and received a rating of FAIR.  

ii. Past Performance

Past Performance is significantly less important than Organizational Experience and is equally as important as the Software Development Plan, Participation of Small Businesses and Compliance with Instructions.  

a. Scoring Procedure

Past performance is a measure of the degree to which an offeror has satisfied customers in the past, and complied with Federal, state, and local laws and regulations. The Government’s assessment of past performance was subjective, and based mainly on offeror reputations with customers and others. Reviewers did not consider past performance data prior to 1 January 2006. Reviewers evaluated the Reference Information Sheets submitted by offerors, Past Performance Questionnaires submitted by offeror references, their own experience with offerors, and information from third-party references and databases against the following areas: 

(a) Quality of Product or Service - Conformance to contract requirements, specifications and standards of good workmanship, accuracy of reports, appropriateness of personnel, and technical excellence. 

(b) Cost Control - Within budget, current accurate and complete billings, actual cost/rates reflect closely to negotiated cost/rates, cost efficiency measures, adequate budgetary internal controls. 

(c) Schedule - Timeliness of performance, met interim milestones, reliable, responsive to technical and contractual direction, completed on time, including wrap-up and contract administration, no liquidated damages assessed. 

(d) Business Relationships - Effective management, businesslike correspondence, responsive to contract requirements, prompt notification of problems, reasonable/cooperative behavior, flexible, proactive, effective Contractor recommended solutions, customer satisfaction. 

(e) Compliance with FAR 52.219-8 “Utilization of Small Business Concerns,” and FAR 52.219-9 “Small Business Subcontracting Plan” - Effective program to maximize the participation of small business concerns in Federal agency contracts, and provide timely payment to such concerns, per FAR 52.219-8. Satisfaction of requirements for any formal subcontracting plans per FAR 52.219-9. 

(f) Key Personnel - How long key personnel stayed on the contract, how well the key personnel managed their portion of the contract, and the quality and relevancy of the products/services generated by key personnel.

The following criteria were used to score each offeror:

Unacceptable	Record of past performance is more unfavorable than favorable regarding Quality of Product or Service, Cost Control, Schedule, Business Relationships, Compliance with FAR 52.219-8 “Utilization of Small Business Concerns” and FAR 52.219-9 “Small Business Subcontracting Plan,” and Key Personnel.  This unfavorable record presents an unacceptable risk to the Government.  A marginal or unsatisfactory rating on CPARS is unfavorable.  A poor rating on the Past Performance Questionnaire is unfavorable.

Acceptable	Record of past performance is split evenly between favorable and unfavorable, is more favorable 
than unfavorable, or is entirely favorable  regarding Quality of Product or Service, Cost Control, Schedule, Business Relationships, Compliance with FAR 52.219-8 “Utilization of Small Business Concerns” and FAR 52.219-9 “Small Business Subcontracting Plan,” and Key Personnel. Exceptional, very good, and satisfactory ratings on CPARS are favorable.  Excellent, good and fair ratings on the Past Performance Questionnaire are favorable. 

Neutral 	Past performance information could not be obtained, or offeror has no identifiable relevant past performance history.   Pursuant to FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv), an offeror without a record of relevant past performance, or for whom information on past performance is not available, may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance.  Therefore, offerors who assert the absence of relevant past performance through the failure to submit any Reference Information Sheets will receive a neutral rating.  A neutral rating will be considered acceptable.

For each offeror, reviewers generated a rating based on a collective review of the six areas and all past performance references to generate an overall or summary score for organizational past performance.

b. Evaluation of Past Performance

Based upon experience with XXX and responses from contractor past performance evaluation survey questionnaires and/or information from third-party references and databases, XXX received an ACCEPTABLE rating in collective review of the six areas and all past performance references. 

iii. Software Development Plan

The Software Development Plan is equal in importance to Past Performance, Participation of Small Businesses and Compliance with Instructions.  

a. Scoring Procedure

We evaluated the following three equally weighted subfactors: 

1) Software Development Approach 

We evaluated the offeror’s proposed software development approach to ensure it is appropriate for the system to be developed and meets standard levels of completeness and process quality in accordance with IEEE/EIA Std. 12207.1, Section 4.2.3, H.3 – Characteristics of Life Cycle Data. 

2) Software Development Experience 

We evaluated the offeror’s previous experience in developing software of the same nature as that being acquired with this solicitation. 

3) Software Development Process Experience

We evaluated the offeror’s previous experience in developing software using the same or similar approach as proposed for this solicitation. The results of any standard model-based process maturity appraisals performed within 24 months prior to proposal submission, and the number of proposed staff experienced in using these processes was part of the evaluation criteria. 

For each of the three subfactors we generated a score. If any of the three subfactors receive a poor score, the summary score for the entire Software Development Plan factor is poor.  The following are the score definitions:

Poor 	The offeror received a poor rating in any of the following circumstances: 

(1) 	the software development approach does not satisfy the RFP, or 
(2) 	the offeror’s software development experience does not indicate the offeror is likely capable of fulfilling the software development requirements of the RFP, or 
(3) 	the offeror’s software development process experience does not indicate the offeror is likely capable of fulfilling the software development requirements of the RFP 

Good 	The offeror received a good rating in all the following circumstances: 

(1) 	the offeror’s software development approach does meet the software development requirements of the RFP, and 
(2) 	the offeror’s software development experience indicates the offeror is likely to be capable of fulfilling the software development requirements of the RFP, and 
(3) 	the offeror’s software development process experience indicates the offeror is likely to be capable of fulfilling the software development requirements of the RFP. 

b. Evaluation of the Software Development Plan

Of the two ratings available, GOOD or POOR, XXX received GOOD ratings across all of the sub-factors evaluated. The XXX Software Development Plan (SDP) was reasonably complete, covering all phases of software development through the life cycle of a project.  There were no significant weaknesses identified and the quality of the XXX SDP demonstrates that XXX understands the complexities of Software Development and provides a template that will meet or exceed the requirements of the software development types of tasks envisioned for this procurement.

iv. Participation of Small Businesses

Participation of Small Businesses is equal in importance to Past Performance, Software Development Plan, and Compliance with Instructions.  

a. Scoring Procedure

 The Government evaluated the proposed participation of small businesses against the following two subfactors: 

1) Extent of participation of specific small business and small disadvantaged business concerns (whether as prime or subcontractors) in terms of the value of the total acquisition. 

We compared the information provided in paragraph 1 of the Small Business/Subcontracting Information Sheet attachment provided in your proposal to the table below: 

	Type of Business
	Low Range 
	Low Medium Range 
	High Medium Range 
	High Range 

	Small 
	5.0% or less 
	5.1% - 9.9% 
	10.0% - 19.9% 
	20.0% or more 

	Small Disadvantaged 
	1.0% or less 
	1.1% - 2.4% 
	2.5% - 4.9% 
	5.0% or more 



For each type of business, we assigned a score of 0 points for the “Low Range” column; 1 point for the “Low Medium Range” column; 2 points for the “High Medium Range” column; and 4 points for the “High Range” column.  The point scores were converted into adjectives as listed below: 

0 – 2	Poor 
3 – 4	Fair 
5 – 6 	Good 
7 – 8	Excellent


2) Extent of commitment to use specific small business and small disadvantaged business concern subcontractors.

We evaluated the information provided by offerors for paragraph 2 of the Small Business/Subcontracting Information Sheet attachment to the RFP, against the following criteria:

Poor 	The offeror has provided documentation demonstrating definitive and enforceable commitments with none of their small business and small disadvantaged business concern subcontractors. 

Fair 	The offeror has provided documentation demonstrating definitive and enforceable commitments with less than half of their small business and small disadvantaged business concern subcontractors. 

Good 	The offeror has provided documentation demonstrating definitive and enforceable commitments with most of their small business and small disadvantaged business concern subcontractors. 

Excellent 	The offeror has provided documentation demonstrating definitive and enforceable commitments with all of their small business and small disadvantaged business concern subcontractors.


b. Evaluation of Participation of Small Businesses

XXX was rated GOOD for the extent to which Small Businesses (High Medium Range) and Small Disadvantaged Businesses (Low Medium Range) participate in terms of the value of the total acquisition. XXX also received an EXCELLENT by demonstrating definitive and enforceable commitments with all of their Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business concern subcontractors. XXX received an overall rating of GOOD.

v. Compliance with Instructions

Compliance with Instructions is equal in importance to Past Performance, Software Development Plan and Participation of Small Businesses.  

a. Scoring Procedure

The Government considered how well each offeror complied with the instructions in the RFP. Proposals were judged against the criteria (instructions) listed in the solicitation. We generated a score based on the following criteria:

Poor 	The offeror has significantly failed to comply with instructions in RFP. Offeror’s price/cost information is incomplete and/or not in accordance with RFP instructions; or offeror’s written capability information is incomplete and/or not in accordance with RFP instructions. 

Good 	The offeror has significantly complied with instructions in RFP.


b. Evaluation of Compliance with Instructions

Of the two ratings available, POOR or GOOD, XXX received a score of GOOD. This means that the proposal substantially complied with the instructions provided in the RFP. No significant weaknesses were identified.



D. Review of the Level of Confidence Assessment Rating (LOCAR) 

The LOCAR reflects a subjective assessment of the likelihood that an offeror will succeed in contract performance. The greater an offeror’s attributes, the higher our level of confidence in their ability to succeed. 

Based on our assessment of the non-cost evaluation factors, we assigned a rating from a 0 to 1 decimal probability scale, with .1 being the lowest and .9 being the highest.  Offerors who were determined to be more likely to succeed than to fail received a LOCAR in the .6 to .9 range.  Offerors who were determined to be more likely to fail than to succeed received a LOCAR in the .1 to .4 range.  Offerors who were determined to be equally likely to succeed or to fail received a LOCAR of .5. 

In assigning the LOCAR we considered documented strengths and weaknesses and overall rationale for ratings, as well as the importance of the factors; we assigned XXX the LOCAR of .7 in recognition of our high level of confidence in XXX’s ability to succeed.


E. Review of evaluated cost

The solicitation advised offerors that a cost realism analysis would be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.404-1(d).  Solicitation provision M-307 stated:

We will evaluate the estimated cost and proposed fee of each offer for realism and reasonableness in accordance with FAR Subpart 15.4 …. The purpose of this evaluation will be: (a) to verify the offerors' understanding of the requirements; (b) to assess the degree to which the cost/price proposal reflects the approaches and/or risk assessments made in the proposal as well as the risk that the offeror will provide the supplies or services for the offered prices/cost; and (c) assess the degree to which the cost reflected in the cost/price proposal accurately represents the work effort included in the proposal.  Proposed costs may be adjusted, for purposes of evaluation, based upon the results of the cost realism evaluation.  When this cost realism analysis is performed, the resulting realistic cost estimate shall be used in the evaluation. 

We utilized field pricing assistance from the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA).  For instances where SSC Pacific could not obtain DCAA information, cost realism was determined by a comparative analysis of proposed fully burdened rates to DCAA accepted fully burdened rates proposed by other offerors (prime or subcontractors), whose direct and indirect rates were verified by DCAA.  For subcontract costs, we performed the same evaluation.

To calculate the most probable CPFF, we made a net upward adjustment to XXX’s costs totaling $136,961.  The adjustment was the result of a downward adjustment of $459,562 in XXX labor costs, and an upward adjustment of $596,523 in subcontractor XXX costs.  XXX’s labor costs were adjusted downward because some of the proposed key and non-key personnel labor rates exceeded verified rates from DCAA; the costs were adjusted to match DCAA rates.  XXX’s costs were adjusted upward because some of the proposed key and non-key personnel labor rates were considered low when comparing the burdened rates to the burdened rates proposed by other offerors for equivalent labor categories, and the rates were significantly lower than all offerors who had rates DCAA found to be reasonable.  In calculating the evaluated cost for XXX, we adjusted the burdened rates to be equal to the lowest rate proposed by offerors with DCAA approved rates in the same category.  

We employed a consistent approach in evaluating cost realism for all offerors.  It should be noted that the adjustments made to your proposal are similar to adjustments made to several offerors.  As stated in FAR 15.404-1(d)(2)(i): “The probable cost shall be used for purposes of evaluation to determine the best value.”  It should be noted, however, that the adjustments have no effect on the source selection decision.  In other words, the outcome of the trade off analysis would be the same whether using the costs proposed or costs determined to be more realistic.


IV. SUMMARY OF RATIONALE FOR AWARD

XXX had one of the highest LOCAR ratings and the lowest evaluated CPFF, which made XXX one of the best value offerors.  
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