Debrief to XXX
RFP # XXX
Date


1.  Introduction.


2.  Attendance roster.


3.  Ground rules and review of FAR 15.505.

· Contracting Officer will chair the debrief and follow outline of the hand-out.

· This is a pre-award debrief.  Purpose of the debrief is to satisfy the requirements at FAR 15.505, to disclose the results of our evaluation of your proposal, and explain our rationale for the source selection decision.  It is our hope that this information will give you a sense of confidence that you were treated fairly, and that your proposal was evaluated appropriately.

· A debriefing is not a page-by-page analysis of your proposal; a point-by-point comparison of your proposal with the successful offeror; nor is it a debate or defense of our evaluation results or the source selection decision.

· FAR 15.505(e) requires that debriefs include three elements, as follows: 
(1) The agency’s evaluation of significant elements in the offeror’s proposal;
(2) A summary of the rationale for eliminating the offeror from the competition; and
(3) Reasonable responses to relevant questions about whether source selection procedures contained in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and other applicable authorities were followed in the process of eliminating the offeror from the competition.

· FAR 15.505(f) prohibits the disclosure of certain information in debriefs, as follows: 
(1) The number of offerors;
(2) The identity of other offerors;
(3) The content of other offerors proposals;
(4) The ranking of other offerors;
(5) The evaluation of other offerors; or
(6) Any of the information prohibited in 15.506(e), which states: 

The debriefing shall not include point-by-point comparisons of the debriefed offeror’s proposal with those of other offerors. Moreover, the debriefing shall not reveal any information prohibited from disclosure by 24.202 or exempt from release under the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) including --
(1) Trade secrets;
(2) Privileged or confidential manufacturing processes and techniques;
(3) Commercial and financial information that is privileged or confidential, including cost breakdowns, profit, indirect cost rates, and similar information; and
(4) The names of individuals providing reference information about an offeror’s past performance.








4.  Review of evaluation results for significant elements in the offeror’s proposal.

	
	

	Corporate Experience
	

	Personnel Qualifications
	

	     Key Personnel
	

	     Non-key Personnel
	

	Past Performance
	

	
	

	Proposed CPFF
	

	Cost Realism CPFF
	



There were no significant weaknesses or deficiencies in the XXX proposal.

Personnel Qualifications was the most important non-cost evaluation factor and XXX received a rating of Blue –.  The subfactor of Key Personnel received a rating of Blue – and the subfactor of Non-key Personnel received a rating of Green.  The subfactor of Key Personnel was more important than the subfactor of Non-key Personnel.  Labor categories within each subfactor were considered equally important.  With regard to the Key Personnel subfactor, the proposed Program Manager/Craftmaster and Mate/Navigator labor categories received Blue ratings; proposed personnel are fully qualified in accordance with all of the requirements of the RFP’s Attachment 2, Personnel Qualifications.  However, the subfactor rating drops slightly to Blue - because of the Green rating for the proposed Chief Engineer whose resume did not document experience in some areas of the RFP’s Attachment 2, Personnel Qualifications; e.g., 3.2.1.5 and 3.3.  With regard to the Non-key Personnel subfactor, the proposed Seaman and Seaman/Cook labor categories received Green ratings because the resumes did not document experience in some areas of the RFP’s Attachment 2, Personnel Qualifications; e.g., Seaman – 4.2.1.1, 4.2.1.2; Seaman/Cook – 5.2.1, 5.2.2.  An overall rating of Blue – was assigned for the Personnel Qualifications factor because the Blue – rating for the Key Personnel subfactor was more important than the Green rating for the Non-key Personnel subfactor.

Corporate Experience and Past Performance were equally important non-cost evaluation factors; individually, each factor was less important than Personnel Qualifications.

XXX received the maximum rating of Blue for Corporate Experience indicating that the proposal exhibits relevant experience in all sub-paragraphs of the RFP’s Statement of Work paragraphs 3.1 and 3.2.  

XXX received a rating of Very Good for Past Performance reflecting a record of performance that meets contractual requirements regarding Quality of Product or Service, Cost Control, Schedule, Business Relationships and Customer Satisfaction; and exceeds some contractual requirements to the Government’s benefit; with some minor problems.     

There were no cost realism adjustments to the XXX proposal.


5.  Summary of the rationale for eliminating the offeror from the competition.

On 16 November 2011, the contracting officer notified XXX that the apparently successful offeror for RFP # XXX is XXX  Although the identity of the apparently successful offeror has been revealed (pursuant to FAR 15.503(a)(2)), the number/identity of other offerors cannot be revealed.  Moreover, the content of other offerors proposals, the ranking of other offerors, and the evaluation of other offerors cannot be revealed.  Consequently, our summary discussion of the rationale for eliminating XXX from the competition cannot encompass those matters regarding other offerors.  


RFP provision M-307 stated: “The contract resulting from this solicitation will be awarded to that responsible offeror whose offer conforming to the solicitation is determined to provide the ‘best value’ to the Government.  Such offer may not necessarily be the proposal offering the lowest cost or receiving the highest technical rating.”  Provision M-307 further states: “Although technical factors are significantly more important than cost, cost is an important factor and should be considered when preparing responsive proposals.  The importance of cost as an evaluation factor will increase with the degree of equality between the non-cost evaluation factors of the proposal.  When the offerors within the competitive range are considered essentially equal in terms of technical capability and past performance, or when cost is so significantly high as to diminish the value of the technical superiority to the Government, cost may become the determining factor for award.”  

Without disclosing the evaluation of XXX’s proposal, it can be said that the difference in evaluation of non-cost factors between XXX and XXX was not so significant as to warrant a determination of contract award based on non-cost factors alone.  To the contrary, cost was the determining factor for award in this procurement.  When considering cost and non-cost factors combined, XXX’s proposal represents the overall best value to the Government.    

It is noted that the Government advised XXX, via letter of 26 September 2011 to open discussions, of two aspects of XXX’s proposal  “… that could, in the opinion of the contracting officer, be altered or explained to enhance materially the proposal's potential for award:

Fee: Proposed fee is considered high given the performance and contract type risks associated with the acquisition.
Cost Plus Fixed Fee: Proposed cost plus fixed fee amount is considered to be realistic, but is high.”

Notwithstanding the Government disclosure during discussions, XXX elected not to alter the proposed cost plus fixed fee amounts.

6.  Questions about whether source selection procedures contained in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and other applicable authorities were followed.

To be determined.
Source Selection Information – See FAR 2.101 and 3.104
