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Technical Evaluation Board Report for: Contractor name

Ref:	(a) TEB Consensus Evaluation Forms - _____________(CONTRACTOR NAME)
		(b) TEB Consensus Evaluation Forms - _____________(CONTRACTOR NAME)
		(c) TEB Consensus Evaluation Forms - _____________(CONTRACTOR NAME)

1. Purpose. This report provides a detailed discussion on the evaluation and findings of the Technical Evaluation Board (TEB). An evaluation of acceptable proposals was conducted in response to the Request for Proposal (RFP) Solicitation number ____(FILLOUT)

2. Authority.  The TEB was established as set forth within the formal Source Selection Plan (SSP) approved on Date:   (FILLOUT).

3. Scope. This TEB report presents all evaluation factors used to evaluate the proposals; the methodology used to make the evaluation; the strengths, weaknesses, and risks of each offeror’s proposal; and the summary and findings of the TEB.  The evaluation was conducted in accordance with the Source Selection Plan (SSP), which was approved by the Source Selection Authority (SSA). The TEB evaluated each proposal against the criteria set in Section L and M.  The overall review evaluates how each offeror meets the requirements set in Section C – Statement of  Work (SOW) of the RFP.

4. Program Background
a. The objective to be accomplished by this acquisition is as follows:
(PLACE RATIONALE HERE SIMILAR TO THE SCOPE IN THE SOW)
         
        b.       The Statement of Work was prepared by ________________(FILLOUT)

5. Offeror Information

a. Offeror Interest.
(PUT WHEN SOLICITATION WA ISSUED AND ANY AMENDMENTS WITH DATES)
 

b. Proposals.
(LIST THE CONTRACTOR NAMES WHICH SUBMITTED PROPOSALS AND NOTE WHICH ONES WERE CONSIDERED IN THE TEB) (CAN INCLUDE THE # OF PROPOSALS RECEIVED)
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6. EVALUATION:

Evaluation Factors and Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors/Subfactors:

Factors 1 – 3 are in descending order of importance: Factor 1 is more important than Factor 2. Factor 2 is more important than Factor 3.  Factor 1 is more important than the sum of Factors 2 and 3 combined.  Factor 1, 2, and 3, when combined, are more important than factor 4.

An initial “unsatisfactory” rating in Technical Capability will eliminate the offeror from consideration, unless discussions are held.  If discussions are held, a final “unsatisfactory” rating in Technical Capability will eliminate the offeror from consideration.

Factor 1:		Technical Capability	
			Subfactor 1
			Subfactor 2: 
			Subfactor 3: 

			Sub-factor 1 is more important than Subfactor 2.  Subfactor 2 is more important than Subfactor 3.
	
			Note:  (XXX Delivery Order) will be first delivery order issued 
			under this contract.

Factor 2:		Management Capability	
			Subfactor 1:
			Subfactor 2:
			Subfactor 3: 

			Sub-factor 1 is more important than Subfactor 2.  Subfactor 2 is more important than Subfactor3.

Factor 3:		Past Performance

Factor 4:		Cost/Price 

Factors Description:

Factor 1 – Technical Capability  
 (take language from Section L and SOW/PWS)

Overall, the Government has evaluated how well the offeror demonstrates its ability to meet the XXX technical support, maintenance/upgrades, and enhancements.  The Government has assessed whether the contractor’s proposal demonstrates the following:

Whether the contractor demonstrates best software development practices via the submission of the contractor’s software life cycle process.  The Government has evaluated the contractor’s actual use of their processes and work instructions by submitting any (but not more than five) of the following process artifacts from previous projects:

· Requirements traceability matrices
· Audit reports (CM, SQA, process)
· Peer review reports
· Unit test plans and results
· Risk management registers
· Action item  registers
· Completed checklists
· Software Problem Reports (SPR)
· Completed project planning documents
· Metrics data

Note: The offeror can choose to “sanitize” the above artifacts by removing sensitive content (i.e. blacking out employee names, employee numbers, etc.).

Subfactor 1:  put title

The Government evaluated how well the offeror’s approach to develop the IMPROVEITNOWenhancement meets the requirements in accordance with IMPROVEITNOWDelivery Order SOW.  The Government intends to award a delivery order for this task at the time of contract award.

Subfactor 2. API Sample Task (IMPROVEITNOW  Fixes)

The Government evaluated the offeror’s overall approach to correct the deficiencies in the IMPROVEITNOW software in accordance with the IMPROVEITNOW  Sample Task (Exhibit E).  The Government does not intend to award a delivery order based on this sample task.

Subfactor 3. Technical Data Rights

The Government evaluated the extent to which the offerors proposes to provide Unlimited Rights, or at a minimum Government Purpose Rights (GPR), in the technical data, firmware, and software to be delivered under the contract.  Accordingly, the offeror will receive favorable consideration for proposing to provide GPR or better in the technical data, firmware, and software to be delivered under this contract that might otherwise have been delivered with more restrictive rights in accordance with the DFARS data and software rights clauses of the solicitation.  This consideration however, will take into account any costs proposed for those rights.  In addition, the offeror will receive favorable consideration for proposing a solution such that all the technical data and computer software delivered under the contract will be provided with Unlimited Rights or GPR pursuant with the DFARS technical data and software rights clauses of the solicitation.

Factor 2 – Management Capability.

The Government evaluated the offeror’s Management Capability for its soundness of approach, an understanding of management requirements, capability to manage the proposed effort based on experience and qualifications, and the approach to transitioning this work from the current contractor, if applicable.  The Government evaluated the offeror’s proposed organization to satisfy the Government’s requirements and the rationale as to how the proposed organization will ensure the most effective and economical performance.   The Government has further evaluated the offeror’s Management Capability in accordance with the following subfactors:

Subfactor 1: Key Personnel
The Government has evaluated the offeror’s ability to perform effectively under this contract by possessing personnel with certain desired knowledge and experience related to the work to be performed as evidenced by the submission of resumes in accordance with Section L of this solicitation.

Subfactor 2: Management Plan

The Government has evaluated the degree to which the offeror’s Management Plan supports the delivery requirements contained in the RFP SOW and the Delivery Order 0001 SOW, including (1) organizational structure for the resulting contract; (2) the corporate approach to performing this effort, (3) the management structure for doing this work; and (4) corporate experience in performing similar work.  The Government has assess whether the offeror has identified an organization to satisfy the Government’s requirements and an organization that shows the most effective and economical performance.  The Government has evaluated the management plan for its demonstration of how tasks, milestones, costs and deliverables will be tracked and reported.  The Government has evaluated the offeror’s description of how its processes for managing and directing the effort for standardization, process control, productivity, quality, cost control, cost management, teaming, WBS, and risk management such as early identification and resolution of problems will be accomplished.  The Government has evaluated the offeror’s transition plan for demonstration of the approach for transition tasks at the completion of the resulting contract and timely disposition of task orders upon completion.  The Government has assessed whether the offeror has provided a Management Plan demonstrating the offeror’s organization available for supervision of this effort, and the overall plan for assignment and recruitment of people for this effort.  If joint proposals (teaming situations) are submitted, the Government has assessed whether the offertory’ have included a clear statement of the relationship; the procedures for using all people intended; and the percentage of work to be performed by each participant, to include labor categories and hours.

The Government has evaluated the Management Plan’s demonstration of how personnel are allocated to specific task, and how tasks, milestones, costs, and deliverables will be tracked by the offeror.  Additionally, the Government has evaluated the offertory’s approach to the following items:

a. The description of the offeror’s management approach including the proposed processes, methods, tools and extent they have been implemented and the extend to which that approach is based on experience in complete systems engineering from design to operational implementation.
b. The offeror’s matrix of appropriate workforce to be assigned to fulfill the SOW to include management expertise to accomplish the effort.  The Government has evaluated how well the matrix demonstrates the team skill mix proposed, the leadership, meeting Government requirements and the implementation of any processes, methods and tools proposed.
c. The Government has evaluated the offeror’s description of its approach to tracking and reporting status of assigned task at the Delivery Order level, the Clin level and contract level on a month-to-month basis.
d. The Government has evaluated the offertor’s Subcontractor management plan and how well it describes any proposed support organizations.  The Government has evaluated how the plan relates to the overall organizational and any proposed subcontractors or joint ventures.  The Government has further evaluate at a minimum, if the offeror has addressed the following items, if applicable:

1. How the offeror will determine whether a task is to be performed by the prime contractor of the subcontractor.
2. How the offeror will ensure the subcontractor stays within budget and time constrains for task(s) they are performing.
3. Identify the role and authority of subcontractor(s) in relation to the prime contractor.

Subfactor 3: IMPROVEITNOWDelivery Order Management Plan

The Government has evaluated the offertory’s narrative response to manage the IMPROVEITNOWsoftware enhancement tasks; specifically, how the offeror will manage its personnel resources as well as how it will track cost, schedule, and performance in relation to the delivery order.  The Government has evaluated whether the response employs best practices with regard to test management, cost accounting, and quality assurance measures.


Factor 3 – Past Performance.

The Government has evaluated the offeror’s Past Performance of relevant experience for present and past work on developing software solutions same or similar to those required for this solicitation.  The Government assigns a confidence (risk) level in the offeror’s probability of successfully performing as proposed.  The Government has review the offeror’s information as it is provided in accordance with Section L of this Solicitation.

The Government reserves the right to use past performance information obtained from sources other than those identified by the offeror.  This past performance information will be used for the evaluation of past performance.  The Government does not assume the duty to search for data to cure the problems it finds in the information provided by the offeror.  The burden of providing thorough and complete past performance information remains with the offeror.

Factor 4 – Cost/Price

The Government has perform cost analysis and cost realism analysis as applicable on each offeror’s proposal in accordance with FAR 15.404-1(c) and FAR 15.404-1(d), respectively.  Proposed costs may be adjusted, for purposes of evaluation, based upon the results of the cost realism evaluation.  When this cost realism analysis is performed and adjustments are made (if any), the resulting realistic cost estimate shall be used in the evaluation.  In addition to easily identifiable cost adjustments, unrealistic cost proposal may result in a re-evaluation and concurrent rescoring of technical proposals.  Such re-evaluation based on cost or realistic cost analysis could negatively impact the technical rating and ranking of the proposal.  The Government will arrive at a total evaluated cost for each proposal as delineated in Section L of this solicitation.

ADJECTIVAL RATINGS

In evaluating proposals, the Government will assign a rating of Outstanding, Good, Satisfactory, Marginal, or Unsatisfactory to Factors 1-3 (Technical Capability, Management Capability, and Past Performance).  A Neutral rating may be assigned for the Past Performance and Small Business utilization factors only.  The Cost/Price factor will not be assigned and adjectival rating.

The “Adjectival Rating” to be used in evaluating offeror responses comprises the following (Rating Summary listed in descending order of superiority, with the exception of Neutral):

Outstanding
Good
Satisfactory
Marginal
Unsatisfactory
Neutral

Ratings Standards.  The standards for scoring with the above adjectival ratings are defined as follows:



OUTSTANDING:

For Technical and Management assessment, “Outstanding” indicates that the offeror’s response shows a complete and comprehensive understanding of the Government’s requirement.  The offeror has convincingly demonstrated that the SOW requirements have been analyzed, evaluated and synthesized into approaches, plans and techniques, that, when implemented, should exceed the expectations of the Government.  The proposal contains major strength that convincingly demonstrates that the offeror should exceed program objectives.  The proposal contains no major weaknesses or deficiencies and any minor weaknesses are more than offset by major strength.  The risk of unsuccessful performance is low.  “Outstanding” indicates that, when implemented, the response should result in exceptional and very effective performance under the contract.

The Technical Data Rights, “Outstanding” indicates the offeror proposes to provide GPR or Unlimited Rights in all the technical data or software to be delivered under the contract not withstanding the fact that it could assert greater restrictions pursuant to DFARS 252.227-7013, DFARS 252.227-7014, and DFARS 252.227-7015.  Any costs associated with these rights must be reasonable.  Alternatively, the offeror proposes to utilize only non-proprietary solutions such that the Government will receive GPR or Unlimited Rights in all the technical data and software to be delivered under this contract pursuant to DFARS 252.227-7013, DFARS 252.227-7014, and DFARS 252.227-7015.

For past performance assessment, “Outstanding” indicates that the offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contracts exceeded contractual requirements and was accomplished with few very minor problems for which corrective actions taken by proposed to be taken by the offeror were, or are expected to be, highly effective.  Performance of completed contracts either was consistently of the highest quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to an extremely strong expectation of successful performance.

GOOD:

For Technical and Management assessments, “Good” indicates that the offeror’s response shows a nearly complete understanding of the Government’s requirements.  The offeror has clearly demonstrated that the SOW requirements have been analyzed, evaluated and synthesized into approaches, plans and techniques, that, when implemented, may exceed the expectations of the Government.  The proposal is fully responsive with strengths that indicate the proposed approach will benefit the program.  The proposal contains no major weaknesses or deficiencies and any minor weaknesses are offset by strengths and should not adversely affect performance.  The risk of unsuccessful performance is low.  “Good” indicates that, when implemented, the response should result in effective performance under the contract and produce results beneficial to the Government.

For Technical Data Rights, “Good” indicates the offeror proposes to provide GPR or Unlimited Rights in some, but not all, of the technical data and software to be delivered under the contract for which it could assert greater associated with these rights must be reasonable.

For past performance assessment, “Good” indicates that the offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contracts met contractual requirements and was accomplished with some minor problems for which corrective actions taken by, or proposed to be taken by the offeror were or, are expected to be, effective.  Performance of completed contracts either was a high quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance records leads to an expectation of successful performance.




SATISFACTORY:

For Technical and Management assessments, “Satisfactory” indicates that the offeror’s response shows an adequate understanding of the Government’s requirements.  The offeror has demonstrated that the SOW requirements have been analyzed, evaluated and synthesized into approaches, plans, and techniques, that, when implemented, should meet the expectations of the Government.  The proposal contains no deficiencies and any majors/minor weaknesses are generally offset by strengths.  The proposal is adequately responsive to the SOW requirements and the risk of unsuccessful performance is medium.  “Satisfactory” indicates that the response does not contain weaknesses that could jeopardize the offeror’s ability to meet requirements of the SOW.

For Technical Data Rights, “Satisfactory” indicates the offeror proposes to provide only those rights in the technical data and software to be delivered under the contract to which the Government is entitled under DFARS 252.227-7013, DFARS 252.227-7014, DFARS 252.227-7015, and the proposal contains deliverables for which the offeror has asserted restrictions greater than GPR.

For past performance assessment, “Satisfactory” indicates that the offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contracts met contractual requirements.  Such prior performance was accomplished with some problems for which corrective action by or, proposed to be taken by, the offeror were, or are expected to be, effective.  Performance of completed contracts was of adequate or better quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to an expectation of adequate performance.

MARGINAL:

For Technical and Management assessments, “Marginal” indicates that the offeror’s response shows a superficial or limited understanding of the Government’s requirement.  The offeror has not clearly demonstrated that the SOW requirements have been analyzed, evaluated and synthesized into approaches, plans and techniques, that, when implemented, will meet the expectations of the Government.  Although the proposal may have some strength, the proposal does not generate a high level of confidence that the expected performance will be achieved without difficulty.  The proposal contains weaknesses and/or deficiencies although they are generally correctable.  The risk of unsuccessful performance is high.  “Marginal” indicates that, when implemented without some corrective action, the contractor will fail to meet requirements and result in unsuccessful performance, and therefore may be precluded from further consideration.

For Technical Data Rights: N/A

For past performance assessment, “Marginal” indicates that the offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contracts did not meet some contractual requirements and resulted in some serious problems, for which the contractor either failed to identify or implement corrective actions in a timely manner, or for which the corrective actions implemented or proposed were or, are expected to be, only partially effective.  Performance of completed contracts was consistently of mediocre quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to an expectation that successful performance might be difficult to achieve or that it can occur only with increased levels of government management/oversight.




UNSATISFACTORY:

For Technical and Management assessments, “Unsatisfactory” indicates that the offeror’s response shows a lack of understanding of the Government’s requirements.  The offeror has failed to demonstrate that the SOW requirements have been analyzed, evaluated and synthesized into approaches, plans and techniques, that, when implemented, will meet expectations of the Government.  Although the proposal may have some strength, substantive corrective action amounting to a wholly new proposal would be required to prevent weaknesses and deficiencies from adversely affecting the overall program.  The proposal contains weaknesses and at least one deficiency and the risk of unsuccessful performance is high. “Unsatisfactory” indicates that the response, as submitted, clearly does not meet the requirements set forth in the SOW and is incapable of being made acceptable and should be precluded from further consideration.

For Technical Data Rights, “Unsatisfactory” indicates the offeror asserts restrictions in technical data and software to be delivered under the contract to which it is not entitled to assert under DFARS 252.227-7013, dears 252.227-7014, and DFARS 252.227-7015.

For past performance assessment, “Unsatisfactory” indicates the offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contract(s) did not meet most contractual requirements and recovery did not occur within the period of performance.  The assessed prior performance reflected serious problem(s) for which the offeror either failed to identify or implement corrective actions or for which corrective actions, implemented, or proposed to be implemented, were, or are expected to be, mostly ineffective.  Performance over completed contracts was consistently of poor quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to a strong expectation that successful performance will not be achieved or that it can occur only with greatly increased levels of Government management and oversight.

NEUTRAL (Past Performance and Small Business Utilization Only):

For past performance assessment, “neutral” indicates the offeror lacks a record of relevant or available past performance history.  There is no expectation of either successful or unsuccessful performance based on the offeror’s past performance record.

DEFINITIONS:

The following provide details on the pertinent definition used with evaluation ratings:

a. “Strengths” means that part of a response that ultimately represents a benefit to the Government and is expected to increase the quality of the offeror’s performance.  Strengths are typically, but not limited to, high quality personnel, facilities, organizational experience, management, past performance, and/or technical capabilities that may allow the offeror to perform the work more cost-effectively or provide enhanced performance.  Strength may be either major or minor depending on the degree to which it will benefit the Government and/or increase the quality of the offeror’s performance.

b. “Weaknesses” means a flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  It is that part of a response, which detracts from the offeror’s ability to meet the government’s requirements or results in inefficient or ineffective performance.  Weaknesses are typically, but not limited to, less-than-average quality personnel, facilities, organizational experience, management, past performance, and/or technical capabilities that may cause the offeror to perform the work less cost-effectively or not to meet requirements.  A weakness may be either major or minor, depending on the degree to which it detracts from the offeror’s ability to meet requirements and/or increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.


c. “Risk” means 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 for the Technical and Management assessment should be identified as high, medium, or low as follow:

(1) HIGH: The offeror approach is very unlikely to meet the requirements of the RFP and may require major revisions and excessive Government assistance during performance.
(2) MEDIUM: The offeror’s approach is likely to meet the requirements of the RFP with minor revisions in most areas and moderate Government assistance during performance.
(3) LOW: The offeror’s approach is very likely to meet the requirements of the RFP with only minor or no revisions and very little, if any, Government assistance during performance.

d. Deficiencies means any part of a response that fails to meet a material Government requirement as established in the solicitation (e.g., omission of data required to assess compliance with the evaluation factors; ambiguities that must be resolved before an assessment of compliance can be made; or, an exception to any of the terms and conditions of the solicitation), or a combination of major weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.
e. Errors and Omissions.  Information requested in Section L of the solicitation that was not provided in the response.  An omission is not necessarily a deficiency.

Since it is impossible to anticipate the nature of each offeror’s proposal in advance or to describe the myriad qualities and considerations that could result in one of the above meanings for ratings, these definitions should be looked upon as examples of typical characteristics of that rating, and should be used as a guide or reference rather than a rigid measure to be followed word-for-word.  Evaluators will select the rating/definition that most closely fits the value of the offeror’s proposed performance, after providing a narrative description of the evaluation.

(End of provision)

























7. EVALUATION:


EVALUATION SUMMARY
	OFFEROR(S):
	OVERALL RATING:
	SECTION:
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SECTION A:

FACTOR AND SUBFACTOR SUMMARY: 



	FACTOR/ SUBFACTOR NUMBER
	 SOW PARAGRAPH
REFERENCE
	FACTOR / SUB-FACTOR


	FACTOR / SUBFACTOR RATING 

	1
	 
	FACTOR 1 - TECHNICAL CAPABILITY
	 

	1.1
	 
	SUB-FACTOR  ENHANCEMENT TASK
	 

	1.2
	 
	SUB-FACTOR  API SAMPLE TASK
	 

	1.3
	 
	SUB-FACTOR  TECHNICAL DATA RIGHTS
	 

	2.
	 
	FACTOR 2 – MANAGEMENT CAPABILITY
	 

	2.1
	 
	SUB-FACTOR KEY PERSONNEL
	 

	2.2
	 
	SUB-FACTOR MANAGEMENT PLAN
	 

	2.3
	 
	SUB-FACTOR IMPROVEITNOWDelivery Order Management Plan
	 

	3.
	 
	 FACTOR 3 – PAST PERFORMANCE
	 

	4.
	 
	 FACTOR 4 – COST/ PRICE
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 TOTAL RATING
	 
	 
	 




	Overall Offeror Summary:














· FACTOR 1.       		Technical Capability				Rating:

Summary:






· SUB-FACTOR 1.1                 Enhancement Task                                     Rating:

Summary:






· SUB-FACTOR 1.2                 API Sample Task				Rating:

Summary:






· SUB-FACTOR 1.3                  Technical  Data Rights			Rating:

Summary:






· FACTOR 2.		              Management Capability		            Rating:

Summary:







· SUB-FACTOR 2.1                     Key Personnel				Rating:

Summary:






· SUB-FACTOR 2.2                     Management Plan			Rating:

Summary:







· SUB-FACTOR 2.3  IMPROVEITNOWDelivery Order Management Plan 	Rating:

Summary:




· FACTOR 3.

Summary:






· FACTOR 4.

Summary:









TEB FACTOR /SUBFACTOR EVALUATION FORM

OFFEROR: __________________________________ ID:_______  RATING:

EVALUATION: _____________________________

FACTOR: Past Performance


	STRENGTHS:

	 

	WEAKNESSES:

	 

	RISK:

	 

	DEFICIENCIES:

	 

	ERRORS & OMISSIONS:

	 

	ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

	 



SOURCE SELECTION SENSITIVE
Federal Acquisition Regulation 2.101 and 3.104
For Official Use Only
- 1 -
