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CHAPTER 1:   INTRODUCTION

Purpose:  This guide contains information on source selection processes and techniques that may be used for competitive, negotiated acquisitions.  The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and its supplements prescribe the general policies governing these acquisitions.  

Scope:   The guidance in this document applies to all competitive, negotiated acquisitions, whether conducted as formal or less informal source selections.  The extent to which you will use the processes and techniques described in this guide will depend upon the complexity and dollar value of each acquisition and your available resources. SPAWAR personnel are expected to exercise discretion in making appropriate adaptations as necessary to the procedures in this guide.  Apply prudent business sense to tailor the processes to fit your circumstances. 

Objectives: 

· Select the offeror whose proposal will be the most advantageous to the government, cost/price and other factors considered. 

· Ensure the impartial, equitable and comprehensive evaluation of offerors proposals and capabilities. 

· Maximize the efficiency and minimize the complexity of the solicitation, evaluation and selection decision. 

· Document the basis for the selection decision.

Definitions: 

· Best Value --The expected outcome of an acquisition that, in the Government’s estimation, provides the greatest overall benefit in response to the requirement.  

· Source selection --The process used in competitive, negotiated contracting to select the proposal that offers the best value to the Government. 

· Source Selection Authority (SSA) – The Government official responsible for selecting the source(s) in a negotiated acquisition.   

· Formal Source Selection – The source selection process used for high dollar value or complex acquisitions where someone other than the procuring contracting officer is the SSA.
Procurement Integrity: Personnel who are involved in a source selection are subject to the requirements of the Procurement Integrity Act (see implementing regulation FAR 3.104). This Act and other similar statutes and regulations impose stringent requirements related to safeguarding of source selection information and other integrity issues.  Violation of these requirements could result in civil and/or criminal penalties.  Become familiar with the prohibitions and certification requirements of the Procurement Integrity Act and related statutes and regulations that may pertain to your specific acquisition.  Direct questions and/or issues regarding procurement integrity policy and regulations to the Office of Counsel legal representative assigned to the source selection. 

CHAPTER 2: GETTING STARTED
Conducting Acquisition Planning:

Acquisition planning is the process by which the Government coordinates and integrates the efforts of all personnel responsible for an acquisition through a comprehensive plan.  Its purpose is to satisfy an agency’s needs in the most effective, economical and timely manner and should address how the Government will manage the acquisition through all phases of the acquisition life cycle.  FAR Part 7 addresses policies related to acquisition planning and development of written Acquisition Plans (AP).  See Appendix A, for a description of the SPAWAR Acquisition Planning Process, including model APs.
Acquisition planning should start when an agency identifies a need for supplies and/or services. When practical, utilize an Integrated Product Team (IPT) approach to develop the acquisition strategy. This early teaming effort will reduce false starts and resultant delays that frequently accompany the preparation of complex procurement requirements.
Performing Market Research:

Market research is the first step in acquisition planning and is essential to designing an acquisition strategy. It is the process of collecting and analyzing information about capabilities within the market that can satisfy an agency’s needs.  Market research is key to determining whether a commercial item can meet the Government’s needs and to identifying associated commercial practices.  The extent of market research and the degree to which you should document the results will vary depending on such factors as urgency, estimated dollar value, complexity, and past experience. In some cases one person will be able to conduct all of the required market research. In other cases, a team effort will be desired.  See Section 2.3 of the CMPG.
Selecting the Evaluation Methodology:

One of the first steps in designing an acquisition strategy is to determine the most effective evaluation methodology to use. In a competitive environment, the tradeoff process is typically the most effective method of achieving "best value."  Under the tradeoff process, you evaluate both cost (or price) and non-cost factors, and award the contract to the offeror proposing the combination of factors that represents the overall best value based on the evaluation criteria. Inherent in this process is the necessity to make tradeoffs considering the non-cost strengths and weaknesses, risks, and the cost (or price) offered in each proposal. The SSA will select the successful offeror by considering these tradeoffs and applying his/her business judgment to determine the proposal that represents the best value. Use this process when it may in the Government’s best interest to consider award to other than the lowest price offeror. 

An alternative evaluation method is "lowest price technically acceptable" (LPTA). In the majority of acquisitions, the lowest priced technically acceptable evaluation process will not be an appropriate, because inclusion of past performance as an evaluation factor criteria is mandatory in accordance with the requirements set forth at FAR 15.304 and will require making tradeoffs in the evaluation process. However, there may be situations where the Government would not realize any value from a proposal exceeding the Government’s minimum technical requirements.  In such a case, you may establish certain standards that a proposal must meet to be considered technically acceptable and then make tradeoffs between only cost (or price) and past performance which is included as an evaluation factor at the discretion of the contracting officer.  Under a LPTA evaluation process, a proposal would not receive any additional credit for exceeding the established standards.

Establishing the Source Selection Organizational Structure (SSOS):

· Overview
The greatest degree of formality in structure and procedures apply to programs designated in Acquisition Categories (ACAT) I to IV and Abbreviated Acquisition Programs (defined in SECNAVINST 5000.2C.).  These programs utilize “formal source selection procedures”.  
SECNAVINST 5000.2C sets forth the following SSA designation structure:

The SSA designation for ACAT I, IA, and II Programs are as follows:
ASN(RD&A) is the SSA for assigned ACAT IA programs, and PEOs, SYSCOM Commanders, and DRPMs are the SSA for their assigned ACAT I, IA, and II programs, unless otherwise specified by the USD(AT&L), ASD(NII) for ACAT IA programs, the Secretary of the Navy, or ASN(RD&A). The ACAT I SSA responsibility may not be further delegated. The ACAT IA SSA responsibility may be delegated. The ACAT II SSA responsibility may be delegated to an individual who:

1. If a member of the armed forces, is a flag or general officer; or

2. If a civilian, is a member of the SES (or in a comparable or higher position under 
    another schedule).

The SSA designation for ACAT III, IV, and Abbreviated Acquisition Programs are as follows:

PEOs, SYSCOM Commanders, and DRPMs are the SSAs for their assigned ACAT III, IV, and abbreviated acquisition programs, and ASN(RD&A) or designee is the SSA for information technology (IT) ACAT III and IVT.  Abbreviated acquisition programs not assigned to PEOs, SYSCOM Commanders, and DRPMs, shall designate the SSA at the time approval is granted to use formal source selection procedures.
Please note the following:  SSA responsibility for all assigned PEO C4I and Space programs, except ACAT I programs, is delegated to the Deputy PEO C4I and Space for acquisitions with total contract values (including delivery/task orders) exceeding 3,000,000 for supplies and $15,000,000 for services.  For acquisitions below these thresholds, SSA responsibility is delegated to the SPAWARSYSCOM Director for Contracts, which may be re-delegated at his/her discretion.
The SSA for other competitively negotiated acquisitions not identified above is usually the Contracting Officer.  However, when it is appropriate to have someone other than the contracting officer act as SSA for reasons of high dollar value, mission importance or political visibility, the HCA, (or PEO, for PEO-assigned efforts) may designate an alternate individual to be the SSA (NMCARS 5215.303).  These acquisitions usually utilize “less than formal source selection procedures”.   This includes those acquisitions that are competed under “fair opportunities”.  
Source selection should be a multidisciplined team effort beginning in the earliest planning stages. The team should include representatives from appropriate functional areas such as contracting, technical, logistics, legal, program management, and user organizations.  

The success of any human endeavor is determined to a large degree by the personnel involved. Likewise, the skills, expertise, and experience of the people assigned to source selections are the keys to their success.  

The size and composition of the SSOS will vary depending upon the requirements of each acquisition. In streamlined source selections, the team may consist of one or more technical evaluators and the contracting officer, serving as the SSA.  In complex source selections you may have a distinct compartmental structure consisting of individuals from various functional disciplines. Whether the team is large or small, it should be structured to ensure teamwork, unity of purpose, and appropriate open communication among the team members throughout the process.  This will facilitate a comprehensive evaluation and selection of the best value proposal. 

The SSA selects the successful offeror(s) and is responsible for proper conduct of the source selection. Other specific responsibilities of the SSA include establishing the SSOS, and approving the source selection plan before the solicitation is issued.
· Key Components of the Source Selection Organizational Structure (SSOS)
In a formal source selection the SSOS generally consists of the SSA (not usually the Contracting Officer), a Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC), and a Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB).  In a less formal source selection the SSOS generally consists of the SSA (usually the Contracting Officer), a Contract Award Review Panel (CARP) and a Technical Evaluation Board (TEB). 
Each of these SSOS entities has distinct and compartmental functions. The SSEB/TEB evaluates proposals against the RFP requirements and reports the findings to the SSAC/CARP and SSA. The SSAC/CARP compares proposals against one another and provides an analysis to the SSA.  The SSA selects the successful offeror(s). 
The SSA Role:  is responsible for proper conduct of the source selection; establishes the SSOS; and approves the source selection plan before the solicitation is issued.  The SSA must be at a level that is fully accountable for the results of the decision and knowledgeable of any factors necessary to determine best value.  The SSA is also strongly encouraged to include members of the relative competency as members of the source selection team, either as actual voting members or as advisors of their particular expertise.  The Competencies are: 1.0 Finance/Accounting, 2.0 Contracting, 3.0 Legal Counsel, 4.0 Logistics, 5.0 Engineering, 6.0 Program Management, 7.0 Scientific and Technical, and 8.0 CIO.

    The SSAC/CARP Role:  ensures that the solicitation describes the relative order of importance of the evaluation criteria in a manner consistent with the SSP and that the source selection procedures promote an integrated evaluation of the proposals including the technical and cost factors. The SSAC/CARP consists of a chair and other military and civilian personnel appointed by the SSA to act as his staff advisors throughout the source selection process. This group reviews the recommendations of the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB)/Technical Evaluation Board (TEB), cost/price analysts and any other experts it may deem necessary to develop thoroughly supported recommendations at each phase of the source selection process. For this reason, it is important that highly competent personnel, preferably with prior experience in source selection, be appointed to this council. For ACAT I to ACAT IV programs, the SSAC is usually comprised of senior military and civilian personnel.  For less formal source selections the CARP is generally chaired by the Program Manager or Deputy Program Manager.     

      The SSEB/TEB Role:  consists of a chair and other qualified Government personnel who are appointed by the Chair of the SSAC (or CARP in less formal source selections) to direct, control, and conduct the evaluation of proposals and to produce the summary facts and findings required in the source selection process. The membership of the SSEB/TEB and the SSAC/CARP should be mutually exclusive. The composition of the SSEB/TEB should reflect the phase of the program.  As the program matures the mixture of expertise needed to conduct the evaluation will change.   For example, to select contractors for the exploration of alternative systems concepts, the SSEB/TEB may need scientific and laboratory expertise. To select alternative concepts to be carried out in the demonstration and validation phase, test and evaluation expertise may be required. To select contractors for engineering and manufacturing development, the SSEB/TEB may require development engineering expertise. Finally, to select contractors for production and deployment, production engineering and planning expertise may be required.  In general, the more complex the procurement, the more detailed the evaluation plan will be; the more detailed the evaluation plan is, the greater the number of participants in the SSEB/TEB.  When a TEB is established in lieu of an SSEB, the cost team is not usually part of the TEB and is responsible for submission of a separate report to the SSAC/CARP.  
      See Appendix B for sample SSOS appointment templates.  Please note that these appointments may be made via e-mail as well.
      Program Manager Role:  The PM is responsible for developing a listing of recommended members for the SSAC/CARP and the SSEB/TEB; preparing appointment letters for the Chair and membership of the SSAC/CARP and the SSEB/TEB and directing preparation of the SSP.  In most instances, the PM will be a member of the SSAC/CARP or SSEB/TEB. 

      Procuring Contracting Officer (PCO) Role: The PCO is responsible for ensuring that all portions of the RFP are clearly and properly addressed, and that it adequately informs offerors of the relative order of importance of the evaluation criteria; serves as a focal point for inquiries from industry; controls all exchanges with offerors; and executes the contract award.  In most instances, the PCO will be a member of the SSAC or SSEB for those acquisitions using "formal" procedures. In "less than formal" procedures, the PCO may be a member of the CARP, unless the PCO has been designated the SSA, in which case a separate contracts specialist(s) must be named to the CARP.  A PCO should be assigned as soon as possible after the requirement has been identified in order to provide consistent guidance in the development of the requirements package and source selection package. 

Cost Analyst Role:  When a PCO determines that cost analysis assistance is required for procurement, he/she may assign any or all of the following responsibilities to the cost analyst: participating in the review of the SSP and RFP; evaluating cost proposals for cost realism and reasonableness along with the documented analysis; participating in discussions with offerors; and reviewing Final Proposal Revisions for changes to proposed costs and their effect on previous cost evaluations.  For ACAT I to ACAT IV programs, the cost analyst(s) is generally a member of the SSEB. 

      Legal Advisor Role:  The legal advisor is responsible for serving as legal advisor to the SSA, SSAC/CARP, SSEB/TEB and the PCO; participating in the review of the SSP and the RFP, including a review of the weights (if assigned) to ensure that the RFP adequately addresses the relative order of importance of the evaluation criteria; reviewing items for clarification/discussion with offerors prior to commencement of discussions; and reviewing the proposed contract(s) for legality prior to award. Each SSAC/CARP should include a legal advisor. The legal advisor should review all documentation that compose the source selection record, including the SSEB, SSAC and cost reports, for form, content and legal sufficiency.  A legal advisor should be appointed by SPAWAR OOC as soon as possible after a Contract Planning Conference (CPC) is conducted.  This will enhance the advisor's ability to provide sound advice to the SSAC/CARP and SSA. 
Contractor Support Personnel Role:  Use of contractor personnel to support the source selection process shall be minimized. Contractor personnel may be used only where a specific area of expertise is required to conduct the evaluation but is unavailable within the Government to support the source selection. Contractor personnel may be used only in an advisory capacity (non-voting member SSOS).  Whenever contractor personnel are to be used to support source selection, the rationale for the use of such personnel should be set forth in the SSP. Written agreements from contractor(s) on organizational conflict of interest in the form of Not to Compete letters and/or mitigation plans as well as non-disclosure agreements shall be obtained. A Determination & Finding (D&F) must be prepared by the Contracting Officer in accordance with the procedures of FAR 37.203 and approved by the SPAWAR HCA before the solicitation is issued. To insulate the Government from liability under Trade Secrets Act, a Proprietary Data Protection Agreement (PDPA) must be in place between the offeror and support contractor.  A PDPA is bi-lateral agreement that permits the support contractor to view the offeror’s proprietary data.  For a detailed description of procedures and documentation of contractor support, see Section 4.2.1 of the CMPG.
· Indoctrinating the SSAC/CARP and the SSEB/TEB
The source selection process is time-consuming and expensive. Therefore, the SSAC/CARP and the SSEB/TEB should be organized quickly into productive operating groups. There will be significant differences involved in each acquisition, and the PM will be required to provide indoctrination to all SSAC/CARP and SSEB/TEB members as to the peculiarities of the program. The personnel named to the SSAC/CARP and SSEB/TEB should be involved in the preparation of the following documents:
· The Acquisition Plan. 

· The Source Selection Plan 

· The PR Package including the SOW 

CHAPTER 3: SOURCE SELECTION PLAN 
                        (SSP)
Purpose:  The Source Selection Plan (SSP), created by the Program Office, is a vital planning document that describes how to evaluate proposals and select the winning offeror(s).

Format:   Use prudent business judgment to tailor the size and detail of your SSP based upon the complexity of the acquisition.  At a minimum, the SSP should contain the following items:

· A statement of the general and specific objectives of the plan. 

· The background of the program, the acquisition approach selected and why that acquisition approach was selected. 

· The duties, responsibilities, and functions of the source selection organization, with specific discussion of the responsibilities and functions of the SSA, SSAC/CARP, SSEB/TEB, PCO, the PM, and legal advisor.  

· The basis for contractor selection and the criteria (factors and sub factors) to be used in the selection, listed in descending order of importance, or noting that certain categories or factors are equal, or substantially equal in importance. Additionally, evaluation standards must be developed for each factor and subfactor in order for the SSEB/TEB members to uniformly rate each offeror’s proposal (See Chapter 6 for discussion on Evaluation Standards).  Methods for rating and/or scoring proposals should be included. This includes Risk Assessment. 
· When applicable, guidelines for making trade-offs among and within the various factors (particularly among the performance characteristics of the system) in relationship to the development, production, operating and support costs, the delivery schedule and quantity, and the qualitative requirements applicable to the procurement. 

· The projected source selection events, showing the event action, schedule date, and office cognizance. The SSAC/CARP and SSEB/TEB schedule of meetings should be included. 

· A statement of whether or not contractor support will be used in the evaluation process. If contractor support will be used, a clear definition of the type of support that will be provided, full justification for the use of the contractor support and the plan for obtaining non-disclosure agreements, proprietary protection data agreements (PDPA), and organizational conflict of interest statements from the contractor(s). 

· The procedures for obtaining non-disclosure statements and "Confidential Statements of Employment and Financial Interests" from members of the SSAC/CARP and SSEB/TEB and submitting such statements for review. 

· A plan for obtaining adequate security facilities for all evaluation material and ensuring that adequate security provisions will be in effect in all areas where proposals will be reviewed, discussed, and evaluated.  
Changes to the SSP:  Care should be taken in developing the SSP because once the plan has been approved any change in the SSP must be formally incorporated into the plan. Once the evaluation criteria (factors, sub factors and their relative importance) as set forth in the plan have been incorporated into an RFP, any change in those criteria will require amendment of the RFP. Changing the criteria in mid-stream or evaluating the proposal in any way different from that set forth in the RFP can be perceived to be unfair to offerors and may expose the Government to protest. This type of protest will result in additional work for the acquisition team and may delay the eventual award of a contract. For this reason, it is well worth the effort to carefully construct and review the original SSP. 

Access to the SSP:  The plan is source selection information, as defined by FAR 3.104. You may not disclose source selection information to any person not authorized to receive the information. Normally only SSO members and personnel from the responsible contracting activity with a need to know are authorized access to the plan.   

However, the evaluation factors and significant sub factors and their relative importance will eventually become public knowledge, as they become part of the solicitation.  The contracting officer will put them, exactly as they appear in the SSP, into Section M (or equivalent section) of the solicitation.  

SSP Approval Procedures:  Once the draft SSP has been prepared it will be reviewed and approved as follows:

1. Plan is forwarded to the SSAC/CARP for review, comment, and SSAC/CARP Chair signature. Prior to submitting the SSP to the SSA for review, the SSAC/CARP should conduct a review of the plan, with the participation of the PCO and the legal adviser, to ensure that the: 

· Written definitions for categories and factors are clear, concise, unambiguous, and understandable. 

· Definitions are mutually exclusive and that any overlaps, conflict, redundancy, and gaps are eliminated.

· Criteria, categories, and factors as defined are valid and are susceptible to being rated and/or scored. 

· Standards and rating adjectives are clearly set forth. 

· Important categories and their factors are properly located in the evaluation hierarchical structure in order to avoid the possibility that important factors are located so low in the structure that they become insignificant when ratings/scores are applied. 

2. Plan is reviewed and signed by the PCO. 

3. Plan is reviewed and signed by legal counsel. 

4. If the SSA is not a SPAWAR employee, a memo will be prepared forwarding the SSP to the SSA for review and approval. 

5. Plan is reviewed and approved by the SSA. The SSP must be approved by the SSA before the formal RFP is issued (DFARS 215.203). 
CHAPTER 4:  THE SOLICITATION
Purpose:  The Government solicits proposals from potential offerors through issuance of a solicitation.  In negotiated procurements this document is called a Request for Proposal (RFP). The RFP includes information necessary for the offerors to understand what the Government is buying, what information they must provide, and how their proposals will be evaluated.  The Source Selection Plan (SSP) is a vital planning document that describes how to evaluate proposals and select the winning offeror(s).
Format:   The format of the RFP will vary depending upon whether you are buying commercial items subject to FAR Part 12 or other supplies/services. The format for commercial item acquisitions is described in FAR Part 12. Most other acquisitions use the Uniform Contract Format described at FAR Part 15. Both of these formats consist of a number of sections. Each section addresses a different topic, e.g., description of the supplies/services, inspection and acceptance, delivery or performance requirements, contract administration, instructions to offerors, standard provisions and clauses, and evaluation factors.
The RFP should be limited to those aspects that pertain to the specific acquisition and should minimize the volume and complexity of the response. Page limitations for proposals responding to the RFP are encouraged, provided that the completeness of the document is not sacrificed. The PM's staff should develop those portions of the RFP that lie within their assigned responsibility; likewise, the PCO and his staff should develop those portions for which they are responsible. At a minimum, the final RFP should be reviewed by the PM, PCO and counsel. 
Section L Preparation:  Section L of the RFP is entitled "Instructions, Conditions, and Notices to Offeror." It is the section that contains solicitation provisions and instructions to guide offerors in preparing proposals or quotations. This section will also contain those FAR, DFARS or NMCARS provisions which are required by regulation. This section will instruct prospective offerors on the required contents of proposals, the format for proposals and the number of copies to be submitted.
Section M Preparation:  Section M of the RFP is entitled "Evaluation Factors for Award." It is the section that notifies offerors of the evaluation criteria against which all proposals will be evaluated. These criteria should be carefully structured to ensure the emphasis is placed on critical factors. They should thus set forth the relative importance of technical, cost or price, schedule, management, and other factors as set forth in the SSP. 


However, the mere listing of evaluation criteria in relative order of importance may not suffice to inform prospective offerors of the basis on which their proposals will be evaluated. For example, there are situations where the importance of a single factor far outweighs all other evaluation factors. When such a situation exists, the predominance accorded this factor must be disclosed, along with the relative order of importance of the remaining factors provided. However, care must also be taken that the DOD policy against the disclosure of any numerical weights is not violated. 

In programs with high risk potential, the RFP may include a discussion of known or potential risks, if there is reason to believe that the potential offerors are not aware of such risks. Even though the Navy may not know of specific risk areas, the RFP should be structured so that offerors are required to identify the risk associated with their proposals in technical, cost, manpower, facilities, schedule, or performance areas, together with realistic approaches for resolving or avoiding the identified risks. Technical risk, as it pertains to each proposal, should be a factor of the evaluation criteria and should be rated on the basis of the offeror's risk assessment and the credibility of his proposed approach for eliminating or avoiding such risk.  

If requirements or conditions change enough to negate or modify the evaluation criteria established in the RFP, the SSA must ensure (1) the solicitation is amended appropriately;  (2) that sufficient time is provided for modification of the offerors' proposals; and (3) the SSP change has been approved prior to the issuance of the associated RFP amendment. 

For major systems and other programs with complex evaluation criteria, it may be beneficial if the RFP contains a matrix that correlates the evaluation criteria with the data to be submitted as part of the proposal. The offerors would then be required to prepare a proposal that is aligned with, and cross-indexed to, the criteria to facilitate review and evaluation.  Figure 1-1 illustrates how key documents and evaluation standards track to one another and shows the recommended sequencing for document preparation.  

Figure 4-1 Sample Tracking of Typical Acquisition Documents 
	WBS 
	SPECIFICATION AND SOW 
	EVALUATION FACTORS, SUBFACTORS,  AND STANDARDS 
	SUBMISSION INFO 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE 
	SPECIFICATION 
	STATEMENT OF WORK (SOW) 
	PROPOSAL EVALUATION INFORMATION Factor - Technical Sub factor - Software Modification Approach 
	EVALUATION STANDARDS 
	PROPOSAL SUBMISSION INFORMATION 



	3.1 Systems Engineering   3.1.1 Software Engineering 3.1.1.1 Software Modification 3.1.1.2 Code 3.1.1.3 Software Documentation  
	Software code shall meet the computer software design and coding requirements as defined in International Standards Organization (ISO) 9000-3 
	3.1.1. The contractor shall modify, integrate and test software as specified in the system specification. 3.1.1.3 The contractor shall prepare a software modification plan 
	The offeror's software modification approach will be evaluated relative to the modified software’s ability to accommodate open architecture, tracking accuracy, and reliability 
	The standard is met if offeror’s approach is sound, reflects understanding of the system spec & RFP requirements, and the modified software meets CMM level 2 or higher. 
	The offeror will describe its approach to software modification and explain how the software will accommodate open architecture, conforms to ISO-9000-3, tracks accurately, and maintains reliability. 


In order for a “CORRELATION MATRIX” to be utilized, necessary language must be included in Section L of the RFP to instruct offerors how to submit the matrix with their proposal (s).  The following is the recommended language:

The format of the proposal volumes shall correlate directly and sequentially with the proposal outline specified in Section L. The proposal shall provide an obvious correlation to the specific question and requirements given in each instruction. In addition, the offeror shall complete the following Correlation Matrix by completing the Section L, Section M and the “Offeror’s Proposal Citation” column of the matrix with the volume, section number, annex, attachment, exhibit, page number, and paragraph numbers, as applicable and returned in the Contract Volume.  Cross-referencing to other volumes is specifically prohibited.  
	CORRELATION MATRIX

	SECTION L
	SECTION M
	OFFEROR’S PROPOSAL CITATION

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Pre-Solicitation or Pre-Proposal Conferences: 
A pre-solicitation or pre-proposal conference may be held for complex acquisitions. This conference allows prospective offerors to gain a better understanding of the objectives of the acquisition. It also offers the Government an opportunity to stress the importance of significant elements of the RFP so that interested organizations can judge whether to incur the cost of proposal preparation. The PCO will make the necessary arrangements and conduct the conference. Prospective offerors normally expect a general presentation by the Government followed by a question-and-answer period. All questions should be submitted in writing (in advance, if practicable). Questions may be answered orally, but should be followed up by written, official answers to all companies on the bidders list. A summary of the conference should also be provided in writing to all companies on the bidders list. All companies should be informed both at the conference and in the written follow-up to the conference that provisions of the RFP are not changed by the conference and that the terms of the RFP can only be changed by a formal written amendment issued by the PCO.
Common problems with the RFP process: 
· Inconsistency between the RFP and Related Documents --It is important that there be coordination between the development of the RFP and related documents.  It is particularly important that there be consistency between the SSP and the RFP.  Figure 4-1 illustrates how the key documents and evaluation standards track to one another and shows the recommended sequencing for document preparation. 

· Inconsistency Within the RFP -- Particularly troublesome are conflicts between the descriptions of the Government’s requirements, instructions on how to prepare a proposal, and information related to the evaluation factors and sub factors.  This inconsistency may be caused by different groups of people developing the different RFP sections without proper coordination.  Such inconsistencies can result in less advantageous offers, necessitate changes to the RFP, cause delays in the acquisition, lead to offerors losing confidence in the process, or result in litigation.  

· Requesting Too Much Information from the Offerors --The instructions for preparing and submitting proposals are critical to an acquisition.  There has to be a link between solicitation requirements, each evaluation factor and sub factor and the proposal preparation instructions. Request only the information needed to evaluate proposals against the evaluation factors and sub factors. Never ask for information you do not intend to evaluate.  Instructions that require voluminous information can cause potential offerors to forego responding to the solicitation in favor of a less costly business opportunity.  Furthermore, excessively large proposals may increase the time and costs associated with performing the evaluation.  

· Unnecessary Use of Design Requirements --The way you present the Government’s requirements in the RFP can have a significant impact on a source selection using the tradeoff process. Use of detailed design requirements or overly prescriptive statements of work severely limits the offerors’ flexibility to propose their best solutions.  Instead you should use functional or performance-based requirements to the maximum extent practicable.  While it may be more difficult to develop evaluation standards and conduct the evaluation process using this approach, the benefits warrant it.  These benefits include increased competition, access to the best commercial technology, better technical solutions, and fewer situations for protests.

· Too Many Evaluation Factors or Subfactors – The inclusion of too many factors or subfactors dilutes significant factors and impedes determination.
Ways to Improve the RFP process:

· A multidisciplined team should develop the RFP.  The members should be stakeholders in the acquisition and should continuously coordinate with each other to ensure consistency of the document.
· Promote understanding of the Government’s requirements through presolicitation exchanges with industry (see FAR 15.201). This can be accomplished through use of various communication forums such as Commerce Business Daily notices, Advance Planning Briefings for Industry, one-on-one meetings with potential offerors, requests for information, and/or presolicitation conferences.    
· Use a Draft RFP and encourage prospective offerors to evaluate and challenge all elements of the acquisition, propose methods to reduce proposal and contract costs, provide feedback on the proposed pricing arrangement, and identify requirements that account for a high percentage of the total cost.
· Provide specific guidance to offerors regarding the structure of their proposals. The proposal should be divided into distinct volumes or files. These volumes/files should correlate to each of the evaluation teams (e.g., technical, cost (or price), past performance, etc.).  You should also prescribe how each volume/file is to be structured. These practices will facilitate distributing the proposal material to the various teams and will make it easier for evaluators to locate specific information in the proposals. NOTE: Paper volumes may only be used as an exception for non-textual items that can not be digitized (i.e. blueprints).
· Maximize the use of appropriate contractual incentives to ensure the resultant contract(s) represent(s) an effective business relationship.
· Depending on your requirements you may find it beneficial to use oral presentations.
CHAPTER 5:  EVALUATION CRITERIA,

                         WEIGHTS, RATING METHODS, 

                         AND STANDARDS

Evaluation Criteria Overview:   The most difficult task assigned to the PM and SSAC/CARP members is the development and definition of the selection criteria. Criteria include evaluation areas and factors and their relative importance. These criteria must be set forth in the SSP, identified in the RFP, responded to in the proposals, and measured in the evaluation.  

The evaluation criteria should consist of those aspects that the SSAC/CARP and SSEB/TEB must examine in each proposal in order to determine an offeror's: 

· Understanding of the work to be performed. 

· Technical, business, and management approach.

· Potential for successful performance of the effort specified in the RFP. Relevant qualifications and experience (for both the offeror and any key individuals proposed). 

· Past Performance.

· Cost Realism where appropriate. 

· Price or Cost.

· Participation of small disadvantaged business concerns, if applicable (See FAR 15.304(c)(4)).

The specific criteria used will depend on the particular circumstances. They will generally fall into the following functional disciplines or areas: technical (design and production capability); management and business; past performance; and cost or price. The relative order of importance of the criteria will vary with each acquisition. The areas selected as essential to the selection process can be broad in scope, however, they should be selected so that the evaluation may be limited to aspects necessary to the success of the program. If the system being procured is substantially software dependent, the PM should seriously consider evaluating software engineering as a separate area. 

Additionally, as appropriate, you may have other evaluation factors and/or may use one or more levels of subfactors.  The standard naming convention for the various levels is:   Evaluation   Factor – Subfactor – and Evaluation Standards.  Figure 5-1 illustrates a sample evaluation factor structure.  Use caution when subdividing factors into multiple levels of subfactors since it diminishes the importance of any one aspect of the factor.  When you have multiple levels of subfactors it is paramount that they are in fact essential to the selection process because they will be evaluated using the same rating criteria no matter how they are prioritized. For example, if you have five subfactors under one factor and the least important subfactor has a deficiency, it will cause the entire factor to be evaluated as “UNSATISFACTORY”(See table under Figure 5-2).  











his is a good place to discuss source selections based on "best value." “Best value” means the expected outcome of an acquisition that, in the Government’s estimation, provides the greatest overall benefit in response to the requirement (FAR 2.101).  Best values allows the Government to evaluate proposals and select a source based on evaluation factors such as technical competence, proven past performance and management capability in determining the overall benefit associated with the offered price.  A tradeoff process (FAR 15.101-1) is appropriate when it may be in the best interest of the Government to consider award to other than the lowest priced offeror or other than the highest technically rated offeror. When using a tradeoff process, the following apply:

(1) All evaluation factors and significant subfactors that will affect contract award and their relative importance shall be clearly stated in the solicitation; and

(2) The solicitation shall state whether all evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than, approximately equal to, or significantly less important than cost or price.

This process permits tradeoffs among cost or price and non-cost factors and allows the Government to accept other than the lowest priced proposal. The perceived benefits of the higher priced proposal shall merit the additional cost, and the rationale for tradeoffs must be documented in the Business Clearance Memorandum (See Appendix J).

Remember that not everything that a contractor will have to provide or perform under the contract may be a discriminator in selecting the best value proposal. It is of utmost importance to limit the evaluation factors and sub factors to those that warrant a comparative evaluation in a particular area. Adding nondiscriminators will dilute the importance of the true discriminators, make proposal preparation more burdensome, require more evaluators, and increase the evaluation time.  It is recommended that the baseline contract requirement be established whenever possible.  If an offeror cannot meet the baseline requirement they normally are unacceptable and therefore should be eliminated from further consideration. 

Technical/Management Evaluation Criteria:

The technical/ management evaluation process should be aimed at determining the offerors' approach to the work scope. Technical evaluation factors should be limited to those that will allow a determination of the offerors' understanding of the work to be performed, its technical approach, its potential for successful technical performance, and the relevant qualifications and experience of the company and/or individuals proposed. Management evaluation factors should be limited to those that will allow a determination of the offerors' business and management approach, facilities availability and ability to attract and retain the expertise needed to perform the contract. 

Evaluation may require a further breakdown of factors into sub factors. The use of too many factors and sub factors should be avoided as it leads to dilution of the ability to differentiate between factors/sub factors. Each evaluation factor should be clearly defined. Once the "evaluation factors for award" are disclosed in the RFP, they must be used in the evaluation and cannot be changed without amending the RFP (SSA must approve change to SSP before the RFP is amended).  In accordance with FAR 15.304(d), all "significant" sub factors must be disclosed in the RFP, although it is recommended that all subfactors be disclosed in the RFP.

If requirements or conditions change enough to negate or modify the evaluation criteria established in the RFP, the SSA must ensure (1) the solicitation is amended appropriately;  (2) that sufficient time is provided for modification of the offerors' proposals; and (3) the SSP change has been approved prior to the issuance of the associated RFP amendment. 

Evaluation criteria may differ substantially among different kinds of acquisitions and, in the case of C4I system acquisitions, the criteria may also differ among the phases of the acquisition process. 

It is important to make a distinction between evaluation criteria for hardware versus evaluation criteria for service acquisitions. In service type and/or research acquisitions, it could be appropriate to use criteria more closely akin to responsibility such as corporate experience. Serious thought should be given, and rationale developed, to be sure that the criteria will adequately discriminate between offerors. 

Quantitative Evaluation Criteria:

In technical areas such as system performance, standards can be defined in a readily measurable form or in the degree or percentage of attainment of a required threshold or stated goal. Examples of technical characteristics which can be quantitatively evaluated include: 

· Speed. 

· Range. 

· Endurance. 

· Accuracy. 

For example: The requirement for "speed" may be addressed in the RFP as follows: 

 "Within 3.5 seconds after launch, the weapon must reach a sustained speed of 980 knots.  Speeds in excess of 980 knots are believed to be attainable and will be given additional preference. " 

The standards against which proposals would then be evaluated could be written: 

"Standard - sustained speed must meet or exceed 980 knots'' 

The guidance to the evaluator for sub factor "speed" might indicate that an acceptable rating should be given those proposals offering a sustained speed of 980 knots. Additional rating points could be assigned to those proposals offering a sustained speed in excess of 980 knots, either on a percentage basis or in a series of speed ranges above the minimum acceptable level. Standards and evaluator guidance for range, endurance, accuracy and other performance factors could be similarly addressed.  If the choice is made to provide additional rating points for offers exceeding minimum standards, then it is highly recommended that any additional performance offered by the awardee is identified as the minimum contract requirement.  In the above example, if the awardee offered a sustained speed of 1010 knots, than that should become the requirement stated in the contract.  
Qualitative Evaluation Criteria:

In some technical and most management areas, quantifiable standards are much more difficult to define. In such cases, standards may take the form of attributes framed as requests for information or questions for consideration by the evaluator. For example, to provide the basis for the evaluation of contractor personnel, the requirement stated in the RFP might read: 

· "Provide an organization chart of the offeror's engineering organization supporting Demonstration and Validation (D&V). " 

· "Describe the scope and effort of each major element of the engineering organization in support of D&V."

· "Provide resumes of key individuals who will have major responsibilities for engineering support for D&V." 

In this case, the standard against which the proposals would be evaluated, could be stated as a series of questions to be answered by the evaluator, such as: 

· Is the proposed engineering organization adequate? 

· Is the work to be done described adequately in terms of specific tasks and areas of effort? 

· Is the D&V effort on this program the only project for which the key personnel will be responsible? 

· Are experienced personnel to be assigned to manage and perform the tasks? Is the experience relevant to responsibilities assigned? 

The rating instructions for sub factor "engineering support" could require the evaluators to provide nominal ratings for those offerors' proposals that are adequately responsive to the RFP and that had no major deficiencies. Lower ratings should then be assigned those proposals considered less than adequate and higher ratings to those proposals that are more than adequate. Standards and rating instructions for similar, imprecisely measurable factors could be similarly addressed. 

Cost/Price Evaluation Criteria:

FAR 15.304(c) requires that cost or price be included as an evaluation factor in all source selections. For some firm-fixed-price solicitations, evaluation of proposed prices may provide sufficient information on which to base a determination of "fair and reasonable" price. In some fixed price solicitations and in all cost solicitations, an analysis of the proposed cost is necessary to determine that the price is fair and reasonable and that the offeror understands the resources needed to complete the required work. 

When a fixed-price contract is involved, the offeror's proposed price and other factors are used in evaluating his proposal. On the other hand, it is improper to evaluate the offeror's proposal using his estimated cost when a cost-reimbursement contract is anticipated (unless the estimated cost is deemed “realistic” by the Government). Instead, the realistic expected cost of performance (cost realism determination) should be used in evaluating the proposal. FAR 15.404-1(d) states the following: 

“Cost realism analyses shall be performed on cost-reimbursement contracts to determine the probable cost of performance for each offeror.  The probable cost may differ from the proposed cost and should reflect the Government’s best estimate of the cost of any contract that is most likely to result from the offeror’s proposal. The probable cost shall be used for purposes of evaluation to determine the best value. The probable cost is determined by adjusting each offeror’s proposed cost, and fee when appropriate, to reflect any additions or reductions in cost elements to realistic levels based on the results of the cost realism analysis.”

Additionally, cost realism analyses may also be used on competitive fixed-price incentive contracts or, in exceptional cases, on other competitive fixed-price-type contracts when new requirements may not be fully understood by competing offerors, there are quality concerns, or past experience indicates that contractors proposed costs have resulted in quality or service shortfalls. Results of the analysis may be used in performance risk assessments and responsibility determinations. However, proposals shall be evaluated using the criteria in the solicitation, and the offered prices shall not be adjusted as a result of the analysis. If the Government plans to conduct cost realism analyses of fixed-price proposals, this intent must be identified in the RFP.

It should be noted that a cost realism determination cannot stand if the Navy has not conducted a meaningful cost analysis and created an independent estimate.  This is particularly true should contractor selection ultimately depend on the cost realism determination.  A basic precept of a proper cost realism analysis is that it cannot be mechanical, and must take into account the unique aspects of each offeror’s proposed approach. 

Although the Comptroller General has approved many different methods of determining cost realism, a proper evaluation of estimated cost should determine the extent to which the offeror's estimate represents what the contract should cost, assuming reasonable economy and efficiency. This determination in essence involves an informed judgment of what costs actually would be incurred by acceptance of a particular proposal. 

Evaluation Weights:

When using the best value process, you must assign relative importance to each evaluation factor and sub factor. Tailor the relative importance to your specific requirements. For example, if you have high technical or performance risk, you should assign more importance to the non-cost factors as compared to the cost (or price) factor.   Use priority statements to express the relative importance of the evaluation factors and sub factors. Priority statements relate one evaluation factor (or sub factor) to each of the other evaluation factors (or sub factors). Numerical weighting; i.e., assigning points or percentages to the evaluation factors and sub factors, is not a recommended method of expressing the relative importance of evaluation factors and sub factors. 

Additionally, in accordance with FAR 15.304(e), you must identify in the RFP whether all evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are – 

· Significantly more important than cost or price, 

· Approximately equal to cost or price, or 

· Significantly less important than cost or price. 

Rating Methods:

Overview:  There are many rating and scoring methods. When using the tradeoff process, you evaluate the non-cost portion(s) of the proposal and associated performance and proposal risks using rating methods.  These methods must be included in the SSP and may consist of words, colors, or other indicators, with the exception of numbers.  (Numerical rating systems appear to give more precise distinctions of merit, but they may obscure the strengths, weaknesses, and risks that support the numbers.) The success of an evaluation is not so much dependent upon the type(s) of methods used, but rather the consistency with which the evaluators use them and the sufficiency of the narratives detailing the rationale for rating assignments. For this reason, the methods must include definitions for each rating so that the evaluators have a common understanding of how to apply them.  

Semi-Quantitative Methods:

Several semi-quantitative methods have been used to evaluate proposals. Most of these methods create a few broad categories into which proposals are placed based on technical and cost/price evaluation. Examples of semi-quantitative rating methods include: 

· Pass-Fail - Evaluation criteria are established for specific technical requirements which have absolute points at which the proposal will be unacceptable (or fails). All proposals which are better than the minimum are equal. This approach is most applicable in low price, technically acceptable competitions. The usefulness of this approach for most of SPAWAR’s requirements is limited. 

· Color rating - Evaluation criteria are established for categories designated by color. For example:

          Blue
Exceptional; exceeds specified performance or capacity in a manner beneficial to the Government; high probability of success; no significant weaknesses. 

              Green
            Acceptable; meets standards; good probability of success; 

                                    weaknesses readily correctable. 

              Yellow 
Marginal; fails to meet standards; low probability of success; 

                                    significant but correctable deficiencies. 

              Red 
            Unacceptable; fails to meet a minimum requirement; needs a major 

                                     revision to the proposal to make it acceptable.

· Check-Plus-Minus - Evaluation criteria are established for three categories: minus to indicate that the minimum requirement has not been met for the factor; check to indicate that the offeror has met the minimum requirement; and plus to indicate that the offeror exceeded the minimum requirement. 

Semi-Qualitative Methods:

A narrative rating method involves the use of rating adjectives such as "excellent," "good," etc. for each factor to provide a means of comparing a proposal to the established standard. However, it is not sufficient that the narrative states that something is good or inferior. The evaluator must first indicate in narrative statements what is being offered; how it meets the standard; what its strengths, weaknesses, and deficiencies are; what, in the evaluator's opinion, must be done to remedy the deficiencies; what impact the deficiencies have on the offeror's proposal; and what impact their correction may have on the proposal. The following hierarchy of adjective ratings is typical of those recently used in acquisition programs for the technical and management factors and categories: 

· Excellent. The proposal is fully and completely responsive. In addition, the offeror has convincingly demonstrated that the RFP's requirements have been analyzed, evaluated, and synthesized into approaches, plans, and techniques that, when implemented, should result in a excellent, effective, efficient, and economical performance under the contract. An assigned rating within "excellent" indicates that, in terms of the specific factor (or areas), the proposal contains major strengths, possible minor strengths but no weaknesses or deficiencies. 

· Good.  An assigned rating within "good" indicates that, in terms of the specific factor (or areas), any weaknesses noted are of a minor nature that should not seriously affect the offeror’s performance because they are offset by corresponding minor strengths.  It is possible that a “good” rating could also contain major strengths and could include features and innovations that could prove to be beneficial.  There are no deficiencies.

· Acceptable. The proposal presents plans, approaches, studies, etc., to the extent requested, and the key or pivotal points raised by the applicable evaluation factors have been acceptably covered in the proposal. The offeror has presented an orderly plan to meet the stated requirements, but the proposal does not demonstrate any exceptional features, innovations, analyses or originality. The technical analyses satisfactorily meet requirements and are technically correct.  However, the proposal does contain minor weaknesses that may be offset by minor strengths.  The proposal does not contain any major strengths or any major weaknesses or deficiencies.

· Marginal. The proposal contains minor weaknesses in many areas that are not offset by any strengths in other areas. A rating of "marginal" indicates that, in terms of the specific factor (or areas), the offeror may not be able to satisfactorily complete the assigned tasks. The proposal may also contain significant weaknesses and possibly a single deficiency.

· Unsatisfactory. The proposal is not adequately responsive or does not address the specific factor. The offeror's interpretation of the Navy's requirements is so superficial, incomplete, vague, incompatible, incomprehensible, or incorrect as to be unsatisfactory. The proposal contains both significant and minor weaknesses as well as numerous deficiencies.  The assignment of a rating within the bounds of "unsatisfactory" indicates that the evaluator feels the offeror would need to substantially revise major parts of his proposal in terms of this factor or area to prevent significant deficiencies from affecting the overall project. 

The following table, figure 5-2, sets forth the adjectival ratings with corresponding strengths, deficiencies, and weaknesses as well as rating areas where offsets would apply. 

Figure 5-2 Application of Adjectival Ratings w/Offsets

	RATING
	STRENGTHS
	DEFICIENCY
	WEAKNESESS
	OFFSET

	 
	Major
	Minor
	 
	Significant
	Minor
	Major Strength vs. Significant Weakness
	Minor Strength vs. Minor Weakness

	Excellent
	Present
	Possible
	None
	None
	None
	Not Required
	Not Required

	Good
	Possible
	Present
	None
	None
	Possible
	Not Required
	Yes - Does Offset

	Acceptable
	None
	Present
	None
	None
	Present
	Not Required
	Yes - Does Offset

	Marginal
	None
	Possible
	Possible
	Possible
	Present
	No - Doesn't Offset
	No - Doesn't Offset

	Unsatisfactory
	None
	None
	Present
	Present
	Present
	No - Doesn't Offset
	No - Doesn't Offset


Combination Narrative/Numerical Methods:

This method combines the numerical approach with the narrative approach. The combination method requires the evaluator to first provide a narrative description of each proposal, factor by factor. This may be accomplished by the use of worksheets. Worksheets allow the evaluator to describe the attributes and deficiencies of the proposal. Evaluators should complete the narrative description prior to assigning any rating to the factors. This is done so that the rating will reflect the evaluator's findings, rather than making narrative findings justify the rating assigned. The rating methodology may make use of the intermediate step of assigning rating adjectives. The final scoring step is to then assign a numerical score, based on the rating adjective and the predetermined scoring band allocated to it. The intermediate step can be bypassed, if judged appropriate. 

It should be recognized that the narrative description of each offeror's proposal is the most important tool in reporting evaluation findings to the SSEB/TEB. Ultimately, it is the documentation used to substantiate the evaluation findings to the SSAC/CARP and the SSA and will be used to provide the required debrief to unsuccessful offerors.

Risk Assessment Rating Methods:

Risk is something both the Government and contractor want to keep at a level that is appropriate for the given acquisition. The challenge is to produce a contract that results in an acceptable level of risk for both parties and that the contracting officer can conclude is at a fair and reasonable price.  This can indeed be a significant challenge when faced with the reality that as the risk to contract performance is minimized, so is the contractor’s argument for a larger profit margin.

There are two types of non-cost risks:  performance risk and proposal risk. Performance risk is assessed as part of the past performance evaluation.  When the tradeoff process is used, the evaluators will also assess proposal risk. 

Proposal Risk Assessment Rating Method – The evaluators must assess and document the risks when an offeror’s approach is inadequate and some Government intervention or assistance is required.  The most common method for SPAWAR acquisitions is proposal risk using a separate rating method.  The three risk categories in Figure 5-3 below are the degrees to which the Government will have to provide assistance/intervention during the contract performance.  If a risk is identified then the TEB writer should apply the definitions below to determine the severity of the risk.  
Figure 5-3 Sample Proposal Risk Rating Scale (Stand Alone)
Risks.  Those areas or events that have a probability of negative consequences associated with a set of conditions, actions or approaches.  Risk implies that action must be taken to avoid failure.  Risk should be identified as high, medium, or low as follows:
	ADJECTIVAL 
	DESCRIPTION 

	Low Risk 
	The offeror’s approach is likely to meet the requirements of the solicitation’s PWS with few or no revisions and very little government assistance during performance.   

	Moderate Risk 
	The offeror’s approach is likely to meet the requirements of the solicitation’s PWS with minor revisions in most areas and moderate Government assistance during performance.   

	High Risk 
	The offeror’s approach is unlikely to meet the requirements of the solicitation’s PWS and/or may require substantial revisions and excessive Government assistance during performance. 


Performance Risk Assessment Rating Method - Performance risk analysis provides insight into an offeror’s probability of successfully completing the solicitation requirements based on the offeror’s performance record on similar contract efforts.  Performance risks are those risks that are associated with an offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the requirements stated in the RFP.  A sample of this type of rating method is at Figure 5-4.

Figure 5-4 Sample Past Performance Adjectival System

	ADJECTIVAL 
	DESCRIPTION 

	EXCELLENT 
	The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror is exceptionally well qualified to perform the effort as evidenced by one or more significant strengths.  No significant weaknesses exist.  The mere absence of a weakness does not make a proposal meet the excellent rating.   



	GOOD 
	The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror is very competent and well suited to perform the effort as evidenced by one or more significant strengths.  Strengths out balance any weaknesses that may exist.  



	SATISFACTORY 
	The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror is can be reasonably be expected to perform satisfactorily.  There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both.  (See note below). 



	FAIR
	The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror has previous problems that could impact this effort.



	POOR

NOTE
	The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror has serious previous problems that could impact this effort.

Firms without a relevant past performance record, or for whom information is not available, shall not be rated favorably or unfavorably. (FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv).  These offerors shall be given a rating of NEUTRAL.


Evaluation Standards:

Evaluation standards are guides for evaluators to measure how well each offeror has addressed the factors and subfactors.  Standards provide a means for disseminating uniform guidance to the evaluators on how to rate an offeror’s proposal with respect to a given factor.  Standards are mandatory, and are used to further detail the relationship between the statement of work and the evaluation factors.  They focus the evaluation on each individual factor, and assist in achieving consistent and impartial evaluations, thereby minimizing bias that can result from an initial direct comparison of proposals.  A standard defines, describes, or otherwise provides a basis for considering a particular aspect of an evaluation factor.  Several standards may be developed to evaluate one factor. Avoid overly general standards as they make it more difficult for the evaluators to reach consensus.  When used, standards are developed by the SSEB and reviewed by the PCO and Legal Advisor.  Depending on the nature of the acquisition and a given factor, standards may be either quantitative or qualitative in nature.  

See Figure 5-5 below:

Figure 5-5 Sample Evaluation Factor and Standard


Evaluation Factor 
The offeror’s software modification approach will be evaluated relative to the modified software’s ability to accommodate open architecture, tracking accuracy, and reliability. 

[image: image1.jpg]



Evaluation Standard 
The standard is met if: 

a. The offeror’s approach is sound, reflects understanding of the system specification and

    RFP requirements and  

b. The modified software meets CMM level 2 or higher. 
Risk Assessment Rating Methods:

Risk is something both the Government and contractor want to keep at a level that is appropriate for the given acquisition. The challenge is to produce a contract that results in an acceptable level of risk for both parties and that the contracting officer can conclude is at a fair and reasonable price.  This can indeed be a significant challenge when faced with the reality that as the risk to contract performance is minimized, so is the contractor’s argument for a larger profit margin.

There are two types of non-cost risks:  performance risk and proposal risk. Performance risk is assessed as part of the past performance evaluation.  When the tradeoff process is used, the evaluators will also assess proposal risk. 

Proposal Risk Assessment Rating Method – The evaluators must assess and document the risks when an offeror’s approach is inadequate and some Government intervention or assistance is required.  The most common method for SPAWAR acquisitions is proposal risk using a separate rating method.  The three risk categories in Figure 5-3 below are the degrees to which the Government will have to provide assistance/intervention during the contract performance.  If a risk is identified then the TEB writer should apply the definitions below to determine the severity of the risk.  
Figure 5-3 Sample Proposal Risk Rating Scale (Stand Alone)
Risks.  Those areas or events that have a probability of negative consequences associated with a set of conditions, actions or approaches.  Risk implies that action must be taken to avoid failure.  Risk should be identified as high, medium, or low as follows:
	ADJECTIVAL 
	DESCRIPTION 

	Low Risk 
	The offeror’s approach is likely to meet the requirements of the solicitation’s PWS with few or no revisions and very little government assistance during performance.   

	Moderate Risk 
	The offeror’s approach is likely to meet the requirements of the solicitation’s PWS with minor revisions in most areas and moderate Government assistance during performance.   

	High Risk 
	The offeror’s approach is unlikely to meet the requirements of the solicitation’s PWS and/or may require substantial revisions and excessive Government assistance during performance. 


Performance Risk Assessment Rating Method - Performance risk analysis provides insight into an offeror’s probability of successfully completing the solicitation requirements based on the offeror’s performance record on similar contract efforts.  Performance risks are those risks that are associated with an offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the requirements stated in the RFP.  A sample of this type of rating method is at Figure 5-4.
Figure 5-4 Sample Past Performance Adjectival System

	ADJECTIVAL 
	DESCRIPTION 

	EXCELLENT 
	The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror is exceptionally well qualified to perform the effort as evidenced by one or more significant strengths.  No significant weaknesses exist.  The mere absence of a weakness does not make a proposal meet the excellent rating.   



	GOOD 
	The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror is very competent and well suited to perform the effort as evidenced by one or more significant strengths.  Strengths out balance any weaknesses that may exist.  



	SATISFACTORY 
	The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror is can be reasonably be expected to perform satisfactorily.  There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both.  (See note below). 



	FAIR
	The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror has previous problems that could impact this effort.


	POOR

NOTE
	The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror has serious previous problems that could impact this effort.

Firms without a relevant past performance record, or for whom information is not available, shall not be rated favorably or unfavorably. (FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv).  These offerors shall be given a rating of NEUTRAL.


Evaluation Standards:

Evaluation standards are guides for evaluators to measure how well each offeror has addressed the factors and subfactors.  Standards provide a means for disseminating uniform guidance to the evaluators on how to rate an offeror’s proposal with respect to a given factor.  Standards are mandatory, and are used to further detail the relationship between the statement of work and the evaluation factors.  They focus the evaluation on each individual factor, and assist in achieving consistent and impartial evaluations, thereby minimizing bias that can result from an initial direct comparison of proposals.  A standard defines, describes, or otherwise provides a basis for considering a particular aspect of an evaluation factor.  Several standards may be developed to evaluate one factor. Avoid overly general standards as they make it more difficult for the evaluators to reach consensus.  When used, standards are developed by the SSEB and reviewed by the PCO and Legal Advisor.  Depending on the nature of the acquisition and a given factor, standards may be either quantitative or qualitative in nature.  
See Figure 5-5 below:
Figure 5-5 Sample Evaluation Factor and Standard


Evaluation Factor 
The offeror’s software modification approach will be evaluated relative to the modified software’s ability to accommodate open architecture, tracking accuracy, and reliability. 

[image: image2.jpg]



Evaluation Standard 
The standard is met if: 

a. The offeror’s approach is sound, reflects understanding of the system specification and

    RFP requirements and  

b. The modified software meets CMM level 2 or higher. 

CHAPTER 6:  CONDUCTING THE 
                          EVALUATION
Overview:  While the specific evaluation processes and tasks will vary between source selections, the basic objective remains constant – to provide the SSA with information to make an informed and reasoned selection.  Each evaluator must completely read and understand the RFP and the SSP. These materials should be provided by each team leader in advance of the receipt of proposals. The evaluation of proposals is conducted by starting at the lowest level of the criteria hierarchy, and aggregating evaluation results upward. Thus, individual factors are evaluated first, and the aggregated results become the basis for evaluating the respective areas. Each proposal is compared and measured, as objectively as possible, against the RFP and its stated factors for award. With the exception of proposals to be selected on the basis of price only, proposals shall not be measured against each other. 
TEB Chairman Kick-Off Meeting:
After receipt of offers, and prior to the commencement of evaluations, the TEB Chairman  schedules a proposal evaluation kick-off meeting with the members of the TEB, the PCO, and legal counsel. The purpose of this meeting is to review all policies, procedures, and guidelines that pertain to the specific proposal evaluation. At a minimum, the TEB Chairman with the support of the PCO and legal counsel should address the following items:

· Rules of Conduct

· Safeguard of Data procedures

· Role and use of Advisors, where applicable

· Security procedures

· Solicitation requirements, including Sections C, L, and M matrix

· Use of evaluation tools, such as “Assist”

· Evaluation procedures including:

· Evaluation worksheets

· Factor/Subfactor evaluations, including associated standards

· Definition of deficiencies, strengths, weaknesses, and risks

· Quality standards for justification of deficiencies, strengths, weaknesses, and risks found in the course of evaluations

· Ratings and scoring

· Consensus

· Implication of cost realism adjustments on possible changes to technical evaluation ratings, on applicable procurements

Rules of Conduct:  The following are the rules of conduct established for evaluators: 

· Direct all attempted communication by offeror's representatives to the Contracting Officer. 

· Advise members of our permanent office not to divulge your participation in the source selection action to casual callers. 

· Do not discuss proposals, findings, etc., among source selection participants outside of the evaluation site. 
· Do not socialize with any offeror or proposed subcontractor or vendor who may have a potential interest in the award (DOD 5500-R, The Joint Ethics Regulation, applies). 

· Do not discuss any part of the source selection with anyone other than the source selection participants, even after announcement of a winning contractor. This rule applies regardless of the rank or position of the inquirer. Any inquiries directed to you pertaining to the source selection action from sources other than the SSAC/CARP or SSEB/TEB, members or advisors should be redirected to the Contracting Officer. 

Safeguarding of Data:
The sensitivity of competitive source selection dictates absolute security throughout the entire proceedings, including the actions of all personnel associated with the evaluation and administration of proposals, the deliberations of the various boards, and presentations to higher authority. Unauthorized disclosure of any source selection information can be damaging to the Navy's interests, both in terms of (1) criticism resulting from failure to conduct business affairs properly and (2) the loss of the competitive environment so essential to the source selection process. Unauthorized disclosure of source selection information is also against the law. 

Security Plan:  The security plan for source selection activity can be divided into the following six areas of consideration and should be so reflected in SSPs:  

· Indoctrination of Personnel - It is essential that all persons involved in the evaluation have a complete awareness of the consequences of security leaks and a complete appreciation of the need for constant adherence to good security practices. In briefings of the SSEB/TEB and evaluation teams prior to receipt of proposals, the Chair of the SSEB/TEB should inform the attendees of the importance of security safeguards. After this briefing, each SSEB/TEB member will be responsible for periodically ensuring the maintenance of a security-conscious attitude on the part of all individuals involved in the evaluation. The Chair of the SSAC/CARP will brief members and advisors of the SSAC/CARP. 

· Location and Security of Work Area - The central work area used for the evaluation should be secured in terms of privacy and controlled access. Personnel should be strategically stationed to control ingress and egress. A roster of personnel who are authorized admittance to the evaluation area should be established, and the justification for additions to the roster must be personally approved by the PCO.  If a situation arises that requires an individual not on the roster to be admitted to the work area, all discussions will be discontinued and all paperwork either properly stored or otherwise safeguarded until such personnel have departed the work area. 

· Communication - It is recognized that the exchange of information among members of the various teams is essential to ensure proper coordination in the evaluation process. Thus, no specific restriction should be placed on this exchange of ideas within the evaluation teams. However, personnel should exercise this privilege only to the extent required in the conduct of their business. In the event it becomes necessary for members of the teams to contact persons outside the working group for additional data or for advice on a particular segment of the evaluation task, care must be taken to avoid divulging sensitive information. Once proposals have been received and the teams have convened, contact with the competing contractors for additional information and/or clarification of the proposal will be made by the PCO only. No one other than officially designated members of the evaluation teams should be permitted to attend team meetings. 

· Documentation Control - The following guidelines should be followed in the control of source selection sensitive documents. 

· All documentation developed by evaluation teams should be classified in accordance with established security classification requirements.  

· All unclassified documents developed by the evaluation teams should be marked and handled as “Source Selection Information -- See FAR 2.101 and 3.104." 

· All working papers, rough drafts, computation sheets, etc., relating to documents that are not required for retention in the official source selection files of the SSEB/TEB should be placed in burn bag for immediate destruction. 

· All documentation within the work area will be secured at the end of the working day and/or at all other times that it is not under the direct control of authorized personnel. No document should be removed from the work area for any purpose without specific permission of the Chair of the SSEB/TEB. At the conclusion of the evaluation process, members of the teams should not be permitted to retain any work papers, or any part of the proposals received without first obtaining authorization for the PCO.

· Unauthorized Disclosure - If at any time during the evaluation proceedings it should be found out that there has been an unauthorized disclosure or release of either classified information or information marked “Source Selection Information” or “Contractor Bid or Proposal Information”, the matter should be brought to the attention of the next higher official. All source selection personnel, should read, understand, and sign a Non-Disclosure Statement.  Non-Disclosure Statements shall be retained by the PCO as part of the Source Selection Record.  See Appendix C for sample the SPAWAR Non-Disclosure Statement.
· Financial Interest - All Government members and advisors (except clerical) of the source selection organization must execute the "Confidential Financial Disclosure Report" (SF 450) prior to commencement of proposal evaluation. Contractor support personnel that may be supporting the source selection shall not be required to execute SF 450s, but the PCO should investigate whether any of those personnel have financial interests in any of the prime offerors or their proposed subcontractors. This requirement applies to both formal and less formal systems acquisitions. These statements shall be forwarded to SPAWAR Legal (OOC) for review prior to receipt of proposals and subsequent proposal evaluation. All statements will be forwarded from SPAWAR Legal (OOC) to the PCO and retained by the PCO as part of the Source Selection Record.  See Appendix D for Confidential Financial Disclosure Report.
Personal Services:   Care must be exercised in the source selection process to avoid circumstances which contribute to the establishment of an illegal personal service relationship, especially in procurements calling for engineering, technical or support services. Since the resulting contract must avoid creating in the Government specific or even implied power to hire or fire the contractor's employees, the evaluation process must give primary emphasis to the merits of the technical dissertation or approach rather than the qualifications of the individuals whom the contractor may assign to complete the effort or products in question. The evaluation of resumes and other personnel qualifications should be solely for the purpose of establishing the offeror's understanding of the complexity and scope of the work required and the nature of the personnel resources proposed for its accomplishment. However, when the evaluation of proposed personnel will be a significant factor in the award decision, evaluation of resumes from Key Personnel is appropriate. 
Offeror’s Oral Presentations:   If the SSA and SSAC/CARP believe that the proposals will be significantly complex, they may decide to require an oral presentation of each proposal at proposal submission. If such oral presentations are required, the following actions apply:

· The presentations should be conducted as soon as practicable after commencement of the evaluation to provide the SSAC/CARP and SSEB/TEB or technical evaluation team with an overview of the entire proposal. 

· Each competitor will be provided an opportunity to make a presentation so that no offeror will have a competitive advantage. To eliminate bias and ensure objectivity during the evaluation process, all participants in the evaluation must make themselves available for all oral presentations or alternatively for none of the presentations. If the oral presentations are taped, a participant may satisfy the attendance requirement by viewing the taped presentations in their entirety. 

· The SSAC/CARP must document the file regarding any oral presentations made. 

Coordination Among Evaluation Team Members:   Upon completion of the evaluation of a factor of the proposal, an evaluator must coordinate his findings for the factor with the team leader to ensure a common evaluation baseline among the various factors evaluated. There may be instances where a deficiency found in one factor may not be discerned in another, but may have a drastic impact upon it. These facts must be made known to all evaluation team members by the team leader. Occasionally, unless deficiencies found in the technical evaluation are made known to the cost/price team, the validity of the cost/price evaluation will be adversely affected. 

For complex source selection organizations, another useful coordination effort is the frequent scheduling of status and progress report sessions between individual evaluators and their team leaders and between team leaders and the SSEB/TEB. These sessions provide a valuable two-way exchange. They enable team leaders to assess progress and provide feedback to the individual evaluator. In this manner, each evaluator will be progressively reassured that his part of the evaluation is responsive to the requirements of the SSP and that his narratives are clearly understood. Consideration should also be given to the way in which the team findings are presented to the SSA/CARP. If the findings are to be presented orally, it is recommended that the evaluation of specific sections of all proposals be given at one time. In this way, the questions and intensive review provided by the SSAC/CARP will not influence the review of similar sections of any unevaluated proposals. 

Narrative Evaluation, Rating and Scoring:
Overview:  Actual procedures to be used in a given source selection should be tailored to both the circumstances and the source selection organizational structure that is used. The evaluation procedures discussed herein offer the means to minimize the overall execution time. In brief, the scheme for these procedures is as follows:
Evaluation Actions                                                                                            Responsibility 
1. Analyze proposals, prepare narrative report, identify strengths
and weaknesses; identify deficiencies, risks, and scope refinements;           SSEB/TEB
prepare questions or items for clarification or discussion for all                     

offerors. 

2. Review all the foregoing; assign ratings by whatever method                  SSEB/TEB

specified in the SSP; prepare evaluation report

3. Review all the foregoing; apply weighing, recommend                            SSAC/CARP

competitive range, perform best value trade-off analysis, 

recommend source for award. 
Definition of Key Evaluation Terms: 
In addition to the SSA using this information to make a source selection, the contracting officer will use it to establish a competitive range when discussions are necessary and, as appropriate, will provide the information to the respective offeror during clarifications, communications, and/or discussions:

· “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 (FAR 15.001).  Examples of deficiencies may include a statement by the offeror that it cannot or will not meet a requirement, an approach that clearly does not meet a requirement, or omission of data required to assess compliance with the requirement.
· “Significant Strength” is some aspect of the proposal that greatly enhances the potential for successful contract performance or contributes significantly toward meeting or exceeding the contract requirement, is above the standard expected.  Not a FAR definition.
· “Strength” is an aspect of a proposal that will have some positive impact on the successful performance of the contract but which is more of a nice to have, rather than a substantive impact.  Not a FAR definition.  
· “Weakness” means a flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. A “significant weakness” in the proposal is a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance (FAR 15.001).

Narrative Evaluation:
Each evaluation team member should be assigned to those sections of the proposals that should address his assigned factors. In order for an acceptable evaluation to be conducted, the evaluator must know what he is to evaluate, what the RFP requires, and what is considered the minimal acceptable response. These data must be available in the factor descriptions and standards that are provided to each evaluator. The evaluator should familiarize himself with the descriptions and standards of other related and/or interfacing factors and sub-factors; he must thoroughly review the RFP and the SSP. The evaluator then must review and analyze each offeror's proposal and compare the offer to the standards. He is expected to use his expert knowledge and experience to determine the feasibility, logic, and the reasonableness of the offeror's response. In some instances, he may want to verify certain aspects of the data that are outside his technical skill or experience. He may do this through discussions with advisors, or other SSEB/TEB members.  Evaluators should be cautioned that the evaluations are to be based on the proposals at hand and their own "expert" knowledge of what is required to successfully perform the contract. An evaluator's possible intimate knowledge of particular contractors, personnel, facilities, etc., shall not be considered. Following the detailed procedures set forth in the SSP, the evaluator must develop a complete, concisely written narrative description of his evaluation with respect to each factor, identifying deficiencies, strengths and weaknesses. He also must prepare questions or items for clarification/discussion from each offeror. In all cases, he needs to associate his findings with specific references to the proposal text. It is a common practice to provide evaluation work sheets that outline the foregoing.  Figure 6-1 provides the SPAWAR Proposal Evaluation Worksheet (Appendix E also contains this worksheet).  It is important that you support evaluation findings with narrative statements.  Rating techniques alone are not conclusive data to make a source selection decision.
See Appendix F for sample SSEB/TEB narrative evaluation documentation.
Figure 6-1 
SPAWAR Proposal Evaluation Worksheet 

	PROPOSAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET RFP No: EVALUATOR’S NAME:                                         OFFEROR: 

	RFP REFERENCES:    FACTOR: 


	PROPOSAL REFERENCES: VOLUME/PARAGRAPH: 



	EVALUATION STANDARDS FOR THIS FACTOR:


	PAGE NUMBER:

	    SUBFACTOR:


	 PAGE NUMBER: 



	EVALUATION STANDARDS FOR THIS SUBFACTOR:


	

	Evaluation Rating: (Insert appropriate rating from applicable rating method; e.g., Excellent (E)  Good (G) Satisfactory (S)  Marginal (M)  Unsatisfactory (U)) 

	Proposal Risk Ratings: (Refer to your risk definitions,  e.g., [ ] Low [ ] Moderate  [ ] High) 

	Evaluator’s Rating: (Qualitative/Risk) 
Initial Rating: (e.g., G/M)                                Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date:
Discussions:                                                   Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date:
Final Rating:                                                    Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

	RATIONALE: Include supporting rationale for the ratings. Using the evaluation standards and rating definitions, state the evaluation results in terms of strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, and uncertainties.  Also include any items for negotiations.  Use continuation sheets or a database as needed and a separate sheet for every factor or sub factor. 

	STRENGTHS: (Precede the strength with an (S) if it identifies a significant strength.   

	WEAKNESSES/SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESSES: (Precede the weakness with an (S) if it identifies a significant weakness.  Address the risks associated with the weakness.) 

	DEFICIENCIES: 



	ITEMS FOR NEGOTIATIONS: 




SSEB/TEB Evaluation Consensus:
At a minimum, each evaluation group must convene to discuss the offeror’s proposal. The purpose of the discussion is to share their views on the offeror’s strengths, weaknesses, risks and deficiencies related to their assigned evaluation factor(s)/sub factor(s) and to reach a final consensus rating for each factor and sub factor using the Rating Method identified in the SSP. 

Simple averaging of the individual evaluation results does not constitute consensus.  Consensus requires a meeting of the minds on the assigned rating and associated deficiencies, strengths, weaknesses, and risks. In exceptional cases, under formal competitive evaluations, where the evaluators are unable to reach an agreement without unreasonably delaying the source selection process, the evaluation report may include the majority conclusion and the dissenting view(s) each with supporting rationale.

The supporting narrative documentation included in the SSEB/TEB report must correlate with the consensus ratings.
   
Cost Evaluation: 

The elements used in analysis of the cost vary with each acquisition program. Although the primary responsibility for cost evaluation rests with the cost analyst team, close coordination and a selected information exchange may be necessary between the cost analyst team, certain members of other teams and the PCO. Cost evaluations of proposals will require at least the following:
· Assurance of Comparability (if applicable). Consideration must be given to variations in the amount of required Government Furnished Property (GFP) (including the use of Government-owned facilities and special tooling and special test equipment) and other differences before the offerors' proposals can be evaluated completely. 

· Cost Affordability. Cost affordability will be assessed based on the government realistic cost for each offeror within the competitive range. The government realistic cost for each offeror in the competitive range will be compared with the lowest government realistic cost among all offerors in the competitive range. The offeror in the competitive range with the lowest government realistic cost is considered the most affordable among those offerors; all other offerors in the competitive range are considered less affordable based on the relative differences from the offer with the lowest government realistic cost. 

· Verification of Rates. When a cost analysis is conducted, a determination is required that labor and overhead rates, as well as any special pricing factors, are reasonable, allocable, and consistent with acceptable accounting and estimating systems. Personnel from the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) and/or the Defense Contract Management Area Operations (DCMAO) should be called upon to assist in making this determination. 

· Determination of Cost/Price Impact as a Result of Deficiency Disposition. All cost/price impacts resulting from deficiencies must be addressed by the cost team in determination of cost/price realism.  Additionally, if discussions are held a subsequent determination of cost/price realism must be conducted. 
· Determination of Cost/Price Risk.  Based on the information returned to the Cost Evaluation team from the SSEB/TEB, a determination of cost/price risk is assessed for each offeror. 

The SSEB/TEB Report:
When the evaluation teams have completed their assessment, the SSEB/TEB Chair compiles and presents the SSEB/TEB's overall evaluation to the SSAC/CARP in a written report and an oral presentation, if desired. This report and presentation must convey the results and significant points of the evaluation. The Source Selection Evaluation Board Report should be signed by all members of the SSEB/TEB. If, in formal source selections, approval is not unanimous, a minority report should also be submitted to the SSAC by each dissenting SSEB/TEB member via the SSEB/TEB Chair. The written report should include a detailed description of each of the evaluation criteria. Separate sections should be written to cover cost/price matters. Narrative assessments must be included for all criteria, factors, and sub-factors. Each assessment should be precise and should highlight the strengths, weaknesses, and risks of each proposal.   
The SSEB/TEB should also prepare a summary of the written report, which outlines the significant findings of the evaluation. The summary report will be provided to the SSA through the SSAC/CARP. The SSAC/CARP will be expected to review and analyze the report and provide its own stand-alone report to the SSA. The oral presentation will also summarize and highlight significant findings. Presentation charts may be developed to clarify complex areas and graphically display the results of the evaluation. In less than formal source selections, the technical team may report to the CARP in a more simplified written form. 

Legal Review of the SSEB/TEB Report:
SPAWAR Office of Counsel reviews the SSEB/TEB report for legal sufficiency before it is forwarded to the SSAC/CARP.  This is a mandatory legal review.  SPAWAR Office of Counsel will utilize the following checklist to perform the SSEB/TEB review:

· Evaluated offerors against the criteria stated in the SSP and L&M of the RFP?

· Fully defined strengths and weaknesses?

· Every strength and weakness must be supported by a detailed 
      narrative rationale

-    Cited back to the proposal where the strength or weakness derived

· Fully define all deficiencies

      -    These must be supported by a detailed narrative rationale

· Fully defined all risks, when identified, using the definitions stated in the SSP?

· Ratings match the definition in the SSP?
· Were the ratings consistent between offerors?
· Were the ratings reasonable?

· Does the final report constitute a contemporaneous written record of the TEB’s decision   
SPAWAR Office of Counsel documents the SSEB/TEB review on the form found in Appendix G.  This document becomes a part of the official contract file.
CHAPTER 7:  EXCHANGES WITH OFFERORS

                       (AFTER RECEIPT OF PROPOSALS)  
Overview:
The primary purpose of exchanges is to maximize the Government's ability to get the best value, based on the requirements and evaluation factors stated in the solicitation. Exchanges with offerors after receipt of proposals allows the Government to get information needed to better understand proposals and make best value decisions. 

The contracting officer controls all exchanges with offerors.  Before participating in any exchanges, the contracting officer should review the ground rules with team members.  During exchanges with offerors, the Government may not:
· Favor one offeror over another.

· Reveal an offer’s solution to another offeror.

· Knowingly disclose source selection information.

· Reveal the name of individuals providing past performance information.

Types of Exchanges:

After receipt of proposals, there are three types of exchanges that may occur between the Government and offerors --clarifications, communications and negotiations or discussions.  They differ on when they occur, their purposes and scopes, and whether offerors are allowed to revise their proposal as a result of the exchanges.  Figure 7-1 provides a side-by-side comparison of the three types of exchanges.    
Figure 7-1:  Comparison of Types of Exchanges  (After Receipt of Proposals)
	
	Clarifications 
	Communications 
	Negotiations/Discussions 

	When They Occur 
	When award WITHOUT discussions is contemplated 
	When award WITH discussions is contemplated -- prior to establishing the competitive range  
	After establishing the competitive range.  Note: The term “negotiations” applies to both competitive and non-competitive acquisitions.  In a competitive acquisition, negotiations are also called discussions. 

	Scope of the Exchanges 
	Most limited of the three types of exchanges 
	Limited; similar to fact finding 
	Most detailed and extensive 

	Purpose 
	To clarify certain aspects of proposals 
	To enhance the Government’s understanding of the proposal by addressing issues that must be explored to determine whether a proposal should be placed in the competitive range 
	To allow the offeror an opportunity to revise its proposal so that the Government obtains the best value, based on the requirement and applicable evaluation factors 

	Examples of Topics of Exchanges 
	• Relevance of an offeror’s past performance • Adverse past performance information • Resolution of minor or clerical errors – the error must be apparent from the face of the proposal and the correction must be obvious
	• Ambiguities or other concerns (e.g., perceived deficiencies, weaknesses, errors, omissions, or mistakes) • Relevance of an offeror’s past performance • Adverse past performance information 
	See examples of potential discussion topics at Figure   7-3. 

	Are Resultant Proposal Revisions Allowed? 
	No 
	No 
	Yes 


Contract Awards Without Discussions:
 
Before issuing a solicitation, you must decide whether or not you intend to award the resultant contract(s) without discussions. In making this decision, consider whether or not you are likely to obtain best value without discussions. An award without discussions is most likely to result in best value when requirements are clear, commodities are known or stable, and the marketplace is extremely competitive.   

The solicitation must clearly communicate the Government’s intention to award without discussions (reference FAR 15.209(a)).  However, even if the solicitation stated this intention, you may still hold discussions, if appropriate, provided the contracting officer documents the file as to why discussions were necessary. You are cautioned, however, that you must not abuse this privilege.  

Contract Awards with Discussions: 

· Prior To Establishment of the Competitive Range: 
           The contracting officer must conduct communications with offerors whose past 
           performance is the determining factor that prevents them from being placed within
           the competitive range.  You must give the offeror an opportunity to address any
           adverse past performance information to which the offeror has not previously had
           an opportunity to comment. Otherwise, conduct communications only with those
           offerors who are neither clearly in nor clearly out of the competitive range.  Once 
           you have enough information to decide how the proposal should be rated, the
          contracting officer will establish the competitive range.
· Establishing the Competitive Range: 
In the event that the solicitation states that award is to be made on the basis of discussions with offerors whose proposals have been determined to be within the competitive range, the contracting officer shall establish a competitive range comprised of all the most highly rated proposals.  The PCO should work closely with the SSEB/TEB Chair, technical team, and the SSAC/CARP to establish the competitive range.  The PCO will prepare a written report to document the competitive range determination.  The report should include sufficient information from all the evaluation teams that provides the rationale to support the competitive range determination.  The SSA, if other than the PCO, must approve the competitive range determination by signing the competitive range determination report. In general, the GAO will not overturn a competitive range determination in the absence of a showing that the agency has abused its discretion. 

 The competitive range will consist of all the most highly rated proposals. The competitive range may be further reduced for efficiency from among the most highly rated proposals; however, in such case, the RFP must clearly state that the Government reserves the right to limit the competitive range for the purposes of efficiency.  However, the PCO should not establish predetermined cut-off ratings or identify a predetermined number of offerors that will be included in the competitive range. Rather, the PCO should make the competitive range determination using prudent business judgment based on the specifics of the source selection.  The contracting officer determines which proposals are within the competitive range based on the evaluated price and other evaluation factors included in the RFP.  Establishing the competitive range: 

- Results in greater efficiency by limiting the number of offerors with whom you must hold discussions and 

- Precludes offerors who are eliminated from consideration from having to spend  additional resources just to make their proposals competitive with the rest of the field. 

Figure 7-2 identifies the steps involved in developing a competitive range. 

Figure 7-2:  Development of a Competitive Range 
Step 1.
Identify the most highly rated proposals.  (Note:  If there is only one proposal falling within the competitive range, ensure the evaluation factors and sub factors  are not too restrictive and the procurement is truly competitive.) 

Step 2. 
If these proposals exceed the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted and the RFP allows restricting the competitive range for efficiency, limit the competitive range to the greatest number of proposals that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals. In such a case, the basis for this further restriction must be adequately documented. Consider the following in determining the competitive range: 

                        - The expected dollar value of the award, 

                        - The complexity of the acquisition and solutions proposed, 

                        - The extent of available resources, and 

                        - The risks to the Government associated with an unbalanced price 
                           (reference FAR 15.404-1(g)). 

Step 3.
Prepare a written Competitive Range Determination report to document the basis to exclude offerors.  

Step 4.
Obtain the SSA’s written approval to exclude offerors from the competitive range. 

Step 5.
Promptly send written notification to the offeror(s) whose proposal is excluded from the competitive range (see  Chapter 9).

The contracting officer should continually reassess the competitive range as discussions and evaluations continue, to ensure neither the Government nor the offerors waste resources by keeping proposals in that are no longer contenders for award.  If an offeror is no longer considered to be a contender for award, you may eliminate the offeror whether or not all material aspects of the proposal have been discussed.  You do not have to afford the offeror an opportunity to submit a proposal revision. However, the contracting officer must document the decision and notify the offeror immediately of its elimination from the competitive range.  Chapter_9  addresses pre-award and post-award notifications. 

· After Establishment of the Competitive Range: 
The contracting officer must conduct meaningful discussions with all offerors within the competitive range.  The contracting officer will tailor the discussions to each offeror’s proposal relative to the solicitation requirements and evaluation factors.  To be meaningful, at a minimum, discussions must include identification of all evaluated deficiencies, significant weaknesses, any concerns about past performance information, uncertainties, and other proposal aspects that should be altered or explained to materially enhance an offeror’s award potential.  
In addition to this mandatory part of discussions, it is often advantageous to engage in hard bargaining with the offerors to ensure you obtain the best value solution at a fair and reasonable price. This kind of discussion can only take place with offerors that are within the competitive range. 
Figure 7-3: Items for Discussion 
For discussions to be meaningful, at a minimum, address the following 
items:  
· Deficiencies
· Weaknesses – Discuss significant weaknesses; i.e., those that are important enough to 
· cause an evaluation factor to be rated marginal or unsatisfactory or the probability of not 
· meeting a requirement to be moderate to high risk.  Also discuss minor weaknesses if the 
· cumulative impact is significant. 
· Past Performance Concern --Including relevancy and any adverse Information about 
· which the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment. 

Additionally, you may find it advantageous to address the following items: 
· Significant Strengths – When significant proposal revisions are anticipated as a result 
· of discussions, consider advising the offeror of significant strengths in their proposals.  
· This will preclude the offeror from unknowingly eliminating or diminishing a desirable 
· aspect of their proposal.  In addition, this will enable the offeror to make informed tradeoff 
· decisions. 

· Items Subject to Bargaining --e.g., price, schedule, or technical requirements. 

The contracting officer will confirm information obtained through discussions by requesting or allowing proposal revisions, as appropriate, from offerors who are within the competitive range and still eligible for selection.  

Final Proposal Revisions: At the conclusion of discussions, the contracting officer must give all offerors remaining in the competitive range an opportunity to improve their proposal by submitting final proposal revisions by a common cutoff date and time. The contracting officer must notify the offerors that any late responses are subject to the provision on late submissions. After receipt of final proposal revisions, the contracting officer can request clarification of minor irregularities without any additional request for final proposal revisions from all offerors. If further negotiations are necessary, a second final proposal revision shall be afforded to all offerors. After receipt of the offerors' final proposal revisions, the SSEB/TEB must re-evaluate proposals, and factors impacted by the responses must be rated again in the same manner as in the initial evaluation.

For more detailed guidance concerning Final Proposal Revisions (FPR) (formerly best and final offers), see Appendix H, SPAWAR Final Proposal Revisions Process. 
CHAPTER 8:  SELECTION AND AWARD
Proposal Analysis:
After completion of the initial evaluation of the proposals as submitted, the SSEB/TEB and, if applicable, the cost/price analyst submit their findings to the SSAC/CARP. The SSAC/CARP is then responsible for reviewing that information and making recommendations as to whether to award without discussions or to establish a competitive range (see Chapter 7). 

Documenting the Proposal Analysis:
Based on the SSEB/TEB Report and the SSAC/CARP's own review, the SSAC/CARP will prepare Proposal Analysis Reports for submission to the SSA. These narrative reports will document the deliberations and recommendations of the SSAC/CARP. 

The initial report prepared and submitted by the SSAC/CARP to the SSA normally provides a summary of SSEB/TEB findings, as modified by the findings and judgments of the SSAC/CARP, a best value analysis, and a recommendation as to whether to award without discussions or establish a competitive range. All members of the Council who concur will sign the report. SSEB/TEB and or SSAC/CARP irreconcilable differences should be the subject of minority reports to the SSA (only in formal competitive source selections). The SSAC/CARP should also be prepared to present additional information as may be requested by the SSA.  The report should discuss, in detail, any modification made to either the narrative or scoring portions of the SSEB/TEB report. Adjectival ratings/weighted scores (if used) are presented to the SSA in the report. The rationale supporting the adjectival ratings/weighted scores must also be reflected. When the report is delivered to the SSA, the Chair of the SSAC/CARP should be prepared to review both the evaluation methodology and the strong and weak points of the proposals and to support the resulting ranking of the competitors. The SSA shall also document the award decision in a separate SSA memorandum detailing the rationale for award. Figures 8-1 and 8-2 illustrate sample attachments to the report.
Figure 8-1

Sample Individual Proposal Evaluation Results Matrix

	FACTORS 
	

	TECHNICAL APPROACH
Summarizes assessment of the offeror’s proposal as

measured against the technical subfactors

Example: Good
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Technical Subfactor 1

Technical Subfactor 2

Technical Subfactor 3

[image: image4.png]





	PROPOSAL RISK

Summarizes assessment of the weaknesses and

risks associated with the offeror’s proposed

approach derived from the technical evaluation

Example: Low Risk


	

	PAST PERFORMANCE 

Summarizes assessment of the offeror’s

demonstrated performance on recent, relevant

contracts relative to the past performance

subfactors.

Example: Moderate Risk
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  Past Performance Subfactor 1

Past Performance Subfactor 2

Past Performance Subfactor 3

Past Performance Subfactor 4



	COST (OR PRICE)

Reflects the total proposed cost (or price). Where

cost realism is evaluated, the cost also reflects the

most probable cost resulting from any adjustments

made for cost realism.

Example: Proposed Cost $XXX


	


Figure 8-2 
Sample Matrix Summarizing A Typical Proposal Comparison
	OFFEROR
	TECHNICAL
	PAST PERFORMANCE 
	EVALUATED COST

(Most Probable)

	
	Technical Approach 
	Proposal Risk
	
	

	A
	Excellent
	Low
	Good
	$171,503,971

	B
	Excellent
	Moderate
	Excellent
	$134,983,305

	C
	Good
	Low
	Satisfactory
	$120,976,836

	D
	Excellent
	Moderate
	Good
	$150,840,308

	E
	Satisfactory
	Moderate
	Fair
	$115,751,933


When Final Proposal Revisions (FPRs) are required, approval by the SSA is required.  Discussions with offerors in the competitive range will be in accordance with the procedures in SPAWAR SCPPM document “Final Proposal Revisions” (see Appendix H).
Evaluation of Final Proposal Revisions:  The same basic rules apply to evaluation of final proposal revisions as were applied to the original evaluation.  The written evaluation of final proposal revisions is separate and apart from the basic evaluation and must cover the differences, if any, between the final proposal revision and the original proposal. 

Source Selection Decision:
The SSA must make the source selection decision using rational and independent judgment based on a comparative analysis of the proposals. The source selection decision must be consistent with the evaluation factors and process described in the RFP and SSP.  Beyond this the SSA has broad discretion in making the source selection.

The SSA may not rely merely on the evaluation ratings and scores alone.  To determine which proposal provides the best value, the SSA must analyze the differences between competing proposals. This analysis must be based on the facts and circumstances of the specific acquisition. 

The SSA is not bound by the rankings, or scores, of the SSEB or SSAC, as long as the SSA has a rational basis for the differing opinion.  While the SSA may use the evaluation findings and analysis prepared by the SSAC/SSEB, the SSA must make the source selection decision based on his/her independent judgment.  If the SSA has doubts about the evaluation findings and/or analysis, he/she may require the SSEB and/or SSAC to conduct a complete or partial reevaluation and/or analysis.  
There are three basic outcomes of the SSA’s comparative analysis: 

· The lowest-priced proposal is superior in terms of non-cost factors, 
· The proposals are essentially equal in terms of  non-cost factors,
· The lowest-priced proposal is not the most superior in terms of non-cost factors. 

In the first two outcomes the decision is fairly clear award should be made to the lowest-priced offeror. However, in the case of the third outcome the decision is not as clear. The SSA must consider whether or not the benefits of the non-cost strengths warrant the additional price premium.  

Documenting the Source Selection Decision:

The SSA must document his/her rationale for selecting the successful offeror(s) in an independent, standalone document. The source selection decision document should explain how the successful proposal(s) measured up against other offerors’ proposals based on the evaluation factors and sub factors in the solicitation and should discuss the judgment used in making tradeoffs.  

The SSA may quantitatively or qualitatively justify the payment or nonpayment of a cost or price premium, provided his/her assessment is well reasoned. When the SSA determines that the best value proposal is other than the lowest-priced proposal, the document must explicitly justify paying a price premium regardless of the superiority of the proposal's non-cost rating. The justification must clearly state what benefits or advantages the Government is getting for the added price and why it is in the Government's interest to expend the additional funds.  This justification is required even when the solicitation indicates that non-cost factors are more important than cost (or price). 

Where the SSA determines the non-cost benefits offered by the higher-priced, technically superior proposal are not worth the price premium, an explicit justification is also necessary.  In this case, the document must clearly show why it is reasonable in light of the differences to pay less money for a proposal of lesser technical merit. 

The source selection decision memorandum becomes part of the official contract file. 

See Appendix I for sample SSA Decision Memorandum Template. 

Awarding the Contract(s):
After the SSA has signed the Source Selection Decision document, the contracting officer is responsible for executing contract award.  As part of the contract award process, a Pre-Negotiation Business Clearance is prepared and submitted for approval in accordance with the procedures in SPAWAR SCPPM policy document “Business Clearance Memorandum”, Appendix J.  The Pre-Negotiation Business Clearance serves as the historical record of business and pricing issues of the acquisition including, but not limited to the source selection process and results for that acquisition. If award is to be made based on initial offers then the Pre-Negotiation Business Clearance is the only approval document required to be generated by the contracting officer.  However, if there are going to be discussions before award, then approval of the pre-negotiation business clearance is required prior to entering into discussions.  A Post- Negotiation Business Clearance is required to document the historical record of events leading up to the request for Final Proposal Revisions, the results of the discussions, the rational for selection of one or more of those offerors, and the determination that award price is fair and reasonable.  Approval of the Post- Negotiation Business Clearance is required prior to award of the contract.  The specific content, format and required review procedures for business clearances are set forth in the SPAWAR SCPPM policy document.  

Lessons Learned:

Subsequent to contract award, the Chair of the SSEB/TEB will fill out a Lessons Learned Survey form.  The SPAWAR 02 Policy Branch will be responsible for maintaining a repository of Lessons Learned for future training opportunities and inclusion into the SPAWAR Source Selection Guide when applicable.  See Appendix K for Lessons Learned Survey Form.
Transfer/Disposal of Files:

During the course of the selection process, the SSEB/TEB and the SSAC/CARP will accumulate data and documentation. Such documentation may include summaries of meetings, the RFP, proposals, working papers, rating or scoring sheets and check lists, and committee reports. These papers constitute the basis for the selection decision and must be preserved. At the conclusion of the selection process, the official files will be purged of excess copies of material and transferred to the PCO for retention as a part of the official contract file.   

CHAPTER 9: 
NOTIFICATION OF UNSUCCESSFUL OFFERORS
The contracting officer must promptly notify unsuccessful offerors in writing after contract award or whenever their proposals are eliminated from the competition.  The type of information that must be included in the notice will depend upon whether it is sent before or after contract award. Figure 9-1 provides a side-by-side comparison of the differences between pre-award and post-award notices. 

Figure 9-1 
Comparison of Pre-award and Post-award Notices 

	
	PRE-AWARD NOTICE 
	POST-AWARD NOTICE 

	Who Must be Notified? 
	Any offeror whose proposal was excluded from the competitive range or otherwise eliminated from the competition before contract award.   
	Any offeror whose proposal was in the competitive range but was not selected for award or who had not received a pre-award notice.  

	When Must it be Sent? 
	Promptly after the offeror’s proposal was eliminated from the competition. 
	Within 3 days after the date of contract award. 

	What is Included in the Notice? 
	•  A summary of the basis for the determination

•  A statement that the Government will not consider any further proposal revisions from the offeror. Note: Small business offerors are entitled to additional information as described at FAR 15.503. After contract award and upon request from an offeror who previously received a pre-award notice, the contracting officer must provide the offeror the information normally provided as part of a post-award notice. 

	• Number of offerors solicited; 

•  Number of proposals received;

•  Name(s) and address(es) of awardee(s)

•  Items and quantities of each 

   Awardee  (Check with OOC before releasing unit pricing);
• A summary of the reason(s) the offeror’s proposal was not accepted, unless the price information readily reveals the reason. 


CHAPTER 10: DEBRIEFING OF OFFERORS
Overview: 

The contracting officer must debrief unsuccessful offerors upon receipt of their written, timely request. The Government may also debrief the contract awardee(s) if requested.  FAR 15.505 and 15.506 provide the regulatory policy on debriefings.   

Since each offeror puts considerable resources into preparing and submitting a proposal, fairness dictates that you promptly debrief offerors and explain why a proposal was unsuccessful. Comprehensive, timely and thorough debriefings increase competition and reduce the attendant costs, encourage offerors to invest resources in the Government marketplace, permit offerors to release resources to work on other projects, and strengthen and enhance the Government’s relationship and credibility with industry. 
Purposes of a Debriefing:

A debriefing: 

· Explains the rationale for the offeror’s exclusion from the competition; 

· Instills confidence in the offeror that it was treated fairly; 

· Assures the offeror that appropriately qualified personnel evaluated their proposal in accordance with the RFP and applicable laws and regulations; 

· Identifies strengths and weaknesses in the offeror’s proposal so the offeror can prepare better proposals in future Government acquisitions; 

· Reduces misunderstandings and protests; and 

· Gives the offeror an opportunity to provide feedback regarding the RFP, discussions, evaluation, and the source selection process. 

A debriefing is not: 
· A page-by-page analysis of the offeror’s proposal;

· A comprehensive point-by-point comparison between the proposals of the debriefed offeror and the successful offeror(s); nor

· A debate or defense of the Government’s award decision or evaluation results
Pre-award Versus Post-award Debriefings 
There are two types of debriefings – pre-award and post-award.  Each unsuccessful offeror is entitled to only one debriefing.  Figure 10-1 outlines when each type of debriefing is appropriate and what may and may not be disclosed at each.  Of the two types, the pre-award is more restrictive in terms of what may be disclosed to the unsuccessful offeror because the procurement would be still on-going at the time of the debriefing. 

Figure 10-1:  Comparison of Pre-award and Post-award Debriefings 
	
	PRE-AWARD DEBRIEFING 
	POST-AWARD DEBRIEFING 

	Who is Entitled to a Debriefing? 
	Offerors excluded from the competitive range or otherwise excluded from the competition before award. 
	Any unsuccessful offeror who has not had a      pre-award debriefing. 

	When Must the Government Conduct a Debriefing? 
	As soon as practicable after receipt of a timely, written request.  However, the contracting officer may refuse the request for a pre-award debriefing if it is not in the best interest of the Government to conduct a pre-award debriefing.(1) (2)   
	Within 5 days, to the maximum extent practicable, after receipt of a timely, written request for a  debriefing. (3) 

	What is a Timely Request? 
	A request received by the contracting activity within 3 calendar days after the offeror received notice of exclusion from the competition. (4) 
	A request received by the contracting activity within 3 calendar days after the offeror received notice of contract award. (4) 

	What Can Not Be Disclosed? 
	• Point-by-point comparisons of a debriefed offeror’s proposal with other proposals

 • Proprietary information or information exempt from release under the Freedom of Information Act (5)

 • Number of offerors

 • Identity of other offerors

 • Content of other offerors’ proposals 

 • Ranking of other offerors

 • Evaluation of other offerors 
	• Point-by-point comparisons of a debriefed offeror’s proposal with other proposals  (The ratings of a debriefed offeror and the awardee may be disclosed to the second level of evaluation without violating this principle.)

 • Proprietary information or information exempt from release under the Freedom of Information Act (5) 

	What Should Be Discussed? 
	• Evaluation results of significant elements in the debriefed offeror’s proposal (6) 

• Summary of the rationale for eliminating the offeror from the competition

 • 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 
	• Deficiencies and significant weaknesses of the debriefed offerors’ proposal, if applicable

• Evaluation ratings of the debriefed offeror and awardee--but only to the second level of evaluation • The debriefed offeror’s and awardee’s total evaluated costs (or prices).  No unit prices released before checking with OOC.
• Overall ranking of all proposals, when a ranking was developed as part of the source selection

• Make and model of any commercial end items proposed by the awardee

• Summary of the rationale for award decision.

 • Reasonable responses to relevant questions about whether source selection procedures contained in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and other applicable authorities were followed

• Other information, as appropriate 


Notes to Figure 10-1: 

(1) The offeror may request the debriefing be delayed until after contract award.  When delayed, the debriefing shall include all the information provided in a post-award debriefing.   

(2) In the event either the Government or offeror delays the debriefing, the contracting officer must provide the debriefing within the timeframe established for post-award debriefings.   

(3) If an offeror submits an untimely request for debriefing, the contracting officer should nonetheless conduct a debriefing if feasible.  In such case, inform the offeror the request is untimely. 
(4) Don't count the day the offeror received the notice; start with the next day. Consider sending the notice by mail with return receipt requested or by electronic means (facsimile transmission or e-mail) with immediate acknowledgment requested so that you can easily establish the date the offeror received it. 

(5) Includes such things as trade secrets; privileged or confidential information, e.g., manufacturing processes and techniques, commercial and financial information, and cost data; and the names of individuals providing past performance information.  It does not include information otherwise available without restriction to the Government or public.  

(6) If the element was significant enough to eliminate the offeror from the competitive range, it is probably significant for debriefing purposes.  Include both positive and negative elements of the offeror’s proposal to help improve future proposals.
Preparations for Debriefing:

· Identifying the Government Team.  The PCO should identify the Government debriefing team members, with the selection to be based on the complexities presented in each acquisition.  The key is to ensure that knowledgeable Government personnel are present.  Additionally, due to the statutory requirement for a prompt debriefing, the PCO should tentatively select the team before the contract award is announced.  In determining the composition of the Government’s debriefing team, it is important to remember the objectives of a meaningful debriefing.  Above all, the Government should display that it fully understood the offeror’s proposal; if this is not conveyed, the offeror will have little confidence in the conduct of the acquisition.

· Identifying the Debriefed Offeror’s Team.  Prior to the debriefing, the PCO should ask the offeror to identify all individuals by name and position that will attend the debriefing.  Normally, no limitation should be placed on the number of personnel the offeror may bring to a debriefing.  However, in extraordinary cases, space limitations of Government facilities may require restrictions on the number of offeror personnel invited to attend.  Nonetheless, PCOs should not impose such restrictions unless the PCO has determined that all suitable alternate facilities are unavailable.

· Early Team Involvement.  Debriefings are time sensitive; preparations for debriefings should begin before proposal evaluations are complete.  Usually, the proposal evaluation board will assist in preparing debriefing charts and conducting the debriefing.  Accordingly, at the time the evaluation board is formed, the evaluators should be informed that their duties include assisting with debriefings.

· Prerequisites for Properly Conducting A Debriefing:  Government personnel attending the debriefing should be briefed on their roles and expected demeanor during the debriefing.  Argumentative or overly defensive conduct should be discouraged, and Government personnel should be instructed to make a positive presentation.  The following factors should be looked at early on during the acquisition process to avoid possible pitfalls.  Waiting until you receive a request for debriefing is too late:

· A good source selection plan;

· A well-documented evaluation of the offeror’s proposal, citing both good and bad points (strengths and weaknesses); and

· A knowledgeable and strong chairperson for the technical evaluation committee.
· Prerequisites for Properly Debriefing Material.  Normally, debriefing materials consist of briefing charts and notes prepared for use during the debriefing.  Faulty memory or misstatements by Government personnel are detrimental to a successful debriefing.  The PCOs should ensure that necessary notes or other documents are accessible during the debriefing. Government personnel should NOT bring proposals or evaluation reports of other offerors’ into the debriefing room.

Scheduling the Debriefing:

It is extremely important that the Government schedule a debriefing on the earliest possible date after receipt of the request from the offeror. It is also important to note that debriefings should only be conducted with one offeror at a time.   The offeror should be notified of the scheduled date in writing or by electronic means, with immediate acknowledgement requested.   If the offeror is unable to attend the scheduled date and requests a later date, the offeror should be required to acknowledge, in writing, that it was offered an earlier date, but requested the later date instead.  This procedure serves to protect the Government’s interests in the event the offeror subsequently files a protest. Note:  The 10-day protest clock does not begin until the day the offeror is debriefed. 

Conducting the Debriefing:
The PCO should normally chair any debriefing session(s), with individuals who conducted the evaluations providing support.  In other words, the PCO is not responsible for conducting the entire debriefing, but may rely on Government technical and cost/price personnel to present the portions of the debriefing that address those specialized areas of the offeror’s proposal.  The PCO’s office of legal counsel may also attend the debriefing, as well as assist in preparations for the debriefing. PCOs may conduct debriefings orally, in writing, or by electronic means.  If the debriefing is face-to- face, always have a signed attendance record, signed by everyone present at the debriefing.

At a minimum, debriefing information shall disclose:

· The deficiencies and significant weaknesses of the debriefed offeror’s proposal.

Note:  Guidelines regarding what is considered a significant weakness: If the weakness was of significant enough concern to warrant its discussion during the negotiation phase of the acquisition, it is probably significant for debriefing purposes as well.  Whereas, if it was not significant enough to warrant discussion, it is not significant for debriefing purposes either, unless, of course the weakness was created in the final proposal revision. [It is also a good practice to discuss the significant advantages of the debriefed offeror’s proposal.]

· The overall evaluated cost or price and technical rating, if applicable, of the successful offeror and the debriefed offeror (but only to the second level of evaluation), as well as past performance information on the debriefed offeror.

Note:  Guidelines regarding what is considered the second level of evaluation: Assume a solicitation sets forth the following three evaluation factors: Technical, Management, and Past Performance.  This would be considered the first level of evaluation, and the overall ratings for each of the three factors would be disclosed.  In addition, if several sub factors are separately rated under a factor (such as Management Approach, Proposed Staffing, and Past Corporate Experience, under the Management factor), then these sub factors constitute the second level of evaluation and their ratings would also be released.  Be prepared to explain the rationale for the ratings of the debriefed offeror’s proposal.

· The total evaluated cost/price of the debriefed offeror’s proposal should be disclosed for each contract line item (CLIN), and an explanation should be given for any significant cost realism adjustments made by the Government at the major cost element level.  However, it may be a good business practice not to disclose the specific Government cost/price adjustments to the awardee’s proposed cost/price (especially in a Cost type contract). PCO's may use their discretion here.  (See NMCAG G5215.506 Postaward Debriefing of Offerors)

· If the evaluation board used adjectival ratings, the adjectives and their definitions contained in the evaluation plan should be disclosed.  Likewise, if numerical ratings or color codes were used instead, they should also be disclosed.

· Overall ranking of all offerors.  If the source selection authority ranked the proposals, the overall ranking of all proposals must be revealed.  However, the identities of the other unsuccessful offerors should not be revealed.  Rather, those offerors should be referred to by alphanumerical letter or other designators.

· Rationale for award decision.  The Government should disclose a summary of the rationale for the contract award decision, identifying the significant advantages of the awardee’s proposal in general terms, without revealing confidential proprietary information contained in the awardee’s proposal.

· If the awardee’s proposal includes a commercial item as an end item under the contract, the make and model of the item must be disclosed.

· Reasonable responses to relevant questions about whether source selection procedures contained in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and other applicable authorities were followed.

What can not be disclosed during post award.  By law a debriefing may NOT include point-by-point comparisons of the debriefed offeror’s proposal with those of other offerors.  In addition, by law, debriefings may NOT disclose information that is exempt from release under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), relating to:

· Trade secrets;

· Privileged or confidential manufacturing processes and techniques;

· Unit prices (check with OOC if considering release)

· Commercial and financial information that is privileged or confidential, including cost breakdowns, profits, indirect cost/rates, and similar information; and

· Names of individuals providing reference information about an offeror’s past performance.

	Note:  This information is normally referred to as "proprietary information".  Proprietary information means information contained in a proposal, or otherwise submitted to the Government, that the submitter has marked as proprietary.  Proprietary information does NOT include information that is otherwise available without restriction to the Government or the public.  If you believe that information marked proprietary is not truly proprietary, you should contact the assigned legal advisor for an appropriate determination before the information is released.


Debriefing the Awardee:

Although debriefing an awardee is similar in many respects to debriefing an unsuccessful offeror, there is one significant difference—very little information is revealed regarding the proposals of the unsuccessful offerors.

Debriefing Outline:  

What follows is a suggested outline to follow when conducting a debriefing:

(1) Introduction.
(2) Explain the purpose of the debriefing.
(3) Announce the ground rules.
(4) Summarize the source selection process that was used.
(5) State the proposal evaluation factor and sub factors.
(6) Reveal the evaluation results:
· The significant advantages of the offeror’s proposal.

· The significant weaknesses of the offeror’s proposal.

· The evaluation ratings of the offeror’s proposal to the second level of evaluation, explaining the rating definitions.

· At the PCO's discretion, the Government’s total evaluated cost/price of the offeror’s proposal for each CLIN, explaining significant cost realism adjustments made by the Government to the major cost element level. 

(7) A summary of the rationale for the contract award decision.
(8) The overall ranking of all proposals, but do not identify the unsuccessful offerors by name.
(9) Answer relevant questions pertaining to whether the Government followed the source selection procedures set forth in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and other authorities.
(10) Announce that debriefing has ended.
Debriefing Memorandum:
(1) Contract file.  In accordance with FAR 15.506(f), an official summary of the debriefing shall be included in the contract file.

(2) Debriefing Memorandum importance.  

· The debriefing memorandum shall be provided in as much detail as possible.  Accordingly, it is recommended that you have a designated person take minutes of the debriefing.  The reason for this is that it is difficult to remember every statement that is made and by whom and that the minutes of a debriefing become a key document in cases where a protest is filed.

· Good debriefing memorandums are essential if the acquisition is reopened or resolicited, as a result of a protest or otherwise, within one (1) year of the contract award date.  In such circumstances, the law requires that the contracting agency make available to all offerors information regarding the proposal of the awardee that was provided to other offerors at debriefings on the prior contract.  This requirement is designed, in part, to place all offerors on a level playing field.  Accordingly, the need for good debriefing memorandums is apparent.

(3) Debriefing Memorandum contents.  The debriefing memorandum should include at a minimum:

· A list of all persons who attended the debriefing.

· A summary of the information disclosed during the briefing.  The most efficient means for doing this is to identify the charts that were used at the debriefing and attach a copy of them to the memorandum.

· The substance of all questions and answers discussed at the debriefing, including answers provided after the debriefing.

(4) Signatures.  Both the technical and procurement Government representatives should sign the debriefing minutes (debriefing memorandum).  

(5) Approvals.  The PCO should sign the debriefing memorandum for the official contract file.  
APPENDIX A:  SPAWAR ACQUISITION PLANNING 
                            PROCESS

For SPAWAR- specific guidance, please view the SPAWAR SCPPM Acquisition Plan guide:    ACQUISITION PLAN (AP).
APPENDIX B:  SSOS APPOINTMENT TEMPLATES
4200

SER      
From:
Source Selection Authority
To:
SSAC Chairman Appointee
Subj:
APPOINTMENT OF SOURCE SELECTION ADVISORY COUNCIL (SSAC) FOR XXX PROGRAM

Ref:
SPAWAR Source Selection Guide

Encl:
(1) Non-Disclosure Statement


(2) OGE Form 450

1.
You are hereby appointed as Chairman of the SSAC for the XXX Program.

2.
The following individuals are hereby appointed as members of the SSAC:

     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
3.
Name of Contracting Officer and Name of Legal Counsel will serve as advisors to the SSAC.

4.
Each member and advisor of the SSAC will be familiar with the referenced source selection guide and will provide current copies of enclosures (1) and (2) to the Contracting Officer.

5.
You are authorized to modify the membership of this Council if necessary.  Documentation effecting such modifications will include the reason for the change and will be provided to the Source Selection Authority.

6.
Upon completion of all official source selection actions for this program, this Council is terminated.

Source Selection Authority
4200

SER      
From:
Chairman, Source Selection Advisory Council
To:
SSEB Chairman Appointee
Subj:
APPOINTMENT OF SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION BOARD (SSEB) FOR XXX PROGRAM

Ref:
SPAWAR Source Selection Guide

Encl:
(1) Non-Disclosure Statement


(2) OGE Form 450

1.
You are hereby appointed as Chairman of the SSEB for the XXX Program.

2.
The following individuals are hereby appointed as members of the SSEB:

     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
3.
Name of Contracting Officer and Name of Legal Counsel will serve as advisors to the SSEB.

4.
Each member and advisor of the SSEB will be familiar with the referenced source selection guide and will provide current copies of enclosures (1) and (2) to the Contracting Officer.

5.
You are authorized to modify the membership of this Board if necessary.  Documentation effecting such modifications will include the reason for the change and will be provided to the Source Selection Authority.

6.
Upon completion of all official source selection actions for this program, this Board is terminated.

SSAC Chairman
STANDALONE TEMPLATE FORM for Individual Use:     
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APPENDIX C:  SPAWAR NON-DISCLOSURE

                            STATEMENT FOR SOURCE

                            SELECTION TEAMS
NON-DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST

SOLICITATION NO.  NXXXXX-XX-R-XXXX

I certify that I will not discuss any source selection information and/or any other aspects of the pending procurement, N-XXXX (FILL-IN), with any individual not authorized to receive such information.  The terms "source selection information" and “aspects of the pending procurement” include, but are not limited to, information such as the identity and number of contractors, subcontracting or teaming arrangements, the rankings of bids or proposals of competitors, the proposed costs or prices submitted in response to the solicitation, the number and identity of Government personnel involved, the schedule of key technical and procurement events in the source selection process, reports and evaluations of source selection panels, boards or advisory councils or any information marked as “Source Selection Information – See FAR 3.104”.  Except as specifically authorized by the Procuring Contracting Officer (PCO), the release of such information constitutes an unauthorized disclosure of advance solicitation or procurement information. Criminal and civil penalties, and administrative remedies may apply to conduct which knowingly violates the provisions of FAR 3.104.

I recognize that a significant factor in the successful and proper completion of the source selection process is the strict confidentiality observed by all Government participants in the various source selection evaluation and evaluation review teams and failure to comply with these confidentiality requirements may compromise the ultimate source selection.  I acknowledge that the unauthorized release of advance source solicitation or procurement information as defined herein may result in the termination of my participation in this procurement.

In the event I knowingly release any of the source solicitation information related to this procurement, I agree to promptly notify in writing, the Source Selection Authority, the PCO and the senior member of the proposal evaluation review group to which I am assigned as soon as practicable.  The written notification will identify the business organization or other entity, or individual person, to whom the information in question was divulged and the content of that information.

I have reviewed the attached list of offerors (prime and subcontractor(s)) and affirm that neither I, nor any member of my family or household, have holdings, financial interest, or any employment relationship, of whatever nature and to whatever extent, with any business entity listed.  In the event I later recognize a conflict of interest with any of the business entities listed, I will notify the PCO in writing to withdraw from participation in the evaluation.

____________________________

________________________________

Date







Signature







________________________________








          Printed Name

____________________________

________________________________

Position/Organization




           Office Code

STANDALONE TEMPLATE FORM for Individual Use:     
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APPENDIX D:  CONFIDENTIAL FINANCIAL 
                             DISCLOSURE REPORT

Confidential Financial Disclosure Report (OGE For 450)(Rev Jan 07)
Go to Link:  http://www.usoge.gov/pages/forms_pubs_otherdocs/fpo_files/forms/oge450_2006/oge450_automated_06.pdf
APPENDIX E:  SPAWAR PROPOSAL 

                             EVALUATION WORKSHEET
	PROPOSAL EVALUATION WORKSHEET RFP No: EVALUATOR’S NAME:                                         OFFEROR: 

	RFP REFERENCES:    FACTOR: 


	PROPOSAL REFERENCES: VOLUME/PARAGRAPH: 



	EVALUATION STANDARDS FOR THIS FACTOR:


	PAGE NUMBER:

	    SUBFACTOR:


	 PAGE NUMBER: 



	EVALUATION STANDARDS FOR THIS SUBFACTOR:


	

	Evaluation Rating: (Insert appropriate rating from applicable rating method; e.g., Excellent (E)  Good (G) Satisfactory (S)  Marginal (M)  Unsatisfactory (U)) 

	Proposal Risk Ratings: (Refer to your risk definitions,  e.g., [ ] Low [ ] Moderate  [ ] High) 

	Evaluator’s Rating: (Qualitative/Risk) 

Initial Rating: (e.g., G/M)                                Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date:

Discussions:                                                   Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date:

Final Rating:                                                    Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 

	RATIONALE: Include supporting rationale for the ratings. Using the evaluation standards and rating definitions, state the evaluation results in terms of strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, and uncertainties.  Also include any items for negotiations.  Use continuation sheets or a database as needed and a separate sheet for every factor or sub factor. 

	STRENGTHS: (Precede the strength with an (S) if it identifies a significant strength.   

	WEAKNESSES/SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESSES: (Precede the weakness with an (S) if it identifies a significant weakness.  Address the risks associated with the weakness.) 



	DEFICIENCIES: 



	ITEMS FOR NEGOTIATIONS: 




STANDALONE TEMPLATE FORM for Individual Use:     
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APPENDIX F:  SAMPLE SSEB/TEB EVALUATION 

                         NARRATIVE

The following evaluation narrative comes from actual SSEB/TEB reports.  Examples of Major/Minor Strengths and Major/Minor Weaknesses and Deficiencies are provided.  “XXX” is used to replace offeror specific language and/or Navy Program names.

ABC Company Technical Approach Subfactor A - Overall Requirements 

ABC Company’s overall rating for this subfactor is Good. The information provided is fully responsive with no significant weaknesses. The minor weaknesses are offset by the major and minor strengths and should not adversely affect expected performance. The proposal contains strengths and features that should benefit the program. ABC Company fully explained their viable end-to-end technical solution.  Their data flows in response to the use cases reflect a sound understanding of the interaction of layers and functions within layers in a TDL environment. 

Adjectival Rating: Good 

Strengths: 

[Major Strength]ABC Company fully explained their viable end-to-end technical solution.  Their solution extends SCA framework beyond waveforms to TDLs and provides a solid foundation for ABC’s applications. The offeror is preparing for “XXX” on two programs, the “XXX” as well as “XXX” independently developed “XXX”, which demonstrates that ABC Company has already developed an SCA compliant solution.

[Minor Strength] The offeror proposes to move all time functions to an SCA service. This makes time a common reference for the entire “G System” thus maintaining the requirement for a “solution that supports a true family of software system”. This also will eliminate time synchronization problems that can occur between links in a multi-TADL environment. This is a network centric approach. RFP REF [SRD Para 3.4.1.1]Section L {3.2.2.1}Prop Ref [B 1.1 Page B-6] 

Weaknesses: 
[Minor Weakness] The maturity level of the automatic code generation capability is a risk in the overall technical approach and much of the schedule and cost savings depend upon its success. This is especially a concern where ABC Company’s autocode generation approach is being applied to generate the logic for the MIL-STD data forwarding the translation trees. ABC Company describes that DISA databases will be used, but which databases they are referring to and how they can be accessed is not defined.
[MinorWeakness] The offeror's discussion of the technical approach for integrating “XXX” into Surface platforms is adequate in satisfying requirements to integrate “XXX”. Though the offeror provides a fully responsive approach to Air platform integration, the discussions for shipboard integration show minimal understanding of existing TDL functionality and inaccuracies in proposed depictions for future integration which may impact successful performance. Reference Pg. 46, Figure 27, C2P Replaced by “XXX”, Para B.2.1.1.4, Notional Shipboard Integration. 

Deficiencies:
None
ABC Company Technical/Management  Approach Subfactor B - Architectural 

The offeror demonstrates a sound understanding of the architectural requirements, with an especially good response to SCA compliance, and proposed an innovative implementation of time and navigations services in SCA and is rated Good. The information provided is fully responsive with no significant weaknesses. The minor weaknesses are offset by the major and minor strengths and should not adversely affect expected performance. The proposal contains strengths and features that should benefit the program. The offeror also proposed to supply a generic host system which will be a useful platform integration tool. The offeror proposed an innovative forwarding approach, based on XML rules which are compiled into C++ code to enhance performance.

The evaluators have some concern over the maturity and robustness of the XML to C++ code generation technique and are not clear how it will achieve JTIC certification. As mitigation, the offeror will only apply this to the lower levels of data link processing. However, this may still add some level of risk to this solution. The offeror has provided some risk reduction analysis of platform implementations, but made some errors of fact in the ship system proposal. The offeror is proposing a hybrid dataflow/database approach to forwarding which gives rise to risks associated with the fragmentation of tactical state data into multiple caches and need to retain consistency across multiple caches and the Common Object Store.

Adjectival Rating: Good 

Strengths: 
[Major Strength] The offeror displays a superior understanding of SCA and its application to “XXX”. (Proposal B-1.2.1, SRD 3.2.1.2) The offeror’s proposed solution demonstrates a strong understanding of the SCA architectural compliance requirement and provides a number of innovative enhancements to meet “XXX” architectural requirements including utilization of SCA services and the concept of abstracting out hardware and interfaces. The SCA components will have clearly defined interfaces (extensibility and modifiability) and the run-time ability to run on one or more processors based on the platform due to the SCA framework. The use of SCA device abstractions and POSIX calls provide portability between real-time and some non-real-time operating systems. These qualities would assist integrating on to the many different platforms that “XXX” is intended to run on. (SRD Section 3.2.1.2) (Vol 1 Tech and Mgmt Section B-2.1 Table 4).

[Minor Strength] The offeror provides good rational for the architectural approach; how it meets the qualities and attributes required by the SRD and why it will support the GIG ES and NCES and eventually IP interfaces. (Vol 1 Sec B-2.1.5).

[Minor Strength] The proposed dynamic link instantiation will allow a “XXX” system coupled to a “XXX” to reconfigure dynamically during a mission. A platform could change from supporting a TDL link and a UHF voice channel to supporting a TDL link and UHF Satcom to pick up a relay role from an asset that was predetermined to perform that function but could not due to equipment failure. RFP REF{SRD Para 3.4.1.8]Section L [3.2.2.l]Prop Ref {B 1.2.1 Page B-26}.

[Minor Strength] The offeror developed a version of the SCA Framework that runs under “XXX” which could be helpful for integration into legacy platforms running “XXX” (Ref. B-2.1.1.1 Notional MH-60 integration). 

[Minor Strength] The offeror has made a preliminary analysis of platform integration issues with some initial solutions. These show an attempt to de-risk the program at an early stage (although some of the solutions require further analysis). (Proposal B-2.1.1, RFP Section M1b1)

Weaknesses:
[Minor Weakness] The result of using a hybrid database/dataflow architecture is that each link stores state information in a link-specific cache. The issue of the coordination and synchronization of these caches is not addressed {B-2,2,2,3). In addition, synchronization with the main database (where it exists) is not addressed. The result is that there is a risk that forwarded data may be inconsistent with the data sent to the host system. The offeror states that faster data forwarding is the benefit of this approach; however, there is no rational or trade-off discussion supporting a need for this speed. 

[Minor Weakness] It is unclear in the technical proposal how centralizing key features as SCA services will satisfy “XXX” and legacy platform requirements. [Ref. Proposal Table 2, Figure 4].  SCA discussions in general do not fully address legacy system integration with the exception that the CHI will provide a non-SCA interface, and that POSIX compliance of the OS will allow SCA implementation [Ref. Proposal B-1.2.1 SCA para. 4]. The SRD requires that other processes can run co-resident with “XXX”. Since these platform processes may not be SCA compliant, the offeror needs to more clearly describe how the SCA compliant-design accommodates this requirement. (Vol 1 para B 2.1.1, SRD para 3.3.5e, RFP section L para 3.2.2.1).
[Minor Weakness] The offeror's discussion of the Link-4A functionality is not compliant with the SRD stating that Link-4A “...could also be added:.." The capability and functionality of the surface ship Link-4A effort is a current requirement, and the proposal seems to indicate that ABC Company’s offer does not include Link-4A. (Offeror Reference: Vol 1, Para B.2-1.1.4) & (RFP reference: Section L para 3.2.2.1 and SRD para 3.6.6 and para 3.4.2.6)

[Minor Weakness] The offeror's approach to integrate “XXX” on surface ships lacks discussion of how the SCA services approach will be merged into the ESPG, which currently does not support the SCA environment. (Offeror Reference: Vol 1, Para B.2.1.1.4) & (RFP Reference: Section L para 3.2.2.1) 

Deficiencies: 
None 
ABC Company Technical/Management Approach Subfactor H - Delivery 

The offeror’s proposal is UNSATISFACTORY for delivery and contains significant weaknesses and two deficiencies that may significantly impact performance, reliability, maintainability, and availability consideration.  The one minor strength regarding the use of “XXX” is significantly outweighed by the significant weaknesses and deficiencies.  The technical approach leverages a past “XXX” program called “XXX”.  The offeror’s technical approach does not adequately address how “XXX” can be sufficiently reworked into the modern architecture required by “XXX”. This results in a failure to adequately address how the offeror plans to meet critical short-term requirements while also achieving “XXX” long term software attributes of openness and extensibility.  The proposal is not adequately responsive and does not propose to accomplish the work in a manner which could meet the objectives of the program.  Nothing more than a discussion of “XXX” proprietary modeling tool and use of the ATAM process are provided to demonstrate the ability to meet “XXX” long-term objectives.  The proposal does not show sufficient knowledge of the B-1, a critical Increment 1 target platform.  This point is particularly disturbing as insufficient information was shown in the proposal on the specific interfaces that “XXX” will be required to accommodate on this platform and lack of knowledge or communication with the division of the offeror’s company that performs the B-1 system integration work will significantly increase the risk to successful integration on the platform.  This proposal fails to meet the expectations of the Navy, and the offeror’s approach likely will not meet the “XXX” requirements.

Adjectival Rating: Unsatisfactory 

Strengths: 
[Minor Strength] Use of the “XXX” to model the proposed “XXX” system against various host systems allows the offeror to make intelligent decisions based on parameters of actual system performance for Increment 1 target platforms.   Prior to submitting the proposal, the offeror ran models against the three operating environments specified in the SRD para. 3.1.1 and SRD Fig. 4, and determined strengths and weaknesses of their proposed technical solution.  This work could significantly reduce level of effort for the performance of the contract, decrease delivery of Prime Mission Product, and accelerate fielding times to Increment 1 target platforms.

Weaknesses:
[Significant Weakness] Platform studies are placed on the critical path as a requirement to provide specification data for Increment 1 target platform parameters to input into “XXX” and conduct tradeoff studies before finalizing design.  A delay in these studies could cause a delay in schedule for the delivery of “XXX” software for platform integration and thus short term platform requirements could be missed.  (Vol. 1, B-97, Sec. 3.3.8.3, sub-para. 1).

[Significant Weakness] The offeror submits that Increment 1 delivery will occur “X” months after contract award.  Although within the threshold for the contract (“X” months), when combined with the other risks identified in the proposal as well as a lack of clear mitigation for those risks in Increment 1, the offeror runs a high risk of schedule slip beyond “X” months of room between their proposal and the threshold provided by the Government.  This slip would result in losing the availability to meet requirements of the platforms in Increment 1 as well as the potential to miss integration into the “XXX”. (Vol 1, Integrated Master Schedule, pg. 1 of 94).

Deficiencies:
· The offeror’s proposal fails to outline any detailed methods by which to integrate “XXX” into the B-1B, a critical Increment 1 target platform, as requested in the SOW.  The failure to adequately plan for B-1B integration results in a high risk of not meeting the “XXX” Increment 1 requirement (pg. 17, para. 4.5.6, 1st sentence and SRD pg. 12, para. 3.3.1).

· The offeror does not provide incremental deliveries as required by the RFP to the Increment 1 target platforms as requested in the SOW pg. 22, Sec. 4.9.4, pg. 33para. 7.4, Sub-paragraph b, which states the offeror shall provide developmental software deliveries in support of platform integration.  ABC Company’s approach and lack of developmental software deliveries does not support early “XXX” platform integration since platforms will need to await final Increment 1 “XXX” delivery to begin critical portions of the integrated effort.
APPENDIX G:  LEGAL SSEB/TEB REVIEW FORM
Office of Counsel Technical Evaluation Board (TEB) Review Summary

	


STANDALONE TEMPLATE FORM for Individual Use:     
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APPENDIX H:  SPAWAR FINAL PROPOSAL 
                            REVISIONS PROCESS
FINAL PROPOSAL REVISIONS

1. PURPOSE
The purpose of this document is to provide the SPAWAR claimancy policy and guidance regarding final proposal revisions (formerly best and final offers).

2. POLICY  

Pursuant to FAR 15.307, offerors within the competitive range may be given several opportunities to submit proposal revisions.  However, when discussions are finally completed with all offerors, all offerors still within the competitive range shall be given an opportunity to submit a final proposal revision.  Second and subsequent requests for final proposal revisions shall be used only when necessary and unavoidable.

3. RESPONSIBILITIES  

The PCO is responsible for reviewing solicitations prior to issuance and once again before request for final proposal revisions, if any.  This review is to ensure among other things, regulatory compliance, the inclusion of mandatory clauses and provisions, and that the terms and conditions are clear, concise, and not subject to interpretation.  In addition, the PCO and other Government personnel involved in discussions with offerors, shall not engage in any of the prohibited conduct at FAR15.306 (e) (i.e. knowingly furnishing source selection information, revealing an offeror’s price without that offeror’s permission, revealing an offeror’s technical solution, and revealing the source(s) of past performance information).

4.    PROCEDURES
	Note:  Why hold discussions?  In some cases more detailed information may be necessary in order to further evaluate proposals: clarification of how quantities and time periods are priced; changes to proposed warranties; discount pricing; and others.  It may also be necessary to hold discussions based on:  A change in Government requirements or evaluation criteria.


a. During discussions: Prior to the conclusion of discussions, all issues will have been addressed and responded to by the offerors; changes to the solicitation resulting from the discussions will have been provided or discussed with all offerors in the competitive range; a common cut-off date and time for receipt of final proposals will have been established.  The goal is to ensure that all relevant issues, and terms and conditions have been discussed and resolved.

b. After discussions:  When discussions have been completed with all offerors still in the competitive range, the PCO will issue a written request for final proposal revisions.  Requests for final proposal revisions shall advise offerors that the final proposal revision shall be in writing and that the government intends to make award without obtaining further revisions.  A letter can be used for soliciting the final proposal revision; however, it is recognized that some PCO's may wish to use a conformed contract.

c. Further Clarifications/Revisions:  After receipt of final proposal revisions, minor informalities may be clarified without an additional request for final offers from all offerors.  However, if further negotiations are needed, a second final offer opportunity may be extended to all offerors.  In requesting approval to request additional final proposal revisions, the contract specialist shall provide a detailed explanation of why an additional round of proposal revisions is necessary in the Business Clearance.  

	Note:  It is at the discretion of the PCO whether or not to allow proposal revisions by oral presentations, even if the original was given in this manner.  


d. Evaluation of Final Proposal Revisions:  The same basic rules apply to evaluation of final proposal revisions as were applied to the original evaluation.  The written evaluation of final proposal revisions is separate and apart from the basic evaluation and must cover the differences, if any, between the final proposal revision and the original proposal.

5. APPROVALS 

The approving official on the business clearance memorandum is also the person who has the authority to approve entry into discussions.  In the case of competitive negotiated acquisitions under formal source selection, the contracting officer must obtain approval from the SSA. 

	Note:  Sample Clearance Recommendation Verbiage: Based upon the information contained herein, it is requested that authority be granted to include both ABC and XYZ firms in the competitive range and enter into discussions with each offeror.


6. MISCELLANEOUS
Sample Letter to Contractors Opening Discussions  

Sample Amendment
Sample Letter to Contractors on Final Proposal
Sample Face-to-Face Discussions/Oral Presentation Memo
Sample Oral Presentation Confirmation Letter
APPENDIX I:  SAMPLE SSA DECISION 
                           MEMORANDUM TEMPLATE

SOURCE SELECTION DECISION DOCUMENT

 SOLICITATION N00039-YY-R-XXXX FOR

XXXXXXX PROGRAM
1.  Decision Statement:


As the Source Selection Authority for solicitation N00039-YY-R-XXXXfor XXXXX and in accordance with FAR 15.308, I have carefully reviewed all data provided by the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB).  The selection was made based upon the factors and subfactors established in the solicitation, as well as my assessment and comparison of the strengths, weaknesses, and risks of the proposals submitted in response to the solicitation.  I have also fully relied on the Source Selection Plan (SSP) and the information included in the solicitation to ensure that the evaluations, recommendations, and source selection decision are consistent with the stated evaluation and award criteria.  I have determined that the proposal submitted by XXXX provides the best overall value to satisfy the requirements of the solicitation.  This memorandum documents the basis for my decision.

2.  Description of the Requirement.

3.  Description of the Basis for Award.
4.  List of Offerors (with evaluation ratings).

5.  Rationale for Judgments and Tradeoffs.
6.  Summary.  

Three offerors responded to the solicitation; XXX, XXX, and XXX.   As discussed above, discussions are not warranted as they would not provide any further benefit to the government.  XXX is the highest technically rated offeror and offers the lowest evaluated cost.  
Based on the foregoing rationale and supporting evaluation documentation, I have determined that the proposal submitted by XXX provides the best overall value to satisfy contract requirements.  This selection was based on the factors and subfactors established in the solicitation and my integrated assessment and comparison of the strengths, weaknesses and risks of the proposals submitted in response to the solicitation.  This memorandum documents the basis for my decision.






______________________
Source Selection Authority

STANDALONE TEMPLATE FORM for Individual Use:     
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APPENDIX J:  SPAWAR BUSINESS CLEARANCE 
                               PROCESS
In order to view SPAWAR-specific guidance for business clearances(BCs), please view the SPAWAR Policy and Procedural Manual document:
 BUSINESS CLEARANCES 
APPENDIX K:  SPAWAR LESSONS LEARNED 

  SURVEY FORM
TEB After Action Report

1. Brief generic description of Acquisition, no specific identifiers.

Some Examples:

x years of support services for the program office

x years of technical support for the development of a communications system design and development of a maritime surveillance system

production of a command and control system

2. Type of contract.  Indicate all that apply

___FFP
___CPFF
___CPAF

___Completion
___Level of effort
___IDIQ
___other (describe).

3. How many TEB members ___?  How many Advisors___?  Were contractor personnel used___?  If so, in what capacity and with what approvals________ _?

4. How many TEB members were identified prior to PR development ___?  How many TEB members participated in the development of the PR___?  How many TEB members participated in reviewing the RFP___?  How many TEB members maintained their involvement until completion___?

5. How many TEB members had SS training___?

6. How many factors were evaluated___?  How many subfactors___?

7. Duration.  Date of TEB briefing___.  Date TEB began Review of Proposals___.  Date Final TEB report accepted___.  Were pre-established schedules met___?

8. Were facilities adequate___?

9. Briefly identify issues that came up during the evaluation that lengthened the process_______.

10. Briefly identify resolution of issues______.

11. Lessons Learned.  Provide information on things you would or would not do the next time that would contribute to a more effective efficient process.

TEB After Action Report CREATE form (direct link):
Https://ecms.spawar.navy.mil/assist/tebaar.nsf/tebaar?openform&login
STANDALONE TEMPLATE FORM for Individual Use:     
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Figure 5-1:  Sample Structure of Evaluation Factors and Subfactors
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Final Rating:                                                    Evaluator Initials/ Date: Team Leader Initials/Date: 
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NON-DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST


SOLICITATION NO.  NXXXXX-XX-R-XXXX


I certify that I will not discuss any source selection information and/or any other aspects of the pending procurement, N-XXXX (FILL-IN), with any individual not authorized to receive such information.  The terms "source selection information" and “aspects of the pending procurement” include, but are not limited to, information such as the identity and number of contractors, subcontracting or teaming arrangements, the rankings of bids or proposals of competitors, the proposed costs or prices submitted in response to the solicitation, the number and identity of Government personnel involved, the schedule of key technical and procurement events in the source selection process, reports and evaluations of source selection panels, boards or advisory councils or any information marked as “Source Selection Information – See FAR 3.104”.  Except as specifically authorized by the Procuring Contracting Officer (PCO), the release of such information constitutes an unauthorized disclosure of advance solicitation or procurement information. Criminal and civil penalties, and administrative remedies may apply to conduct which knowingly violates the provisions of FAR 3.104.


I recognize that a significant factor in the successful and proper completion of the source selection process is the strict confidentiality observed by all Government participants in the various source selection evaluation and evaluation review teams and failure to comply with these confidentiality requirements may compromise the ultimate source selection.  I acknowledge that the unauthorized release of advance source solicitation or procurement information as defined herein may result in the termination of my participation in this procurement.


In the event I knowingly release any of the source solicitation information related to this procurement, I agree to promptly notify in writing, the Source Selection Authority, the PCO and the senior member of the proposal evaluation review group to which I am assigned as soon as practicable.  The written notification will identify the business organization or other entity, or individual person, to whom the information in question was divulged and the content of that information.


I have reviewed the attached list of offerors (prime and subcontractor(s)) and affirm that neither I, nor any member of my family or household, have holdings, financial interest, or any employment relationship, of whatever nature and to whatever extent, with any business entity listed.  In the event I later recognize a conflict of interest with any of the business entities listed, I will notify the PCO in writing to withdraw from participation in the evaluation.


____________________________

________________________________


Date







Signature








________________________________









          Printed Name


____________________________

________________________________


Position/Organization




           Office Code


SOURCE SELECTION SENSITIVE


SEE FAR 3.104
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Office of Counsel Technical Evaluation Board (TEB) Review Summary
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TEB After Action Report


1. Brief generic description of Acquisition, no specific identifiers.


Some Examples:

x years of support services for the program office

x years of technical support for the development of a communications system design and development of a maritime surveillance system

production of a command and control system

2. Type of contract.  Indicate all that apply

___FFP
___CPFF
___CPAF

___Completion
___Level of effort
___IDIQ
___other (describe).


3. How many TEB members ___?  How many Advisors___?  Were contractor personnel used___?  If so, in what capacity and with what approvals________ _?

4. How many TEB members were identified prior to PR development ___?  How many TEB members participated in the development of the PR___?  How many TEB members participated in reviewing the RFP___?  How many TEB members maintained their involvement until completion___?

5. How many TEB members had SS training___?

6. How many factors were evaluated___?  How many subfactors___?


7. Duration.  Date of TEB briefing___.  Date TEB began Review of Proposals___.  Date Final TEB report accepted___.  Were pre-established schedules met___?

8. Were facilities adequate___?


9. Briefly identify issues that came up during the evaluation that lengthened the process_______.

10. Briefly identify resolution of issues______.


11. Lessons Learned.  Provide information on things you would or would not do the next time that would contribute to a more effective efficient process.
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Sample TEMPLATE


SOURCE SELECTION DECISION DOCUMENT


 SOLICITATION N00039-YY-R-XXXX FOR


XXXXXXX PROGRAM

1.  Decision Statement:



As the Source Selection Authority for solicitation N00039-YY-R-XXXXfor XXXXX and in accordance with FAR 15.308, I have carefully reviewed all data provided by the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB).  The selection was made based upon the factors and subfactors established in the solicitation, as well as my assessment and comparison of the strengths, weaknesses, and risks of the proposals submitted in response to the solicitation.  I have also fully relied on the Source Selection Plan (SSP) and the information included in the solicitation to ensure that the evaluations, recommendations, and source selection decision are consistent with the stated evaluation and award criteria.  I have determined that the proposal submitted by XXXX provides the best overall value to satisfy the requirements of the solicitation.  This memorandum documents the basis for my decision.


2.  Description of the Requirement.


3.  Description of the Basis for Award.

4.  List of Offerors (with evaluation ratings).


5.  Rationale for Judgments and Tradeoffs.

6.  Summary.  


Three offerors responded to the solicitation; XXX, XXX, and XXX.   As discussed above, discussions are not warranted as they would not provide any further benefit to the government.  XXX is the highest technically rated offeror and offers the lowest evaluated cost.  

Based on the foregoing rationale and supporting evaluation documentation, I have determined that the proposal submitted by XXX provides the best overall value to satisfy contract requirements.  This selection was based on the factors and subfactors established in the solicitation and my integrated assessment and comparison of the strengths, weaknesses and risks of the proposals submitted in response to the solicitation.  This memorandum documents the basis for my decision.







______________________

Source Selection Authority
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Sample Letter Appointing Members of the


Source Selection Advisory Council




4200


SER      

From:
Source Selection Authority

To:
SSAC Chairman Appointee

Subj:
APPOINTMENT OF SOURCE SELECTION ADVISORY COUNCIL (SSAC) FOR XXX PROGRAM


Ref:
SPAWAR Source Selection Guide


Encl:
(1) Non-Disclosure Statement



(2) OGE Form 450


1.
You are hereby appointed as Chairman of the SSAC for the XXX Program.


2.
The following individuals are hereby appointed as members of the SSAC:


     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

3.
Name of Contracting Officer and Name of Legal Counsel will serve as advisors to the SSAC.


4.
Each member and advisor of the SSAC will be familiar with the referenced source selection guide and will provide current copies of enclosures (1) and (2) to the Contracting Officer.


5.
You are authorized to modify the membership of this Council if necessary.  Documentation effecting such modifications will include the reason for the change and will be provided to the Source Selection Authority.


6.
Upon completion of all official source selection actions for this program, this Council is terminated.


Source Selection Authority
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SER      

From:
Chairman, Source Selection Advisory Council

To:
SSEB Chairman Appointee

Subj:
APPOINTMENT OF SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION BOARD (SSEB) FOR XXX PROGRAM


Ref:
SPAWAR Source Selection Guide


Encl:
(1) Non-Disclosure Statement



(2) OGE Form 450


1.
You are hereby appointed as Chairman of the SSEB for the XXX Program.


2.
The following individuals are hereby appointed as members of the SSEB:


     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

3.
Name of Contracting Officer and Name of Legal Counsel will serve as advisors to the SSEB.


4.
Each member and advisor of the SSEB will be familiar with the referenced source selection guide and will provide current copies of enclosures (1) and (2) to the Contracting Officer.


5.
You are authorized to modify the membership of this Board if necessary.  Documentation effecting such modifications will include the reason for the change and will be provided to the Source Selection Authority.


6.
Upon completion of all official source selection actions for this program, this Board is terminated.


SSAC Chairman


