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GENERAL INFORMATION

This template is comprised of two parts.  Chapters 1-5 provide working instructions in a workbook format.  This part provides detailed working instructions to the Source Selection Organization to include the Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC) and the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB).  Appendices A-C provide the second part to the Source Selection Plan (SSP).  Both parts comprise the SSP.

Keep in mind that the Template to include the Table of Contents is only a guide to assist in developing the SSP.  It must be tailored to fit the individual acquisition requirements.  Users may choose to delete the Table of Contents in lieu of revising the hyperlinks and renumbering paragraphs to the SSP.

CHAPTER 1.0.  OVERVIEW OF ACQUISITION OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE SOURCE SELECTION PLAN (SSP).

1.1.  Purpose.  This template is intended for use in acquisitions greater than $10 million, but may be tailored for lower dollar acquisitions.  The plan describes the objectives, organization, and established procedures for evaluating the proposals submitted in response to (solicitation name) number) DCAXXX-XX-R-XXXX.

NOTE:  Tailor this template to the specific requirements and evaluation criteria reflected in a specific solicitation.

1.2.  Description of Information Technology (IT) to be Acquired.

· Provide full description

· (Solicitation name) accommodates the following IT solutions under XX Task Areas:

1.3.  Source Selection Objective.  The principal objective of the source selection process is to conduct an impartial, equitable, and comprehensive evaluation of each offeror’s proposal and select the offeror(s) who best meets the Government’s needs, as defined in the solicitation.  Awards will be made to the offeror(s) that the Source Selection Authority (SSA) determines to be the most advantageous to the Government representing the best value, technical capability, past performance, price, and other factors considered.
1.4.  Assumptions and Constraints.  The selection process must be objective, orderly, efficient, and comply with DoD acquisition policies:  

· Evaluate the proposal with criteria that relate directly to Section L, Instructions, Conditions, and Notices to Offerors or Respondents; and Section M, Evaluation Factors for Award of the solicitation.

· Use a descriptive narrative and color code scheme for the rating system, and analyze technical proposals.  All non-cost proposal volumes are collectively termed “technical proposals”.

· Completely document the evaluation criteria, standards, and rating system prior to proposal review.  Prior to releasing the solicitation, the Source Selection Authority (SSA) must approve the SSP.  The SSA must approve any changes to the SSP.

· Cost and price analysis and the examination of price reasonableness and completeness form the basis of the price evaluation.

· The contracting officer conducts all communications with the offerors regarding this acquisition.

· In the event any member of either the Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC) or the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) has or may have a financial interest in any of the competing companies, the member shall immediately consult with the contracting officer and general counsel.
1.5.  Document Organization--  

· Chapter 1.0, an overview of the acquisition objectives and the scope of the SSP;

· Chapter 2.0, an overview of the source selection organization and the roles and responsibilities of the components of the organization;

· Chapter 3.0, the major events of the source selection process;

· Chapter 4.0, an overview of the proposal evaluation;

· Chapter 5.0, detail evaluation procedures;

· Appendix A, Section M of the solicitation;

· Appendix B, Specific evaluation procedures;

· Appendix C, Evaluation Standards; and

· Appendix D, Independent Government Cost Estimate (IGCE).
1.6.  Confidentiality Considerations.  Due to the sensitive nature of negotiated acquisitions, and in accordance with relevant acquisition policy guidance, all personnel involved in the (solicitation name) source selection, described in the preceding paragraphs, will maintain the confidentiality of this procurement action.  Evaluators, reviewers, and advisors are required to file a DISA Form 546D, Certificate of Nondisclosure and be briefed on the need to guard against any casual conversations or correspondence that may compromise the integrity of the source selection.  All documents generated that contain source selection-related information will be given appropriate markings, as prescribed by FAR sections 2.101 and 3.104, and protected accordingly.

1.7.  Acquisition Strategy.

1.7.1.  Requirement for Acquisition.  (Insert particulars for the current solicitation).

1.7.2.  Acquisition Planning.  The (solicitation name) Acquisition Plan addresses contract objectives and considerations, life-cycle costs, acquisition schedule and milestones, and all considerations required by the FAR.  The Director for Acquisition, Logistics, and Facilities approved the (solicitation name) Acquisition Plan on (insert approval date).  The Government anticipates (single)(multiple) award of contract(s) resulting from the solicitation, including both full and open awards, and awards set-aside for small business concerns (tailor as appropriate).  While the number and type of awards is not known at the outset, the Government reserves the right to award one, several, or no contracts, depending on the quality of the proposals received, and the availability of funds.  The contracts will be written with a maximum contract life of XX years (base period and XX one-year option periods.

1.7.3.  Contracting.  The Government intends to award contracts to offerors whose proposals represent the best value in accordance with the evaluation criteria identified in the solicitation.  Insert information if both large and small business awards are anticipated and the contract type(s).  Task orders will be issued for specific tasks submitted by customer agencies.  Performance-based services acquisition (PBSA) techniques will be applied to task orders issued under this contract to the maximum extent practicable.

CHAPTER 2.0.  ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES.

2.1.  Organizational Structure.  Three primary organizational components comprise the Source Selection Organization (SSO)--

· Source Selection Authority (SSA);

· Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC); and

· Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB)

2.2.  Source Selection Authority.  The SSA is responsible for the proper and efficient conduct of the entire source selection process and has full authority to select the source or sources offering the best value to the Government.  The SSA appoints the SSAC Chairperson, members of the SSAC, and selects the successful proposal(s).  Specifically, the SSA:
· Ensures a fair competition and endorses the Acquisition Plan to the Senior Procurement Executive (SPE) for approval;

· Reviews and approves the SSP and Sections L and M of the solicitation prior to solicitation release to ensure consistency among solicitation requirements, Notices to Offerors, Proposal Preparation Instructions, evaluation factors, subfactors and elements, solicitation provisions or contract clauses, and data requirements;

· Reviews and considers recommendations in the SSAC report.  Makes the final selection decision of the offeror(s) whose proposal represent(s) the best value to the Government and ensures the Source Selection Decision (SSD) Memorandum explains the rationale for the decision.  Signs the SSD Memorandum upon completion of the source selection decision process.  The SSA may reject all proposals received in response to a solicitation if doing so is in the best interest of the Government;

· Approves the competitive range determination received from the contracting officer; and

· Maintains a copy of the SSP (and all revisions) and the solicitation (and all amendments thereto).  These documents shall be considered as the master copy and shall be used for the source selection evaluation.  These copies shall be the same as those maintained by the contracting officer as part of the contract file.

2.3.  Source Selection Advisory Council.  The SSAC functions as an advisory council to the SSA for the source selection process, and prepares the comparative analysis of the evaluation results.  The SSAC Chairperson is responsible for the proper and efficient operation of the SSAC in its advisory role.  Specifically, the SSAC Chairperson--

· Nominates, in writing, SSAC members, subject to approval of the SSA;

· Appoints, in writing, the SSEB Chairperson, subject to approval of the SSA;

· Convenes and chairs the SSAC meetings;

· Ensures preparation of the SSAC report and forwards it to the SSA.  The SSAC report incorporates the SSEB Chairperson’s report and provides a summary of each proposal in the competitive range, with comparative analyses of both cost and non-cost factors; a discussion of the overall impact of significant risks associated with each proposal in the competitive range; and a summary of issues considered significant to the SSA’s decision;

· Prepares the SSD Memorandum for the SSA’s signature; and

· Plans and coordinates the times and dates for key SSA and SSAC meetings.

2.4.  Source Selection Evaluation Board Chairperson.  The SSEB Chairperson is responsible for all activities necessary to conduct and document the source selection evaluation process.  The SSEB Chairperson--
· Provides leadership and administrative services for the evaluation team, and ensures adherence to all security requirements described in the SSP;

· Appoints the team leaders and members for the Past Performance, Technical and Management Approach, and Cost and Price Teams, subject to approval of the SSA; and

· The SSEB Chairperson or the contracting officer prepares the appointment and approval memoranda.

2.4.1.  Source Selection Evaluation Board Team Organization.
· The SSEB is comprised of personnel from across the Government with the appropriate functional and technical skills necessary to provide a complete and balanced evaluation of the offerors’ proposals.

· Three teams comprise the SSEB--

· Past Performance;

· Technical and Management Approach; and

· Cost and Price

2.4.2.  Evaluation Team Responsibilities and Duties.  Each Team Leader is responsible for evaluating the relevant portions of each proposal and documenting the team findings for the SSEB Evaluation Report.  Team Leaders function as evaluators and voting members for their respective team.  Each team evaluates all proposals, and reports findings to the SSEB Chairperson.  The teams provide additional information to the SSAC through the SSEB Chairperson as requested.  Each team--

· Conducts a complete review, validation, and evaluation of each proposal against the approved evaluation criteria;

· Prepares and submits to the SSAC Chairperson and contracting officer, an SSEB Evaluation Report of the initial and final evaluations against the criteria stated in Section M of the solicitation;

· Provides briefings and consultations concerning the evaluation as required by the SSAC; and

· Supports the SSAC and contracting officer during discussions if award without discussions is not possible. 

2.5.  Acquisition Manager/Program Manager (AM/PM).  The AM/PM sponsors the acquisition requirement and may be the SSAC Chair.  The AM/PM--

· Articulates the requirement in the acquisition package;

· Prepares and coordinates the acquisition package including, but not limited to, the following:

· SSA appointment memorandum

· Acquisition Plan (AP) and convening AP Integrated Process Team (IPT)

· Performance Work Statement (PWS), or Statement of Objectives (SOO)

· Source Selection Plan (SSP)

· Independent Government Cost Estimate (IGCE);

· Performs market research.  Reviews existing contract vehicles within the DISA enterprise, DoD enterprise, and other federal vehicles;

· Reviews contracting opportunities for small businesses; and

· Assists the contracting officer in solicitation development.

2.6.  Contracting Officer.  The contracting officer has the authority to enter into, administer, or terminate contracts.  The contracting officer ensures performance of all necessary actions for effective contracting.  The contracting officer--
· Prepares the solicitation, ensuring inclusion of all clauses required by law, regulation, and agency;

· Prepares Section L instructions to guide offerors in preparing proposals, including proposal organization, and format;

· Prepares Section M information identifying all significant factors, subfactors, and their relative importance that the Government will evaluate in awarding a contract;

· Issues solicitations to potential sources and amends solicitations, as required;

· Serves as the focal point for inquiries from actual or prospective offerors after release of solicitation;

· Controls exchanges with offerors after receipt of proposals;

· Ensures offerors receive impartial, fair, and equitable treatment;

· Maintains a copy of the SSP and all revisions, the AP, the solicitation, and all amendments thereto as part of the contract file; (These documents must be the same as those maintained by the SSA)

· Develops the competitive range determination;

· Provides business advice to the SSA, the SSAC, and the SSEB;

· Prepares notice of award;

· Awards the contract(s); and

· Debriefs unsuccessful offerors.

2.7.  Source Selection Organization.  The SSO is structured to group skilled personnel, homogeneous tasks, and responsibilities in balance to provide the most reasonable mechanism for proposal evaluation and source selection.  This organization must--

· Be flexible to meet the circumstances surrounding the immediate effort;

· Avoid redundant responsibilities;

· Ensure the separation of the evaluation process from the source selection decision;

· Provide for both horizontal and vertical channels of communication among participants; and

· Be staffed on a minimum essential basis only.

2.8.  Source Selection Organization Chart.  Figure 2.1 provides an illustration of the source selection organization.

Figure 2-1

Typical SSO Organization












CHAPTER 3 - SOURCE SELECTION EVENTS.

3.1.  Introduction.  The Government conducts the evaluation and selection of proposals in accordance with the source selection procedures prescribed in FAR Part 15, Contracting by Negotiation.  The SSP outlines implementation of these procedures.  The source selection is accomplished through a series of events leading to contract award.  

3.2.  Develop the Request for Proposals (RFP).  In order to solicit quality proposals, prepare the RFP to clearly communicate the Government’s needs and the evaluation criteria for proposal review.  The RFP is a formal statement of specific requirements and specifications for the acquisition.  The evaluation criteria structure depicted in the SSP must be identical to that contained in the RFP to assist offerors in preparation of their proposals.  The RFP was prepared by the (solicitation name) Integrated Process Team, consisting of representatives from (list organizations).
3.3.  Release Draft RFP (DRFP) for Comments.  In order to solicit industry response to the requirements contained in the RFP, a DRFP was released for comment on (insert date).  The DRFP allowed potential offerors and other industry and Government representatives to comment on the draft set of requirements and provide input for the Government’s consideration in developing the final RFP.  The release of the DRFP was announced on (insert date) on the Contracting Opportunties web page, and on (insert date) posted to the Federal Business Opportunities (FedBizOpps) page.  Respondents were asked to return all comments and suggested changes no later than (insert date).  Approximately XX questions and comments were received from more than XX interested offerors.  Answers to the questions were posted on (insert date).

3.4.  Develop the Source Selection Plan.  The SSP forms the basis for development of Sections L and M of the solicitation and may be updated after solicitation issuance only with the approval of the SSA.  The SSP documents the process and structure that the Government uses to select the contractor(s) to provide IT solutions for the (solicitation name), and covers all essential elements to conduct the source selection in a clear and understandable manner.  
3.5.  Release Final RFP.  Following incorporation of comments from the DRFP and completion of the final RFP, a pre-solicitation notice was placed on the FedBizOpps web site on (insert date), announcing the planned release of the final RFP to industry.  The final RFP was released on or about (insert date), at which time it was posted to the Contracting Opportunities web site.

3.6.  Develop Evaluation Standards.  Appendix C explains the key concepts of source selection and describes the evaluation methodology.  It includes the evaluation standards by which each proposal will be evaluated.  The SSA must approved the standards prior to receipt of offeror’s proposals.  Standards will only be included in the SSP; they will not be included in the 

solicitation.  Standards shall not be released to any potential offeror or to anyone who is not directly involved in the source selection evaluation process.  The standards must be consistent with Sections L and M of the solicitation and with the SSP.

3.7.  Evaluate Proposals.  Past Performance, Technical and Management Approach, and cost and price proposals are independently evaluated.  The cost and price team is physically separated from the technical teams.  The offerors’ unsanitized cost proposals are separated from the technical proposals.  The cost and price team members may not discuss any aspect of the offerors’ pricing with any technical team member until completion of the initial evaluation.  Once the initial evaluations are completed, teams (cost and price included) are encouraged to share the cost or pricing data for an analysis of the proposed methodology to ensure the offeror understands the requirements of the solicitation.  

Evaluate all technical proposals in accordance with the evaluation criteria specified in the solicitation using the procedures outlined in the Appendix B.  Evaluate cost and price proposals in accordance with the cost and price criteria contained in the solicitation.  The evaluation teams evaluate each of their respective volumes for each offeror’s proposal, prepare the Initial Evaluation Report, and provide this report through the team leaders to the SSEB Chairperson who forwards it to the contracting officer.  The Initial Evaluation Report documents the ratings of each offeror, the cost and price of each offeror, and discusses each offeror’s strengths, weaknesses, and risks.  It forms the basis for identifying proposals that do not have a chance of award.
3.8.  Determination of the Competitive Range.  Before issuing a solicitation, the Government determines if it intends to award the contract(s) without discussions and documents its approach in the SSP.  If discussions are required and based on the ratings of each proposal against all evaluation criteria, the contracting officer with the approval of the SSA develops a competitive range comprised of the most highly rated proposals.

3.9.  Provide Competitive Range Debriefs.  If a competitive range is developed, the contracting officer may offer a limited debriefing to those offerors not included in the competitive range.  The contracting officer offers this debriefing shortly after approval of the competitive range determination, and provides an overview of the source selection process to demonstrate the procedures followed.

3.10.  Discussions and Final Proposal Revisions.  Following the competitive range determination, the contracting officer, assisted by the SSAC and SSEB members if requested, holds discussions with each offeror in the competitive range.  Following discussions, the contracting officer requests that each offeror submit its final proposal revisions.  The SSEB evaluates each final proposal revision and prepares the Final Evaluation Report that documents the ratings of each offeror, the cost and price of each offeror, and discusses each offeror’s strengths, weaknesses, and risks.  The SSEB Chairperson forwards the Final Evaluation Report to the SSAC Chairperson.

3.11.  Source Selection Decision.  The SSAC analyzes the findings of the Final Evaluation Report, and prepares the SSAC Analysis Report which is a comparative analysis of the proposals.  It does not include award recommendations.  The SSA determines the successful offeror(s).

3.12.  Award Contract(s).  Contract(s) will be awarded to the offeror(s) whose proposal(s) represent(s) the best value to the Government, cost, and other factors considered.  Cost and price is considered, although it is of lesser importance than Past Performance and Technical and Management Approach.  Pursuant to FAR Subpart 15.1, the Government may award to other than the lowest priced offer or to other than the highest technically rated offer.  The Government will award the contract(s) to the responsive, responsible offeror(s) whose proposal(s) provide(s) the most advantageous, reasonable, and affordable alternative(s) to the Government, consistent with the solicitation.

3.13.  Conduct Debriefings.  After award, the contracting officer extends an invitation to all offerors, both successful and unsuccessful, to a debriefing of their individual proposals (the offerors must specifically request a debriefing).  In the case of unsuccessful offerors, the debriefing is coordinated in advance with the SSAC, SSA, and reviewed by legal counsel.  The debriefing shall not include point-by-point comparisons of the debriefed offeror’s proposal with those of the other offerors.  The debriefing shall not reveal any information prohibited from disclosure by FAR Subpart 24.2, or exempt from release under the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552).  Debriefings include an overview of the source selection process to demonstrate the procedures followed and conducted in accordance with FAR Subpart 15.5, Post award Debriefing of Offerors.  

CHAPTER 4.0.  EVALUATION PROCEDURES.

4.1.  Governing Regulations.  The Government conducts the evaluation and selection of proposals in accordance with source selection procedures prescribed in FAR Subpart 15.3.  In accordance with FAR Subpart 15.1, a tradeoff is applied when technical or past performance considerations play a dominant role in the source selection.

4.2.  Proposal Review.
· Before evaluating any proposals, each evaluation team member must read this SSP with particular emphasis on understanding the Source Selection Organization and Responsibilities (Section 2.0), Proposal Evaluation Process (Section 5.0) and Evaluation Standards (Appendix C).  The offerors’ proposals are evaluated in a sequence as determined by the team leader.  Evaluate all proposals in a consistent manner.  Any changes to procedures or methods employed by an individual evaluator after the evaluation begins may jeopardize the integrity of the process and require reevaluation of previous proposals.

· Each team member must follow the prescribed procedures when evaluating all offeror’s proposals.  Any deviation from these procedures could compromise the evaluation and prompt offerors to protest, resulting in a contract award being suspended, the Government directed to re-evaluate proposals, and possibly a new award made.

· Each team member must review the entire solicitation including the contracting officer’s cover letter and amendments; study the solicitation sections for which the member is responsible, including the Performance Work Statement (Section C), Instructions for Preparation of Proposals (Section L), and Evaluation Factors for Award (Section M); review all questions and answers regarding the solicitation; and thoroughly read the assigned portions of each proposal.

· If at any point during the evaluation, an evaluator discovers information that indicates a need for a revision to the procedures, the evaluator immediately notifies the team leader.  The SSEB Chairperson coordinates with the contracting officer for any required corrective action.

4.3.  Contact With Offerors.  In no case will evaluation team members initiate contact with offerors concerning their proposals.  Forward all required communications through the SSEB Chairperson to the contracting officer.  Evaluation team members must notify the SSEB Chairperson of any attempt by an offeror to contact an evaluator.  The contracting officer controls all exchanges with offerors.  Any unauthorized contact by any evaluator with an offeror may compromise the integrity of the evaluation process; result in immediate dismissal from the evaluation team, and possible disciplinary action.

4.4.  Method of Evaluation.  Use the web-based source selection tool to receive, safeguard, store electronic proposals, and document the evaluation.  The SSEB Chairperson ensures that the source selection tool provides adequate protection from unauthorized disclosure of source selection information.

4.5.  Working Files.  Keep working notes only as long as necessary to document the evaluation.  Prior to generating the consensus evaluation for any subfactor, complete individual draft evaluator forms in the source selection tool are printed and provided to the SSEB Chairperson for retention to document the evaluation process.  After the source selection memorandum is signed and after the source selection briefings are performed, other working notes shall be destroyed by shredding or otherwise disposed in a manner as prescribed by the SSEB Chairperson after coordination with the SSA and contracting officer.

CHAPTER 5.0.  PROPOSAL EVALUATION PROCESS.

5.1.  Methodology.  Each offeror will submit a four-volume written proposal.  Volumes I and II constitute the “Technical Proposal”.  Volume III is the Cost and Price Proposal and Volume IV contains Contract Information.  
5.1.1.  Proposals.  The contracting officer requests written proposals from offerors.  The written proposals address Past Performance, Technical and Management Approach, and Cost and Price.  

5.1.1.1.  Executive Summary.  Offerors provide an executive summary that describes the significant attributes and theme of its proposal.

5.1.1.2.  Volume I, Past Performance.  Volume I Past Performance documents the offeror’s past performance on efforts performed within the last three years, or ongoing, having task requirements similar to the (solicitation name) Task Areas (Section C).  Volume I, Section 1, Past Performance, Technical, contains technical past performance information and consists of four sections:

NOTE:  TAILOR THE NUMBER OF PAST EFFORTS TO THE PARTICULAR REQUIREMENTS.  THE TEMPLATE USES FOUR FOR CONSISTENCY OF THE TEMPLATE.

· Section 1 - Previous Contracting Effort 1;

· Section 2 - Previous Contracting Effort 2;

· Section 3 - Previous Contracting Effort 3; and

· Section 4 - Previous Contracting Effort 4

Volume I - Past Performance.

Section 1 - Previous Contracting Effort 1--

· Part 1 - Past Performance Data;

· Part 2 - Cost Control;

· Part 3 – Schedule;

· Part 4 - Mission Requirements;

· Part 5 – Quality;

· Part 6 - Socioeconomic Goals;

· Part 7 - Subcontracting Management;

· Part 8 - Business Relations; and

· Part 9 – Management of Key Personnel.

Section 2 - Previous Contracting Effort 2--

· Parts 1-9 - Same as Section 1.

Section 3 - Previous Contracting Effort 3--

· Parts 1-9 - Same as Section 1.

Section 4 - Previous Contracting Effort 4--

Parts 1-9 - Same as Section 1.

5.1.1.3.  Volume II, Technical, and Management Approach.
· Section 1, Technical Solutions; and 

· Section 2, Management Solutions

Volume II – Technical and Management Approach.

Section 1 - Technical Solutions (tailor as necessary.)

· Part 1 - Integrated and Interoperable Planning and Direction;

· Part 2 - Integrated and Interoperable Organizations;

· Part 3 - Integrated and Interoperable Processes;

· Part 4 - Integrated and Interoperable Financial Resources;

· Part 5 - Integrated and Interoperable Information and Systems; and

· Part 6 - Integrated Physical Assets, Logistics, Maintenance, and Supply Chain Processes.

Section 2 - Management Solutions.

· Part 1 - Organizational Structure;;

· Part 2 - Quality Recognition and Certifications;

· Part 3 - Electronic Commerce and Business;

· Part 4 - Ability to Recruit, Train, and Maintain High-Quality Personnel; and

· Part 5 - Small Business Plan, if applicable.

5.1.1.4.  Volume III, Cost and Price.  The offeror submits a cost and price proposal to outline proposed rates for each of the labor categories defined in Section B of the solicitation for the base period and for each option year of the contract, as well as the mark-up percentages for travel, materials, and Other Direct Costs (ODCs).

Volume III – Cost and Price.
· Section B - Labor Rates (Base Period and XX Option Year Periods);

· Section B – Travel, materials, and ODCs Mark-up Percentages (Base Period and XX Option Year Periods); and

· Section B - Additional Proposed Labor Categories and Section B - Labor Rates in Microsoft Excel Spreadsheet Format.

5.1.1.5.  Volume IV, Contract Information.  Contains the information necessary to award the contract.

Volume IV - Contract Information.
· Section 1 - Transmittal Letter, SF 33, Solicitation, Offer and Award;

· Section 2 - Section K, Representations, Certifications, and Other Statements of Offerors;

· Section 3 - Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) Pre-award Clearance; and

· Section 4 - Subcontracting Plan (Large Businesses Only).
5.2.  Training.  Prior to the training, each member is provided a copy of the solicitation, acquisition strategy, SSP, and rating scale to gain a high-level familiarity with the requirements.  A training session such as a PowerPoint briefing is provided to all appointed evaluation team members to prepare them for the evaluation process.  The training session consists of a thorough review of the sequence of source selection events, solicitation structure, source selection organization, source selection process, evaluation methodology (including use of the web-based source selection tool), evaluation criteria and standards, evaluation documentation, and document control procedures.  Training also includes information on procurement integrity laws and standards of conduct.  Evaluation team members are required to file DISA Form 546D Certificate of Nondisclosure and file an OGE Form 450 Confidential Financial Disclosure Report.  Additionally, all personnel should ensure that they complete the current annual ethics training requirements prior to their participation in the source selection process.  

Special emphasis is placed on--

· Section C, Descriptions and Specifications;

· Section J, Attachments, Exhibits, and Enclosures;

· Section L, Instructions, Conditions, and Notices to Offerors or Respondents; and

· Section M, Evaluation Factors for Award.

5.3.  Proposal Evaluation.  Evaluation of proposals begins after completion of training, and after proposals are received, logged, and validated.

· Proposal evaluation may be performed in a single facility or evaluators may be housed at other Government facilities at any time during the evaluation period.  The Government takes the utmost care to protect the integrity of the source selection process.

· Three evaluation factors are defined in Section M of the solicitation and repeated in Appendix A of this SSP.  The three factors, Past Performance, Technical and Management Approach, and Cost and Price are subdivided into subfactors.  Each subfactor is further divided into elements.

· The Technical Evaluation Teams conduct evaluations by rating each proposal beginning with standards established at the element level.  Appendices B and C of this SSP contain evaluation criteria, elements, standards, and basic instructions.

5.4.  Communication.  The SSEB Chairperson meets with the evaluation teams as necessary to discuss and review the evaluation process, and consolidates the results of the evaluations.  This provides an opportunity for the teams to discuss and review all aspects of each offeror’s proposal for completeness, compliance with the solicitation requirements, and impact of strengths, weaknesses, and risks noted.  The Cost and Price Team may require information from the technical teams to aid in the cost and price analysis.  The Cost and Price Team Leader directs all information requests to the SSEB Chairperson.  Care must be taken to maintain the required independence from the technical evaluations.  Once the initial evaluations are completed, teams (cost and price included) are encouraged to share the cost or pricing data for an analysis of the proposed methodology to ensure the offeror fully understands the requirements of the solicitation.  

5.5.  Evaluation of Past Performance Volumes.  Evaluate the past performance by assessing the offeror’s recent performance on projects similar in scope to 

evaluates customer assessments of the offerors by reviewing the information 

contained in the DoD Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS), 

available at http://www.ppirs.gov/ and by using a past performance questionnaire submitted to other customers of the offeror.  Based on the information obtained from these and other sources, the team--

· Assesses the ability of each offeror to successfully perform on the contract, based on its past performance on similar services contracts;

· Assesses the performance risk of each offeror based on its past performance and relevant history, in accordance with FAR Subpart 15.3; and

· Generates an Offeror Performance Risk Assessment Report by summarizing its findings for inclusion in the evaluation analysis.

5.6.  Evaluation of Technical and Management Approach Volumes.  Assess the technical solutions proposed by the offerors in response to the solicitation and any attachments and enclosures.  Quality recognition and certifications held by the offerors are submitted using the form contained at Attachment X in Section J of the solicitation, and evaluated by the Technical and Management Approach Team.  Based on technical and management information provided by the offerors, the Technical and Management Approach Team--

· Assesses the ability of each offeror to successfully perform on the contract, based on the technical and management solutions provided in response to the requirements of the solicitation;

· Assesses the performance risk of each offeror based on its proposed technical and management solutions; and

· Generates an Offeror Technical Risk Assessment Report by summarizing its findings for inclusion in the evaluation analysis.

5.7.  Evaluation of Cost and Price Volumes.

· The Cost and Price Team accomplishes a cost and price analysis for each offeror.  The team verifies that all solicitation requirements have been priced, figures are correctly calculated, and costs are presented in an adequate format.  The team performs cost and price analysis of the Section B rates and coordinates with Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) auditors on field pricing support information to verify costs elements such as direct labor, overhead, G&A, and escalation.  The team calculates a total Discounted Life Cycle Cost (DLCC) for each offeror in accordance with Section M, using the table contained in Appendix D.  

· Inherent in the development of the Government’s negotiating position is the involvement of individuals from the other evaluation teams.  Evaluation team members requested by the SSAC Chairperson, SSEB Chairperson, and contracting officer to assist in development are bound to keep all information in strictest confidence.  The cost and price evaluation proceeds in four steps--

· The evaluated cost for labor is determined by multiplying the price per hour that the offeror proposes for each labor category by the Government estimate of hours required in each labor category.  By using the Government estimate of hours, an level playing field is maintained for evaluation purposes;

· The evaluated cost for Other Direct Costs (ODCs) that the offeror may be required to incur during the contract (travel and materials) will be determined by using the Government estimates and the mark-up/profit percentages proposed by the offeror;

· An annual cost for the contract will be determined by adding the costs derived in items (1) and (2) above.  The annual cost will be multiplied by the discount factors listed in Section M.  The total evaluated cost will be the sum of all annual costs for the life of the contract; and

· The Government examines each offeror’s cost and price proposal for completeness and reasonableness.  Other than a DCAA rate verification audit, the Government does not anticipate the need to perform a cost realism analysis due to the competitive nature of the procurement.

5.8.  Evaluation Rating Method.
· Technical Evaluation Team members rate each offeror’s proposal in accordance with the standards contained in Appendix C.  Team members use a symbol to identify how each offeror’s proposal compares to the standard at the element level; assign color ratings and write narrative assessments, at the subfactor and factor levels, based on a consensus resulting from ratings assigned by each evaluator at the element level.  Use the following rating scale for elements:

++
Significantly exceeds standard/requirement.

+
Exceeds standard/requirement.

=
Meets the standard/requirement.

-
Does not meet standard/requirement.

--
Significantly does not meet standard/requirement.

· Technical evaluation team members document and justify the ratings based solely on the criteria in the solicitation and standards in Appendix C of this plan.  Evaluators must not substitute personal judgment for either the evaluation criteria or standards.  Team members record the individual evaluator ratings in the web-based source selection tool.

· After all technical evaluation team members complete their evaluation of an offeror’s proposal, the members meet to discuss each evaluator’s ratings and to determine a team consensus rating at each subfactor level, and then at the factor level.  The consensus is not an averaging of the individual evaluator’s ratings; rather it is a meeting of the minds on the strengths, weaknesses, and risks of each element and subfactor.  The team reviews the ratings at the element level to reach a consensus color rating for each subfactor.  The subfactors are then reviewed to reach a consensus color rating, a narrative summary, and a risk rating for the factor.  The narrative summary identifies the significant strengths, weaknesses, and risks at the factor level.  If at any level of analysis (element, subfactor, or factor), an offeror’s proposal does not meet the standard(s), this is discussed in the narrative at that item’s 

level and each higher level.  Record the consensus evaluations in the web-based source selection tool.  Accomplish all subfactor and factor ratings using the color codes specified in the Color Code Rating Table at Figure 5-1.  

Figure 5-1

Color Code Rating Table

	Color
	Technical Capability
	Strengths
	Weaknesses
	Past Performance

	Blue
	The proposal exceeds requirements and clearly demonstrates the offeror’s capability to deliver exceptional performance.
	There are numerous strengths that are of direct benefit to the Government.
	Weaknesses are considered insignificant and have no apparent impact to the program.
	Highly relevant/very recent past performance in all identified past performance efforts; excellent performance ratings.

	Green
	The proposal is satisfactory; the offeror is capable of meeting performance requirements.
	Some strengths exist that are of benefit to the Government; the strengths clearly offset weaknesses.
	A few weaknesses exist; they are correctable with minimal Government oversight or direction.
	Relevant/somewhat recent past performance in all identified past performance efforts; acceptable performance ratings.

	Yellow
	The proposal is minimally adequate; the offeror is most likely able to meet performance requirements.
	Few strengths exist that are of benefit to the Government; the strengths do not offset the weaknesses.
	Substantial weaknesses exist that may impact the program; they are correctable with some Government oversight and direction.
	Somewhat relevant/not very recent past performance; mostly acceptable performance ratings.

	Orange
	The proposal is inadequate; it is doubtful whether the offeror can meet performance requirements.
	Little, if any, strengths exist that are of benefit to the Government; the weaknesses clearly offset the strengths.
	Weaknesses exist that adversely impact the program; they are correctable with significant Government oversight and direction.
	Little relevant past performance identified; mostly unacceptable performance ratings.

	Red
	The proposal is highly inadequate; the offeror cannot meet performance requirements.
	There are no beneficial strengths.
	Numerous weaknesses exist that are so significant that a proposal re-write is not feasible within a suitable timeframe.
	Little relevant past performance identified; almost all unacceptable performance ratings.

	White
	Not used
	Not used
	Not used
	Completely lacks relevant performance history or past performance is unavailable, not due offeror’s failure to provide information.


Accomplish risk assessments for each factor using the risk assessments specified in Figure 5-2.

Figure 5-2

Risk Assessment Description Table

	Risk
	Description

	High
	Offeror’s proposed approach is likely to cause significant disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance, and will require a high level of contractor emphasis and Government monitoring to overcome difficulties

	Medium
	Offeror’s proposed approach is likely to cause a moderate disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance, and will require a medium level of contractor emphasis and Government monitoring to overcome difficulties

	Low
	Offeror’s proposed approach is likely to cause minimal or no disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance, and will require a low level of contractor emphasis and Government monitoring to overcome difficulties


It is possible that a team may not reach consensus on the color code rating of a factor or subfactor.  If this occurs, the team leader submits a summary of the majority conclusion and includes the dissenting opinion(s) documented by the dissenting evaluator(s).

5.9.  Methodology Summary.
· Upon completion of the evaluation of all proposals, each team leader prepares an evaluation report and provides it to the SSEB Chairperson;

· The SSEB Chairperson reviews the three evaluation team reports and works with the evaluation team leaders to resolve any discrepancies or shortcomings.  The SSEB Chairperson prepares an Initial Evaluation Report, consisting of the reports from each evaluation team and a summary of the findings.  The SSEB Chairperson submits the report to the contracting officer and the SSAC Chairperson;

· If no further issues come from the SSAC, the SSEB Chairperson prepares the Final Evaluation Report.  The report consolidates all evaluator comments and consensus ratings.  The final report is then forwarded to the SSAC Chairperson;

· The SSAC analyzes the findings contained in the final report, and evaluates the proposals based on the relative importance of the factors as identified in the solicitation.  If there are any discrepancies, the SSAC resolves them, and prepares an SSD Memorandum for the SSA; and

· Absent special instructions from the SSA, the SSAC may determine the format of the documents and any associated briefings.  

5.10.  Cost/Technical Trade-Off Analysis.

· The SSA may request a Cost/Technical Trade-off Analysis be conducted using the best value approach to determine the value of the differences between proposals which may be beneficial to the contract objectives;

· The steps outlined below form the foundation of the best value approach for this acquisition--

· Identify Discriminators.  Identify the significant areas of differences among proposals by comparing their strengths, weaknesses, and risks.  These discriminators must be relevant to the requirements of the solicitation;
· Identify Impacted Areas.  Identify the organizations, mission objectives, procedures, or processes that will be impacted, positively or negatively, by these discriminators.  This must be consistent with the solicitation; and

· Final Analysis.  Conduct a detailed analysis, showing the differences in technical merit and value to the Government, of each proposal by factoring the positive and negative impact of each proposal’s discriminators.

APPENDIX A

EVALUATION CRITERIA

This Appendix contains the Evaluation Criteria stated in Section M of the solicitation.  Evaluate proposals against the Government’s requirements for Cost and Price and for the two non-cost factors (Past Performance and Technical and Management Approach).  Offerors must meet or exceed all solicitation requirements to be eligible for award.  Number the paragraphs accordingly to mimic Section M of the solicitation.  Your Section M may contain more than the below listed clauses/provisions.  The following are meant to indicate only the basic clauses/provisions.

NOTE:  THESE CLAUSES/PROVISIONS WERE DEVELOPED JOINTLY BY LEGAL COUNSEL AND AQ12 IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE SOURCE SELECTION DESKBOOK AND TEMPLATE 

M.XX.  Solicitation Provisions.


a.  Single or Multiple Awards.  The Government may elect to award a single (insert contract type) contract or may elect to award (insert contract type) contracts for the same or similar supplies or services to two or more sources under the solicitation.


b.  Evaluation of Options.  Except when it is determined in accordance with FAR section 17.206(b) not to be in the Government’s best interests, the Government evaluates offers for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement.  Evaluation of options does not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).

M.XX.  Evaluation of Offers.


a.  The Government intends to conduct the source selection in accordance with the competitive negotiated source selection procedures contained in FAR Part 15.  The Government anticipates awarding contracts based on initial proposals and does not plan to conduct discussions.  However, the Government reserves the right to conduct discussions should they become necessary.

b.  The Government will evaluate initial proposals in accordance with Section M.XX, below.  Based on the ratings of each proposal against all evaluation criteria, the Government will identify the most highly rated proposal(s).


c.  All elements, subfactors, and factors are measured against standards developed to represent guidelines for adequacy of approach and understanding the solicitation requirements.


d.  Evaluation includes the determination of strengths, weaknesses, and risks for each element, subfactor, and factor.


e.  In accordance with FAR Subpart 15.3, offerors may be given the opportunity to clarify certain aspects of their proposal or to resolve minor or clerical errors.

M.XX.  Basis for Award.

a.  There will be XX award categories:  fill-in as applicable.


b.  The Government anticipates a (single)(multiple) award(s) resulting from this solicitation, including both full and open awards, and awards set-aside for small business concerns (if applicable).  The Government reserves the right to award one, multiple, or no contracts at all, depending on the quality of the proposals received and the availability of funds.


c.  In accordance with FAR Clause 52.215-1, Instructions to Offerors - Competitive Acquisition, the Government intends to award a contract or contracts resulting from this solicitation to the responsible offeror(s) whose proposal(s) represent(s) the best value after evaluation in accordance with the factors, subfactors, and elements specified in the solicitation.  The Government will evaluate proposals and award a contract(s) without discussions with offerors (except for clarifications as described in FAR Subpart 15.3.)  Therefore, the offeror’s initial proposal should contain the offeror’s best terms from a technical and cost and price standpoint.  The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the contracting officer later determines them to be necessary.


d.  The contract award decisions for both the full and open and set aside category contracts will be based on the Government’s evaluation of each offeror’s complete proposal against the evaluation criteria identified in Section M.XX, below.  Awards will be made to those offeror(s) whose proposal(s) contain the combination of factors offering the best overall value to the Government.  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 section 2.101).  In making this evaluation, the Government is more concerned with obtaining superior technical and management skills than with making an award to the offeror with the lowest proposed price.


e.  When conducting the evaluation, the Government will consider data included by offerors in their proposals, as well as data obtained from other sources.  

M.XX.  Evaluation Criteria.
M.XX.1.  Factors, Subfactors, and Elements.

a.  General.  The Government will apply the following tailored evaluation criteria to identify the best value proposal(s).  The evaluation criteria represent key areas of importance to be considered in the source selection decision.  The elements, subfactors, and factors have been chosen to support a meaningful discrimination between and among competing proposals.  The proposals will be evaluated against the Government’s requirements using three factors:

· Past Performance.

· Technical and Management Approach.

· Cost and Price.


b.  Definitions.  In order to provide insight into the Government’s value of the factors, the following terminology is used:

· More Important.  The criterion is greater in value than another criterion.

· Comparatively Equal.  The criterion is nearly the same in value as another criterion; any difference is very slight and unimportant.

· The solicitation shall also state, at a minimum, 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 (10U.S.C. 2305(a)(3)(A)(iii) and 41 U.S.C. 253a(c)(1)(C)).

c.  Relative Importance.  Past Performance (non-cost factor 1) is comparatively equal to Technical and Management Approach (non-cost factor 2).  Each of the non-cost factors is divided into subfactors.  Non-cost factor 1 is divided into four subfactors, which are further divided into elements; and non-cost factor 2 is divided into two subfactors, which are further divided into elements.  Subfactors are comparatively equal within each factor.  All elements within a subfactor are comparatively equal.  Each non-cost factor individually is more important than Cost and Price.  When combined, Past Performance and Technical and Management Approach are significantly more important than Cost and Price.  


d.  Risk Assessment.  The Government performs a risk assessment of each offeror’s proposal.  The proposal risk assessment focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with the offeror’s proposed approach.  Assessment of risk is done at the Past Performance and Technical and Management factor levels, and includes potential for disruption of schedule, degradation of performance, and the need for increased Government oversight as well as the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  For any risk identified, the evaluation addresses the offeror’s proposal for mitigating those risks and why that approach is or is not feasible.  Figure A-1 provides definitions to be used for Past Performance and Technical and Management.


   (1) Risks may occur as a result of a particular technical approach, operational process, management plan, or as a result of the schedule and economic impacts associated with these approaches.


   (2) A risk assessment rating will be used along with the color codes for each assessed factor.  The statements within the color code definitions assess different evaluation aspects rather than the risk assessment ratings.  The statements within the color code definitions reflect how well the Past Performance and Technical and Management meet the solicitation requirements.

Figure A-1

Color Code Rating Table

	Color
	Technical Capability
	Strengths
	Weaknesses
	Past Performance

	Blue
	The proposal exceeds requirements and clearly demonstrates the offeror’s capability to deliver exceptional performance.
	There are numerous strengths that are of direct benefit to the Government.
	Weaknesses are considered insignificant and have no apparent impact to the program.
	Highly relevant/very recent past performance in all identified past performance efforts; excellent performance ratings.

	Green
	The proposal is satisfactory; the offeror is capable of meeting performance requirements.
	Some strengths exist that are of benefit to the Government; the strengths clearly offset weaknesses.
	A few weaknesses exist; they are correctable with minimal Government oversight or direction.
	Relevant/somewhat recent past performance in all identified past performance efforts; acceptable performance ratings.

	Yellow
	The proposal is minimally adequate; the offeror is most likely able to meet performance requirements.
	Few strengths exist that are of benefit to the Government; the strengths do not offset the weaknesses.
	Substantial weaknesses exist that may impact the program; they are correctable with some Government oversight and direction.
	Somewhat relevant/not very recent past performance; mostly acceptable performance ratings.

	Orange
	The proposal is inadequate; it is doubtful whether the offeror can meet performance requirements.
	Little, if any, strengths exist that are of benefit to the Government; the weaknesses clearly offset the strengths.
	Weaknesses exist that adversely impact the program; they are correctable with significant Government oversight and direction.
	Little relevant past performance identified; mostly unacceptable performance ratings.

	Red
	The proposal is highly inadequate; the offeror cannot meet performance requirements.
	There are no beneficial strengths.
	Numerous weaknesses exist that are so significant that a proposal re-write is not feasible within a suitable timeframe.
	Little relevant past performance identified; almost all unacceptable performance ratings.

	White
	Not used
	Not used
	Not used
	Completely lacks relevant performance history or past performance is unavailable, not due offeror’s failure to provide information.


M.X.2.  Detailed Description of Evaluation Criteria.

a.  Non-Cost Factors.



(1) Factor 1 - Past Performance.  The Government assesses the offeror’s capability to perform task orders under the solicitation by evaluating the offeror’s past performance as a prime contractor on previous IT contracts.  Only past performance data regarding IT efforts completed within the last three years, or work that is ongoing, is evaluated.  The lack of relevant past performance information will result in the assignment of a white (neutral) rating (i.e., neither favorable nor unfavorable).  Technically complex tasks managed and implemented across an enterprise will be rated higher than tasks of lesser size, scope, and complexity.  Consider all relevant past performance.




Subfactor 1 - Previous Contracting Effort.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s past performance as the prime contractor in management of large and complex IT-related efforts.  The evaluation focuses on the offeror’s technical understanding and technical capability as demonstrated by the size, scope, complexity, and results achieved in the completion of actual contracts and task orders similar to those in all Task Areas contained in Section C of the solicitation (or a minimum of XX of the Task Areas for small business set-aside offerors).  Technically complex tasks managed and implemented across an enterprise rate higher than tasks of lesser size, scope, and complexity.  The evaluation also focuses on the innovative solutions developed and implemented by the offeror to address complex efforts and technical challenges, along with the results achieved.  Emphasis is placed on the application and use of performance metrics and quality control plans that demonstrate program objectives and customer expectations were met or exceeded.

Element 1 - Past Performance Data.  Evaluate the offeror’s ability to accomplish IT tasks similar to the scope and complexity of the Task Areas described in Section C of the solicitation.

Element 2 - Cost Control.  Evaluate the offeror’s ability to deliver a service at an agreed price or cost.  Evaluate the cause of any variances in the award amounts and the amounts at completion (or estimated to complete) to determine the extent to which the offeror controlled project costs.

Element 3 - Schedule.  Evaluate the offeror’s ability to deliver a service according to an agreed schedule.  Examine the cause of any schedule variances to determine the extent to which the offeror delivered services on time.

Element 4 - Mission Requirements.  Evaluate the offeror’s ability to meet the customer’s mission requirements.  Evaluate the assessment to determine if the offeror provided integration and coordination of all activities needed to execute the contract to satisfy the customer’s requirements.

Element 5 - Quality.  Evaluate the offeror’s ability to provide a product or service that met the customer’s quality requirements.  

Element 6 - Socioeconomic Goals.  Evaluate the offeror’s ability to meet small business subcontracting goals, if applicable.  Consider any circumstances that negatively impacted the offeror’s ability to consistently meet or exceed small business subcontracting goals.

Element 7 - Subcontracting Management.  Evaluate the offeror’s ability to manage its subcontracting responsibilities.  Consider the offeror’s record relative to the timely award of subcontracts and payment of subcontractors along with any significant subcontracting issues that resulted in contract cost, schedule, and performance problems.

Element 8 - Business Relations.  Evaluate the offeror’s ability to demonstrate a business-like concern for the customer’s interests and the ability to demonstrate a reasonable and cooperative behavior.  Examine the assessment to determine the degree to which the offeror met the levels of cooperation needed to be an effective business partner.

Element 9 – Management of Key Personnel.  Evaluate the resumes of the offeror’s key personnel, letters of commitment, and the accompanying resource matrix forms to determine the quality of individuals proposed to staff its organization.  When acquiring IT services, ensure that in accordance with FAR section 39.104, the solicitation does NOT require any minimum experience and or education for the proposed contractor personnel.  Do not put this sentence in the SSP as it is information only. 



(ii) Subfactors 2-4 - Previous Contracting Efforts 2-4.
Elements 1-9 - Same as Subfactor 1.


(2) Factor 2 – Technical and Management Approach.  The Government assesses the offeror’s capability to perform task orders under the contract(s) by evaluating the offeror’s technical and management experience and capabilities.  Subfactor 1 - Technical Solutions is considered comparatively equal to Subfactor 2 - Management Solutions.



Subfactor 1 - Technical Solutions.  In response to the solicitation, the Government will evaluate the offeror’s proposed technical solutions to address tasks similar to those in the solicitation.

Element 1 - Integrated and Interoperable Planning and Direction.  Evaluate the extent to which the offeror demonstrated its ability to develop a plan to bring its business process improvement and management consulting groups to bear on responding to the solicitation.

Element 2 - Integrated and Interoperable Organizations.  Evaluate the extent to which the offeror demonstrated its ability to provide recommendations for the solicitation requirements.

Element 3 - Integrated and Interoperable Processes.  Evaluate the extent to which the offeror demonstrated its ability to develop a plan to bring its business process improvement and management consulting groups to support the solicitation.

Element 4 - Integrated and Interoperable Financial Resources.  Evaluate the extent to which the offeror demonstrated its ability to design a support decision making process across the DoD, allowing leaders accomplish management functions relevant to the solicitation.

Element 5 - Integrated and Interoperable Information and Systems.  Evaluate the extent to which the offeror demonstrated its ability to develop a plan to integrate the information systems that are not compatible with the common information infrastructure to support the solicitation.

Element 6 – Integrated Physical Assets, Logistics, Maintenance, and Supply Chain Management Processes.  Evaluate the extent to which the offeror demonstrated its ability to provide recommendations for Government-wide integration of physical and logistical assets to improve its use between federal agencies in support of the solicitation.



Subfactor 2 - Management Solutions.  Assess the offeror’s ability to successfully manage and perform IT solutions by evaluating its structure, quality focus, business operations, and Small Business Plan.

Element 1 - Organizational Structure.  Evaluate the offeror’s proposal to determine if it has a dedicated IT organization.  Consider the size of the organization, including the number of personnel possessing security clearances, the levels of those clearances, and the length of the organization’s existence.

Element 2 - Quality Recognition and Certifications.  Evaluate the quality recognition and certifications held by the offeror.  Emphasis is placed on quality recognition and certifications that directly support IT functions and operations.  Evaluate offerors on documented and verified awards and certifications such as Carnegie Mellon University - Software Engineering Institute’s Capability Maturity Model (SEI-CMM) certification level within any of the designated CMM categories.  In addition to the level of the SEI-CMM certification, evaluate the importance and number of different awards and certifications (i.e., ISO 9000/9001, Malcolm Baldridge or other similar professionally-recognized industry quality certifications).

NOTE:  If a minimum SEI CMM or ISO 9000 series certification level is a mandatory requirement for the solicitation, it must be clearly stated in the solicitation Sections L, and M as well as in the standards.

Element 3 - Electronic Commerce and Electronic Business.  Evaluate the offeror’s electronic commerce (e-commerce) and electronic business 

(e-business) capability, and the degree to which it integrated e-commerce into its business operations.

Element 4 - Ability to Recruit, Train, and Maintain High-Quality Personnel.  Evaluate the offeror’s ability to recruit, train, and maintain a high-quality IT work force.

Element 5 - Small Business Plan.  For large businesses, evaluate the feasibility and comprehensiveness of the offeror’s planned approach to meeting the established subcontracting goals of Small Business, Small Disadvantaged Business, Women-Owned Small Business, Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business (SDVOSB), HUBZone Business, and Historically Black Colleges and Universities/Minority Institutions (HBCU/MI).  (Insert current DISA goal for each category.  Goals may be obtained from the DISA Small Business Office.)


b.  Cost and Price Factor.



(1) The offeror is required to submit all pricing data in the format indicated in Sections B and L of the solicitation.  Offerors are required to submit their proposed rates for the entire XX-month period, as set forth in Section B of the solicitation.  The evaluation period commences with the date of contract award and ends XX months later.  Contract months and evaluation months are assumed to be the same.



(2) Evaluate the proposed rates for the labor categories and other direct costs (ODCs) in Section B of the solicitation for completeness and reasonableness.  Determine the reasonableness of the overall price on the basis of adequate price competition and by comparison with the IGCE.



(3) The Government may evaluate cost and price realism with regard to the ability of the offeror to meet requirements in terms of skills required, complexity of disciplines and job difficulty, if the Government deems such analysis necessary.  Compare the offeror’s cost and price proposal to the technical proposals to determine the offeror’s (1) understanding of work to be performed and (2) capability and capacity to provide the required services and accomplish the required tasks.  The Government may also assess the labor support information submitted pursuant to Section L.XX, Volume III - Cost and Price proposal, as part of any cost realism analysis conducted.  Unrealistically low prices may indicate a lack of complete understanding of the requirements, a high-risk approach to performance, and or an inability to attract and maintain a high-quality workforce.  The Government considers the findings of such analysis regarding an offeror’s ability to perform and the risk of its approach.  Since proposed labor rates are fixed, the price evaluation shall not be adjusted as a result of any such cost realism analysis.



(4) Base the price evaluation for all proposals on the total Discounted Life Cycle Cost (DLCC) for each proposal.  Calculate the DLCC using the proposed rates for the labor categories and the mark-up and profit percentages for ODCs listed in Section B.  Contractor-generated labor categories will not be included as part of the DLCC evaluation.  Multiply the proposed labor rates for each year by the corresponding hours specified by the Government.  Apply the mark-up and profit percentages proposed for each contract year to the Government estimates for ODCs.  For evaluation purposes, the ODCs are considered as utilizing firm fixed price task orders (i.e., the profit percentage is applied in the DLCC calculation).  The profit percentage will only be applied to the estimated costs, not the estimated costs plus the mark-up percentage.  In order to obtain maximum price competition, the number of hours for each labor category and the estimated amount for ODCs to be used for the price evaluation will not be disclosed outside the Government.  Compute an annual price by totaling the labor costs with the estimated ODCs, plus mark-up and profit.  Apply discount factors to the total annual price.  

The total DLCC for the contract is the total of the annual prices for each year.  Use the discount factors indicated below based upon the nominal discount rate of 5.4 percent specified in OMB Circular A-94.  If you use another discount rate, ensure that the discount factor is adjusted accordingly.

	Evaluation Month (EM)
	1-12-
	13-24
	25-36
	37-48
	49-60
	61-72
	73-84

	Discount Factor
	.974
	.924
	.877
	.832
	.789
	.749
	.710


APPENDIX B

EVALUATION PROCEDURES

This appendix outlines the procedures that evaluators follow to ensure consistency and fairness in the source selection.

1.0.  SECURITY AND DOCUMENT CONTROL.

1.1.  General.  Security and document control is critical to the source selection process.  This section addresses security rules and procedures to be used by all personnel involved.

1.2.  Source Selection Information.  To ensure the integrity and successful completion of the source selection, all procurement sensitive information must be protected.  

· The FAR prohibits or restricts the disclosure of procurement sensitive information, trade secrets, other proprietary or confidential research, development, or commercial information that may be contained in the offeror’s proposals.  An exception exists when such release is in the best interest of the public and would not jeopardize the integrity or successful completion of the procurement.  

· The following individuals are authorized to approve release of source selection information when the solicitation has been released but before award:

· For source selections greater than $10M -- the SSA. 

· For source selections less than $10M -- the Head of the Contracting Activity.

· When the release is prior to issuance of the solicitation -- the contracting officer.

1.2.1.  Source Selection Information Definition.  Includes any of the following information prepared for use by a federal agency for the purpose of evaluating a bid or proposal if that information has not been previously made available to the public or disclosed publicly:

· Proposed costs or prices submitted in response to a federal agency solicitation, or lists of those proposed costs or prices.

· Source selection plans.

· Evaluations of proposals.

· Competitive range determinations that identify proposals that have a reasonable chance of being selected for award.

· Reports and evaluations of source selection panels, boards, or advisory councils.

· Other information marked as Source Selection Information - See FAR sections 2.101 and 3.104.  Based on a case-by-case determination by the Head of the Agency or designee, or the contracting officer that its disclosure would jeopardize the integrity or successful completion of the procurement to which the information relates.

· Past performance information.

1.2.2.  Proprietary information.  All information in an offeror’s technical and cost proposals and any other private company information submitted by an offeror in response to an solicitation.  It is the offeror’s responsibility to mark this information.

1.3.  Source Selection Records.  Source selection records include, but are not limited to the documents listed below.  Items noted below with an asterisk (*) must be marked with the legend:

“Source Selection Information - See FAR 2.101 and 3.104”

The documents listed below without an asterisk (*) and other documents containing procurement sensitive information may need to be marked as described above, depending on the content of the document:

· Source Selection Plan*.
· Source Selection Plan approval document with any directed changes*.
· Evaluation Standards and Criteria*.
· Letters of appointment of SSA and all orders or other documentation establishing SSAC, SSEB, and amendments thereto.

· Solicitation.

· All proposals and amendments submitted by each offeror, including any videotapes of the offeror’s oral presentation (note that the offerors are responsible for marking the documents and videotapes they submit).

· All evaluation reports including Independent Government Cost Estimates (IGCE) used in the evaluation.

· Inquiries sent to offerors by the contracting officer during the evaluation and responses thereto (offerors are responsible for marking the documents they submit).

· Discussion Items (DIs) and offeror’s responses*.
· SSEB Evaluation Reports (Initial and Final)*.
· SSEB and SSAC Analysis Reports (Initial and Final)*.
· Videotapes of all source selection presentations*.
· Notes made by the evaluation teams*.
· Source Selection Decision Memorandum*.
· Instructions received from the SSA directing award*.
· Records of attendance at source selection decision briefings*.
· Any other data or documents directly related to the source selection action*.
· Lessons Learned Report.

1.4.  Protecting Source Selection Records.  The requirement to generate and maintain source selection records does not negate or relax the requirement in FAR section 4.802 to maintain an official contract file:

· Separate the source selection sensitive records from the official contract file to prevent unauthorized access or disclosure to the public.  The effectiveness and integrity of the source selection process requires that source selection records be handled with the utmost discretion to avoid compromise.  Source selection records will be excluded from automatic disclosure by marking the documents both “For Official Use Only (FOUO)” or “Source Selection Information - See FAR sections 2.101 and 3.104”.  Documents marked FOUO or with a higher classification must be handled accordingly.  Establish safeguards to protect the material whether in the possession of the evaluation team members or being disseminated, reproduced, transmitted, or stored.  Additionally, establish appropriate procedures for disposal (e.g., shredding or burn bag) of the material when no longer required.  

· Source selection records must be handled in the following manner:

· While the source selection is in progress, disclosure of source selection information is the exclusive responsibility of the contracting officer.  Access to source selection sensitive information must be strictly controlled at all organizational levels.  The right to source selection information does not extend to the organizational chain of command of individual SSAC and SSEB members, advisors, or other members involved in the source selection process, except as approved by the SSAC Chairperson.  Establish a need-to-know before affording an individual or activity access to or release of source selection data.

· Access:  Defined as the disclosure by permitting a source selection document contained in the source selection record to be viewed but not physically retained by the requester.  

· Release:  Defined as the disclosure by permitting a copy of a source selection document to be physically retained by the requester.

· After contract award, authority to disclose source selection information vests with the contracting officer:

· Even though source selection data such as an SSEB Evaluation Reports or the SSAC Reports may fall within categories of materials that may be withheld from public disclosure, each document or portion thereof must have an independent basis for exemption.  Any questions regarding public disclosure of information should be considered on a case-by-case basis and referred to the appropriate Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) advisor and legal counsel.

· Documents that would otherwise be exempt from disclosure may be subject to disclosure when incorporated by reference into nonexempt documents.  For example, a price proposal that is incorporated into a contract may become releasable.

· Controlled access and release of source selection information extends beyond the immediate period of the source selection effort.  Authority for information access and release must be obtained in writing from the contracting officer until the official contract file is destroyed.

1.5.  Security Rules.  

· All source selection personnel attend a security briefing that emphasizes that each source selection member:

· Be knowledgeable of and adhere to governing security procedures and regulations;

· Not discuss, negotiate, or communicate on matters related to the source selection with any individual not assigned to the source selection teams, unless authorized, and then only within appropriately secure areas; and 

· Challenge the presence of any apparently unauthorized individual within the SSO physical location.

· Personnel responsible for auditing proposals and negotiating contracts must comply with all requirements for protection of source selection data.

· Any unauthorized disclosure or release of source selection information, information designated as FOUO, or proprietary information, and not considered public information will be investigated.  The responsible individual may be subject to disciplinary action.

· Normal command channels will not be used for disclosure of source selection information.  All communications concerning the source selection must remain in source selection channels.

· Any attempted communication regarding the on-going source selection by any offeror, or any person who is not a member of the SSAC or SSEB shall be reported immediately to the SSEB and SSAC Chairpersons.

· Source selection personnel shall not accept any gift from any offeror, including invitations to attend events, during source selection without first consulting with the SSEB Chairperson and legal counsel.

· All proposals, evaluation reports, records, and price negotiation summaries are source selection records, and are the responsibility of the SSEB Chairperson, who is responsible for their control prior to contract award.

· Only the contracting officer may contact offerors and non-source selection personnel concerning activities relevant to the source selection.  This restriction applies to all source selection or procurement support personnel, advisors, and members of the SSAC and SSEB.

· Price and cost proposal information will be restricted to the SSAC Chairperson, SSEB Chairperson, the Cost and Price Team, the contracting officer, and the SSA.  Cost and Price proposals will be separately maintained and secured when not being evaluated.

1.6.  Personnel Security Procedures.  The following procedures govern the conduct of personnel involved in the source selection process:

· Evaluation team members and support personnel involved in the source selection shall file a DISA Form 546D, Certificate of Nondisclosure.  Evaluation team members shall file an OGE Form 450, Confidential Financial Disclosure Report.  Non-Government personnel who may be involved in the source selection are not required to file an OGE Form 450, but must complete and sign a non-disclosure form.

· Secure all proposals and source selection material in a locked container or room, and protect source selection information on individual personal computers with user IDs and passwords.  Secure unsanitized cost proposals in separate locked containers and/or computer files controlled by the Cost and Price Team Leader.

· Ensure access points to the facilities are either manned at all times by a representative of the SSEB or kept locked (with appropriate key or password control procedures).

· Establish procedures for approving visitors to the facilities; and 

· Conduct security inspections and spot checks.

· Evaluators will not leave proposals or any source selection material unattended within the evaluation area.

1.7.  Cost and Technical Rules of Separation.  In addition to the rules identified above, the following “rules of separation” will be followed:

The Cost and Price Team is physically separated from the technical teams.

The offerors’ unsanitized cost proposals are physically separated from the technical proposals.  The cost and price team members may not discuss any aspect of the offerors’ pricing with any technical team members until completion of the initial evaluation.  Once the initial evaluations are completed, teams (cost and price included) are encouraged to share the cost or pricing data for an analysis of the proposed methodology to ensure the offeror understands the requirements of the solicitation.

2.0.  PRE-EVALUATION PROPOSAL SCREENING.

2.1.  Purpose.  The contracting officer and designated representatives screen all copies of each written proposal in its entirety, using a pre-evaluation proposal screening worksheet.  Pre-evaluation proposal screening ensures that each proposal is complete and complies with the formatting instructions contained in Section L of the solicitation.  It is not a qualitative evaluation.  The cost and price team, under the guidance of the contracting officer, screen the cost proposals.  All proposals are screened for adherence to the written proposal submission instructions of Section L.

2.2.  Documentation Requirements for Proposal Screening Process.  If a proposal fails to meet a requirement of Section L.XX, the reviewer documents the discrepancy on the worksheet.  “Failure to meet a requirement” may include not providing all required volumes, sections, or media; not formatting as described in Section L.XX; or providing excess material (i.e., supplemental volumes, extra pages) over and above the limits and requirements of Section L.XX.  The discrepancy must be clearly described and provide the solicitation reference and corresponding proposal number, section, and page number (or as much identifying information as is available) of the problem area.  The reviewer notifies the team leader of the discrepancy.  Upon verification, the team leader generates a Discussion Item (DI) request for each discrepancy discovered.

2.3.  Excess Proposal Material.  The contracting officer makes an immediate determination regarding excess material.  If the material is determined as excess, it is removed and secured.  Forward the completed checklists, with descriptions of discrepancies and DIs to the SSEB Chairperson.  Excess material will not be made available to evaluators.

3.0.  MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS REVIEW.

3.1.  General.  After pre-evaluation screening, evaluators perform a Minimum Requirements Review.  This review consists of determining if the offeror’s proposal addressed the minimum requirements of the solicitation.  Each evaluator works independently to conduct a Minimum Requirements Review of each proposal.

3.2.  Process.

· A Minimum Requirements Worksheet lists each minimum requirement directly from the solicitation.  If the offeror’s corresponding proposal response addresses the requirement, the evaluator annotates the proposal volume, page, section, and paragraph identification of the requirement location.  If all requirements are met, the evaluator signs the individual evaluation assessment and forwards it to the team leader.  The team leader discusses any questions with the evaluator to resolve any problems.  The team leader forwards the package to the SSEB Chairperson for approval.  The SSEB Chairperson forwards the package to the contracting officer.

· If the proposal does not address a requirement, the evaluator prepares a DI and forwards it with the evaluation report.  The evaluators continue with the review while the contracting officer determines the course of action to follow.

· Upon receiving an offeror’s DI response, the same evaluator conducts a second review.  If the proposal now addresses the requirement, the evaluator so documents.  If the second iteration still results in one or more minimum requirements missing from the proposal, the evaluator completes an assessment, noting the discrepancy, and forwards it to the Team Leader.

· When each evaluator completes his/her review, the Team Leader calls the team together and conducts a consolidated review to verify that all evaluators reached a consensus.

4.0.  EVALUATION PROCESS AND METHODOLOGY.

4.1.  Technical Evaluation Phases.  Evaluate technical and cost proposals separately.  Complete the technical evaluation in distinct and successive phases as shown in Figure B-1.

Figure B-1

Technical Evaluation Phases

	Phase No.
	Evaluation Phases
	Purpose

	Phase I
	Pre-Evaluation Screening
	Each team screens proposals (electronic and CD-ROM versions of the written proposals) for required formatting.

	Phase II
	Minimum Requirements Review
	Evaluators review written proposals to assess if the minimum requirements stated in the solicitation (Sections L and M) are addressed.

	Phase III
	Oral Presentations
	Evaluators attend offeror’s oral presentations (if appropriate).

	Phase IV
	Qualitative Review of Evaluation Factors
	a.  Evaluators identify each proposal’s strengths, weaknesses, and risks at the element level.

b.  Teams reach a color-rating consensus on each subfactor, supported by a narrative.

c.  Teams reach a color-rating and risk assessment consensus on each factor, supported by a narrative.

	Phase V
	SSEB Initial Evaluation Report
	Teams develop the SSEB Initial Evaluation Report.

	Phase VI
	Evaluation of Final Proposal Revisions (if necessary)
	a.  Evaluators review final proposal revisions and reevaluate affected proposal areas.

b.  Teams reach color-rating consensus on each subfactor affected by the final proposal revisions and revise the initial narrative (if needed) to show differences from the initial results.

c.  Teams reach color-rating consensus and risk assessment on each factor affected by the final proposal revisions and revise the initial narrative (if needed) to show differences from the initial results.

	Phase VII
	SSEB Final Evaluation Report
	Teams prepare the SSEB Final Evaluation Report, containing ratings and narratives on each offeror.  If requested by the SSA, Teams also conduct and document a cost/benefit trade-off analysis.


4.2.  Comments.  Throughout the technical evaluation, evaluators examine each offeror’s response to the solicitation requirements, identifying ambiguities (i.e., need for clarification), strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, and risks.  Evaluators use the descriptive standards for each element to document findings.  The completed assessments must contain thorough, valid comments to provide a verifiable audit trail for the evaluation and serve as input for the 

development of the evaluation reports.  It is the responsibility of each evaluator to write clear and concise narratives and identify the corresponding solicitation sections to which the comments apply.  The different types of comments and the methods of documenting them are described below.

4.2.1.  Strengths and Weaknesses.  When evaluating each proposal against established standards, evaluators identify and describe strengths and weaknesses.

· A strength is a proposed solution to a requirement that provides more than the minimum requirement and represents added value to the Government.

· A weakness is a proposed solution that addresses a requirement, but does so in a fashion that may not provide optimal support service.

· A significant weakness in the proposal is a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

4.2.2.  Risks.  Evaluators must identify areas of risks in proposals.  A risk is a proposed solution to a requirement whose likelihood for success is questionable.  Evaluators note risks if the proposal response could cause disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance.  All potential risks are identified and documented by individual evaluators.  Each team discusses the identified risk items and applies a risk assessment at the factor level.  The risk assessments become part of the overall proposal ratings and documented accordingly.

4.2.3.  Discussion Items (DIs).  A DI identifies a deficiency in the proposal.  A 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.  A DI is a descriptive statement that advises an offeror of a proposal response, or lack thereof, that fails to meet a solicitation requirement or does not allow evaluators to continue with the evaluation process.  Individual evaluators document DIs on the DI forms using the web-based source selection tool (in addition to being documented in the evaluation report).  Forward the DIs through team leaders and the SSEB Chairperson to the contracting officer, who decides if discussions will be opened.

4.2.4.  Clarifications.  If the Government intends to award a contract or contracts without conducting discussions, exchanges with offerors are limited to clarifications, i.e., limited exchanges, solely to clarify certain aspects of proposals, or to resolve minor or clerical errors.  Such clarifications provide minor explanations, but do not revise or modify the proposal:

· Evaluator prepare Clarification Requests (CRs) as necessary to document a matter requiring clarification, including minor irregularities, informalities, or apparent clerical mistakes in the proposal.  Prepare a CR to address any questions about the relevancy of an offeror’s past performance or adverse past performance information on which an offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment.

· Team leaders review evaluator’s CRs for clarity and completeness.  The team leader forwards the CRs through the SSEB Chairperson to the contracting officer.  The contracting officer controls all exchanges with offerors regarding matters documented in the CRs.

· Document offeror’ responses to CRs using the web-based source selection tool.  Evaluators review responses to the CR to ensure the discrepancies are resolved prior to assigning a final evaluation color code rating.  Record the evaluation of the CR response on the Evaluation Tool CR form.

4.2.5.  Items for Negotiation (IFNs).  If the contracting officer determines that a CR is a deficiency and not a clarification, it may be necessary to establish a competitive range and conduct discussions.  If discussions are necessary, each evaluator prepares IFNs in their area of responsibility.  Use IFNs to document deficiencies, significant weaknesses, and other aspects of the proposal to facilitate meaningful discussions.  There are three types of IFNs:  Deficiency, Weakness, and Other:

· Deficiency:  Prepare an IFN when a proposal contains a failure to meet a Government requirement as defined by the solicitation or a combination of significant weaknesses in a proposal that increase the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.

· Weakness:  Prepare an IFN when a flaw in the proposal appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful performance.

· Other:  Prepare an IFN for documenting other matters requiring discussions, including significant errors, omissions or inconsistencies in the proposal.  Limit these IFNs to documenting only that additional information essential to the evaluation.

Additionally,

· Team leaders review IFNs for clarity, completeness, and consistency and forwards to the SSEB Chairperson.

· The SSEB Chairperson forwards the IFNs to the contracting officer.  The contracting officer controls all exchanges with offerors regarding matters documented in the IFNs.

· Document offeror responses to IFNs using the web-based source selection tool.  Evaluators review an offeror’s response to an IFN to ensure the matter has been resolved or issue additional IFNs as required.  Review and reevaluation of an offeror’s proposal occurs any time the proposal is revised (e.g., through negotiations or final proposal revisions).

4.3.  Evaluation Materials.  Evaluation teams rely on the following solicitation sections in particular during the evaluation process--

· Section C, Descriptions and Specifications Performance Work Statement;

· Section J, Attachments, Exhibits, and Enclosures;

· Section L.XX, Instructions for Preparation of Proposal Content; and

· Section M.XX, Evaluation Criteria.

4.4.  Evaluation Principles.  There are certain principles each and every evaluator adheres to in evaluating offeror’s proposals:

· Evaluate each proposal on its own merits, strictly in accordance with the solicitation criteria and the SSP.

· Evaluators shall make NO presumptions concerning the meaning of any part of the proposal that is not clear on its own terms.

· Each evaluator independently reviews, evaluates, and assigns ratings for each proposal.

· There will be no discussions among evaluators until all initial ratings are complete; the opportunity to discuss ambiguities or clarify interpretations comes upon completion of initial ratings.

· Identify items requiring clarification or interpretation to the team leader.

The technical evaluation phase is the time to identify items for negotiation whether administrative or technical.  It is in the best interest of the Government and each offeror to achieve a complete and mutual understanding before award of a contract.

5.0.  QUALITATIVE REQUIREMENTS REVIEW.

5.1.  Introduction.  The next phase of the technical evaluation is the Qualitative Review of the Past Performance and Technical and Management Approach evaluation factors.  This evaluation phase is a subjective review of the quality of each offeror’s technical response, based on the established evaluation criteria (factors, subfactors, elements, and standards).

5.2.  Qualitative Evaluation Methodology.  The two technical evaluation factors (Past Performance and Technical and Management Approach) are divided into subfactors, which are further divided into elements:

· Sub-factors are comparatively equal within each factor.

· Elements within each subfactor are comparatively equal.

· All elements are measured against standards, that represent guidelines for adequacy of approach and understanding of the problem.

Evaluators conduct this phase of the evaluation by measuring each proposal against the established standards.  Evaluators must confine themselves to the standard in making an evaluation assessment.  Evaluators must include their determinations of strengths, weaknesses, and risks for each factor, subfactor, and element.  Appendix A lists the technical evaluation standards for each element.

5.3.  Qualitative Review Evaluation Process.  Each evaluator works independently to review the team’s assigned portion of each proposal.  Each team then meets to determine the consensus color rating for each assigned subfactor.  After completing subfactor consensus ratings, the team meets to review the subfactor ratings and determine the consensus color rating and risk assessment.

5.3.1.  Qualitative Review Element Rating Instructions.  Evaluators use the rating methodology described in the SSP to document their findings.  For each element, the evaluator reads the standard and the evaluation criteria.  The evaluator determines the degree to which the proposal satisfies the standard for each element by using the (++) (+) (=) (-) (--) rating scheme.  The evaluators use individual evaluation assessments to record assessments on the quality of the proposal responses, including each strength, weakness, and risk noted in the evaluation.  The evaluator prepares a DI for any instance where the proposal language is contradictory, unclear, or ambiguous, causing the evaluator to be unsure of whether the proposal met a standard.  The evaluator also annotates any discriminators.  Discriminators may be either positive or negative.  A positive discriminator would be any aspect of the proposal that is so unique or innovative, or has such potential for benefit to the Government (i.e., increased productivity, cost savings, etc.) that it would be considered in the preparation of a Cost/Technical Trade-off Analysis.  A negative discriminator would be any aspect of the proposal that, while not a deficiency, has a potential to be a detriment to the Government (i.e., outdated approaches, unwieldy management structure, contingent resources, etc.).

5.3.2.  Review Completion.  Upon completion of the evaluation of all elements for each assigned subfactor and preparation of the DIs, the evaluator signs the assessment and forwards it to the team leader.  The team leader reviews it to ensure that the evaluator’s report fully relates to and supports the rating assigned by the evaluator.  The team leader discusses the results of the evaluation with the evaluator to resolve any questions on any rating or substantiating remarks.

5.3.3.  Subfactor Consensus.  After all team members complete their individual qualitative evaluations, the team leader conducts a Subfactor Consensus meeting with the entire team.  The consensus is not an average of individual ratings, but a meeting of the minds on the significant strengths, weaknesses, and risk assessments already documented by the evaluators at the element level.  Individual evaluator’s findings, including strengths, weaknesses, and risks at the element level are discussed by the team to facilitate the assigning of a consensus color code at the subfactor level.  The team discusses each evaluator’s prior assessment of the elements and subfactor color assignments to arrive at the consensus color rating.  The team leader records the subfactor consensus information including identification of significant strengths, weaknesses, and risks.

5.3.4.  Factor Consensus.  The final rating of each technical factor is assigned by a consensus of all evaluators on each team.  Just as in subfactor consensus, the factor consensus is not an averaging of individual ratings, but a meeting of the minds identifying significant strengths, weaknesses, and risk assessments already agreed upon and documented at the element and subfactor levels.  Summarization at the factor level (the highest evaluation level) is accomplished, as follows:

· The team members collectively agree on the significant strengths, weaknesses, and risks at the factor level that may be tracked to the individual evaluator’s documented ratings and to the evaluation criteria.  All strengths, weaknesses, and risks reported by each evaluator in the group do not have to be reported at the factor level summarization.  Items agreed upon by a team consensus as significant must be clearly identified in the consensus narrative.

· The evaluation team members collectively agree on a brief summary description for the factor.

· Based on the identified strengths, weaknesses, and risk assessment, the team collectively determines the factor consensus color code.  It is possible that an evaluation team is unable to reach a consensus on a factor without reasonably delaying the evaluation.  If this occurs, the team leader submits a summary with the majority conclusion and the dissenting opinion(s), Minority Report, each with supporting rationale.

The discussions among team members and the rating determinations are extremely important to a successful source selection process.  The color codes and risk levels assigned each technical factor by the teams, along with comprehensive, reasonable supporting narratives, form the basis for the Initial Evaluation Report.  

6.0.  REPORTING EVALUATION RESULTS.

6.1.  Initial Evaluation Report.  After the evaluators read, evaluate, and rate each technical proposal, the SSEB Chairperson prepares an Initial Evaluation Report of the results and forwards to the contracting officer.  The contracting officer uses the Initial Evaluation Report to make a competitive range determination if negotiations are required.  The report also provides a basis for discussions and negotiations with offerors.

6.1.1.  Initial Report Outline.  Include the following information in the Initial Evaluation Report:

· Cover Sheet.  Signed by the SSEB Chairperson and each SSEB Member.

· Section 1 - Background Information.
· A description of the services required;

· A description of the source selection approach used; and

· The number of firms solicited and a list of offers received.

· Section 2 - Summary of Evaluation Results.
· Ratings (both color and risk).  Prepare a chart showing colors and risk of each offeror, by factor; and

· Narrative assessments.

· Section 3 - Items for Discussion.
· List of Dis.

6.1.2.  Narrative Assessments.  The narrative is the principal means available to the SSEB to perform a comparative analysis.  Clarity and brevity are keys to successfully prepared narratives.  The narrative must indicate, at a minimum:

· What is offered.

· Whether the proposal meets or fails to meet the standard.

· Strengths.

· Weaknesses.

· Risks.

6.2.  Evaluation of Final Proposal Revisions.  At the completion of discussions, the contracting officer provides the offerors remaining in the competitive range an opportunity to submit revisions to their proposals.  All offerors are notified, in writing, of the cut-off date for final proposal revisions.  The evaluation teams re-evaluate any portions of the original technical proposals affected by the final proposal revisions.  Evaluators document any changes in previous ratings, along with supporting rationale.

6.3.  Final Evaluation Report (FER).  When the technical evaluation teams complete evaluation of the final proposal revisions, the team prepares the Final Evaluation Report and if requested by the SSAC, documents the Cost/Technical Trade-Off Analysis.  The Final Evaluation Report includes the following evaluation summary information:

· A matrix presentation showing each offeror’s proposal rating.

· The final rating and a summary analysis of each proposal (original and revised:)

· An assessment of the offeror’s compliance with the requirements;

· Any changes to technical evaluation ratings

· Supporting narratives; and

· Notation of any substantive changes in ratings (up or down) after receipt of final proposal revisions

The SSEB Chairperson forwards the report to the SSAC.  The SSAC reviews all reports, drafts the SSD Memorandum, and assists the SSA in making the final decision.

7.0.  DEBRIEFINGS.

7.1.  General.  Debriefings are offered at two points in the source selection process.  After the contracting officer makes the Competitive Range Determination, debriefings are offered to offerors who were determined not to be in the competitive range and after contract award.  Debriefings are presented to offerors who submit a timely, written request to the contracting officer.

7.2.  Competitive Range Debriefs.  Debriefings include an overview of the source selection process to demonstrate how the procedures were followed.  In accordance with FAR Subpart 15.5, at a minimum the debriefing shall include:

7.2.1.  Pre-award Debriefings.  Pre-award debriefings are normally conducted in writing and chaired by the contracting officer.  These debriefing apply to written and oral presentations.  At minimum, these briefings should include--

· The agency’s evaluation of significant elements in the offerors proposal;

· A summary of the rationale for eliminating the offeror from the competition; and

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

Pre-award debriefings shall not disclose--

· The number of offerors;

· The identify of other offerors;

· The content of other offeror’s proposals;

· The evaluation of other offerors; and

· Any of the information prohibited in FAR section 15.506(e).

An official summary of the debriefing shall be included in the official contract file.

7.2.2.  Post-award Debriefings.  An offeror, upon its timely, written request received by the agency within three calendar days after the date on which that offeror received notification of contract award shall be debriefed and furnished the basis for the selection decision and contract award.

Normally, post-award debriefings are conducted in writing and chaired by the contracting officer.  These debriefing guidelines apply to written and oral presentations.  At minimum, these briefings should include--

· The Government’s evaluation of the significant weaknesses or deficiencies in the offeror’s proposal, if applicable;

· The overall evaluated cost or price, technical rating of the debriefed offeror, and past performance information on the debriefed offeror;

· A summary of the rationale for award; and 

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

Post-award debriefings shall not include--

· Include a point-by-point comparison of the debriefed offeror’s proposal with those of other offerors;

· Reveal any information prohibited from disclosure by FAR Part 24 or exempt from release under the Freedom of Information Act such as--

· Trade secrets;

· Privileged or confidential techniques.

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

· The names of individuals providing references information about an offeror’s past performance.

An official summary of the debriefing shall be included in the official contract file.

8.0.  PROTESTS.

Protests may occur during any acquisition.  Documentation prepared in connection with the evaluation may be included in the protest file and may be provided to the protestor in the discovery portion of a protest.  Discovery is the process whereby offerors may gain access to certain documents regarding the acquisition process, evaluation procedures, and the award decision.  Some items to remember during the evaluation process:

· Perform individual evaluations independently, without discussing findings with other evaluators prior to consensus meetings.

· Evaluate the quality of proposals according to the pre-approved standards and criteria only.

· Write valid and meaningful comments.

· Maintain a precise audit trail by retaining all source selection materials and documents.

· Maintain the integrity of the source selection process.

· Do not divulge any source selection information.

· Do not compare proposals or evaluate against “other” standards.

APPENDIX C

EVALUATION STANDARDS (NON-COST FACTORS ONLY)

There are two technical (non-cost) evaluation factors:

· Past Performance; and

· Technical and Management Approach.

Each factor is subdivided into subfactors with each subfactor further subdivided into elements.  Each element is measured against a defined standard.  Read the element and associated standard to determine whether the offeror’s past performance and technical approach meets (=), exceeds ((), significantly exceeds (++); does not meet (-); or significantly does not meet (--) the standard for each element.  The narrative must substantiate and explain the basis for the rating.  

1.  Past Performance Evaluation Overview.
· All evaluators must review the Executive Summary of the proposal to obtain a basic understanding of the significant attributes of the offeror’s proposal.  The team reviews the information provided in Volume I, Past Performance in accordance with the solicitation.

· Evaluators measure each proposal in detail against the standards established for the past performance subfactors described below.  Evaluators use the standards pertaining to each past performance element to ensure that all relevant considerations stated in the solicitation are addressed.  Evaluators document the evaluation in the source selection tool with narrative statements that establish how the proposal measures up to the standards, and how they were evaluated against the criteria stated in the solicitation.  Evaluators document the proposal’s strengths, weaknesses, and risks before assigning a rating.

· Prior to assigning a final evaluation rating for each offeror, evaluators gather information to verify the offeror’s past performance.  The team may consider data from a variety of sources, but must use the DoD Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS) as the first source.  The evaluators then evaluate the information received from the points of contact cited by each offeror in the past performance matrix of the proposal using the Past Performance Questionnaire at Section J, Attachment X of the solicitation.  The team may consider other sources of past performance information in addition to the references cited by offerors in their proposals.  The team should verify information received on completed work to ensure accuracy.  If an evaluator has personal knowledge of past performance information not reflected through the sources mentioned above, he or she informs the team leader who informs the SSEB Chairperson.  If past performance information known to an evaluator or other sources conflicts with information provided by the offeror, this should be recorded as an item for clarification.  Discrepancies should be resolved prior to assigning a final evaluation rating.

· In the event of an adverse past performance evaluation (e.g., Marginal or Unsatisfactory rating or report), the Past Performance Team shall obtain supporting rationale for the report from the reference to determine the context of the problems and any mitigating circumstances.  In discussing a rating with any reference, attempt to determine the factual basis for the negative rating or report.  Discuss the nature and impact on the user due to the past performance problem.  Determine the current status of the situation.  Withhold the identity of the instant program and solicitation number to avoid having to obtain a non-disclosure statement from the person contacted.  After the discussion is completed, read back the summary to the person contacted to ensure the information was accurately understood.

· In the event that the team cannot find any relevant performance that the offeror performed as a prime contractor or that the key personnel performed, then the team assigns a white (neutral) rating.  Treat this rating as an unknown risk that neither rewards nor penalizes firms without relevant performance history.  It is extremely rare that no past performance information is available.

Factor 1.  Past Performance (Section M.XX).
Evaluate this factor on the basis of the offeror’s technical and managerial experience and performance in providing technical integration solutions consistent in scope and complexity with each of the Task Areas (Section C) during the last three years.  The information presented in the offeror’s proposal, together with information from other sources available to the Government, provide the input for evaluation of this factor.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s technical and management capability by examining the offeror’s past performance as a prime contractor on previous IT contracts.  Evaluate only past performance data regarding IT efforts completed within the last three years or currently on-going work.  

Subfactors 1-4.  Previous Contracting Effort (4 Total) (Reference - M.XX.)
The Government evaluates the offeror’s past performance as the prime contractor in management of large and complex IT efforts similar to those anticipated under the solicitation.  Evaluation focuses on the technical solutions applied to previous efforts and the results achieved.  Each previous contracting effort is evaluated as a separate subfactor of past performance.

Element 1.  Past Performance Information Data.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s proposal to determine the degree to which the offeror demonstrated its experience in performing IT tasks consistent with the scope and complexity of the Task Areas described in the PWS (Section C).  At a minimum, “full and open” offerors must provide evidence of experience (i.e., in at least XX contract(s) or order(s)) in all task areas.  Small business set-aside offerors must provide evidence of experience in at least XX of the Task Areas.  Technically complex tasks implemented and managed across an enterprise rate higher than tasks of less size, scope, and complexity.  The results achieved in each contract are an important part of the evaluation of the offeror’s technical past performance.

Standard.  Based on the offeror’s demonstrated performance as a prime contractor on IT-related efforts completed within the past three years, or on-going performance), the standard is met when--

· The past performance effort cited was between (insert a dollar range), and

· That in at least one of the previous efforts cited, the offeror demonstrated that performance included tasks similar to each of the Task Areas, for full and open offerors; and similar to at least XX of the Task Areas for small business set-aside offerors.

Element 2.  Cost Control.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s ability to deliver services at an agreed-to price or cost.  Variances in the award amounts and the amounts at completion (or estimated to complete) are evaluated to determine the extent to which the offeror controlled project costs.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror’s past performance provides evidence of the use of management tools and techniques for effective control cost--

· Cost controlling tools and techniques are evident in offeror’s proposal; and 

· Customer assessments of previous contracting efforts indicated cost control measures were successful, and the standards were met.

Element 3.  Schedule.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s ability to deliver a service according to an agreed-to schedule.  Examine the cause of any schedule variances to determine the extent to which the offeror was able to deliver services on time.

Standard.  The standard is met when--

· Schedule controlling measures are evident in the offeror’s proposal; and 

· Customer assessments of previous contracting efforts indicate the scheduling standards were met.

Element 4.  Mission Requirements.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s ability to meet the customer’s mission requirements.  Examine the assessment to determine if the offeror provided integration and coordination of all activities needed to execute the contract to satisfy the customer’s requirements.

Standard.  The standard is met when--

· The offeror demonstrated that all requirements in the previous contracting effort were met; and 

· Customers stated that all requirements of the previous contracting effort were satisfactorily met.

Element 5.  Quality.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s ability to provide a service that met the customer’s quality requirements.  Examine the offeror’s performance to determine if the quality of service necessary in providing conformance to contract requirements was met.

Standard.  The standard is met when--

· Offeror demonstrated the use of a quality control program that as a minimum implements the oversight necessary to assess cost, quality, and schedule against an established baseline.  Special emphasis is placed on the application and use of quality assurance programs with performance metrics; and

· Performance demonstrated the use of common industry-wide management tools and techniques that captured achievement toward management goals.

Element 6.  Socioeconomic Goals.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s ability to meet subcontracting goals (large businesses).  Consider any circumstances that negatively impacted the offeror’s ability to consistently meet or exceed small business subcontracting goals.

Standard.  The standard is met if--

· There were no significant shortfalls in the offeror’s ability to meet any applicable subcontracting goals for utilization of Small Business (SB), Small Disadvantaged Businesses (SDB), Women-Owned Small Businesses (WOSB), Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business (SDVOSB), HUBZone and Historically Black Colleges and Universities/Minority Institutions (HBCU/MI).

Element 7.  Subcontracting Management.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s proposal to determine the extent that subcontracting goals were met.  This determination includes whether subcontracts were awarded in a timely manner, whether subcontractors were paid on time, and whether there were any significant problems with subcontracts that resulted in cost, schedule or performance problems in the contract completion.

Standard.  The standard is met when--

· All subcontracts related to this previous contracting effort were awarded in a timely manner;

· All subcontractors were paid in a timely manner; and

· No significant problems arose in the management of subcontracts.

Element 8.  Business Relations.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s ability to demonstrate a business-like concern for the customer’s interests and the ability to demonstrate reasonable and cooperative behavior.  The Government examines the assessment to determine the degree to which the offeror met the levels of cooperation needed to act as an effective business partner.

Standard.  The standard is met when--

· The offeror demonstrated a “customer first” attitude in previous contracting efforts;

· No significant problems arose in previous contracting efforts due to offeror’s inability to work with the customer;

· The offeror demonstrated that it had a process in place to track and address customer complaints, requests for clarification, or requests for information; and

· The offeror demonstrated reasonable and cooperative behavior in past contracting efforts.

Element 9.  Key Personnel.  The offeror shall identify individuals and provide resumes for the Key Personnel.  If any proposed key personnel are not currently employed with the offeror, the offeror should submit letters of commitment along with the person’s resume.  The offeror should  also complete the Key Personnel Matrix (Section J, Attachment X) that identifies the number of personnel directly assigned to the organization that are responsible for contract performance, the labor categories of all assigned personnel, and level of security clearance for each assigned individual.  NOTE:  When acquiring IT services, ensure that in accordance with FAR section 39.104, the solicitation does NOT require any minimum experience and or education for the proposed contractor personnel.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror’s proposal provides evidence of a sound management structure that, as a minimum, demonstrates adequate IT resources, including--

· Key personnel have program management experience necessary to perform this contract, and specialized IT program management experience; and

· A professional employees compensation plan that provides an average labor rate of compensation that is within 5 percent of the average labor rate identified for the IT industry in the Washington, DC area.

2.  Technical and Management Approach Overview.
· All evaluators review the Executive Summary of the proposal to obtain a basic understanding of the significant attributes of the offeror’s proposal.  The Technical and Management Approach team reviews the information provided in Volume II in accordance with the stated subfactors.

· Evaluators compare each proposal in detail against the standards established for each element listed below.  Evaluators use the standard pertaining to each Technical and Management Approach element to ensure the proposal addresses all relevant considerations stated in the solicitation.  Evaluators document their evaluation in the web-based source selection tool with narrative statements that establish how the proposal measures up to the standards and how they were rated against the criteria stated in the solicitation (Section M).  Evaluators document the proposal’s strengths, weaknesses, and risks before assigning a rating.

Factor 2.  Technical and Management Approach (Section M.XX).
Evaluate this factor on the basis of the proposed management approach for performing the contract, application of this approach, and the technical approach employed, by the offeror’s proposal for each of the tasks described in the solicitation.  The evaluation encompasses an assessment of the suitability of the proposed technical solution in relation to similar requirements anticipated in the contract; and the soundness, completeness, and adequacy of the solution.  Evaluate the offeror’s proposal to determine the extent to which the approach demonstrates an understanding of the scope and complexity of the solicitation task areas, as they apply to integration throughout the Department of Defense (DoD), and its strategic partners.

Subfactor 1.  Technical Solutions (Reference - M.XX).

TAILOR THESE ELEMENTS TO THE REQUIREMENTS IN THE SOLICITATION.

Element 1.  Integrated and Interoperable Planning and Direction.  The Government evaluates the proposal to the extent that the offeror demonstrates its ability to develop a plan to bring its company’s business process improvement and management consulting groups to bear on responding to the solicitation.  The offeror’s proposal is evaluated to determine the degree to which the offeror demonstrated an understanding of the technical and functional interfaces that must be considered in the development of a solution to this task.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror provides a description of its business planning and management processes and demonstrated an understanding of how to apply its resources toward an enterprise-wide solution that integrates the DoD and its strategic partners.

Element 2.  Integrated and Interoperable Organizations.  The Government evaluates the extent to which the offeror demonstrates its ability to provide recommendations for the solicitation.  The offeror’s proposal is evaluated to determine the degree to which the offeror’s response demonstrates an understanding of the scope and complexity of the requirements and the level of effort (project, organization, proposed staffing, and schedule) involved to effectively conduct work under this task.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror provides a description of its organization, including proposed subcontractors, teaming partners, and provided credible recommendations, with rationale, for supporting the crisis management scenario.

Element 3.  Integrated and Interoperable Processes.  The Government evaluates the extent to which the offeror demonstrates its ability to develop a plan to bring its company’s business process improvement and management consulting groups to bear on implementing a learning organization with integrated and interoperable processes supporting the solicitation.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror demonstrated that its proposed technical solution used one or more new, novel, or innovative approaches resulting in some performance benefit.  An approach that demonstrated innovation, or involved a new concept, is assessed as met (=).

An assessment that is not new or novel fails to meet the standard (-).  An assessment that involves break-through technology or “out-of-the box” thinking exceeds the standard (+).

Element 4.  Integrated and Interoperable Financial Resources.  The Government evaluates the extent to which the offeror demonstrates its ability to support decision making across the DoD, allowing leaders to accomplish management functions relevant to the solicitation.  Evaluate the offeror’s proposal to determine the degree to which the offeror demonstrates an understanding of the approved DoD standards, architectures, and guidelines that apply to a solution for this task.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror demonstrated that it demonstrates an understanding of the DoD’s financial systems and address the requirements for using the DoD standards and architectures to integrate a solution across the enterprise that ultimately supports warfighter mission capability.

Element 5.  Integrated and Interoperable Information and Systems.  The Government evaluates the extent to which the offeror demonstrates its ability to develop a plan to integrate the information systems that are not compatible with the common information infrastructure to support the solicitation.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror demonstrated a complete understanding of the applicable technical standards and architectures including--

· Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) Architecture Framework;

· Joint Technical Architecture (JTA);

· Defense Information Infrastructure Common Operating Environment (DII COE); and

· High-Level Architecture (HLA).

Element 6.  Integrated Physical Assets, Logistics, Maintenance, and Supply Chain Processes.  The Government evaluates the extent to which the offeror demonstrated its ability to provide recommendations for Government-wide integration of physical and logistical assets to improve its use between federal agencies in support of the solicitation.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror provided an understanding of the US and allied forces logistics support system and applied an integrated solution that allows efficient and rapid distribution of assets between the DoD and its strategic partners, especially during times of national crisis.

Subfactor 2.  Management Solutions (Reference - M.XX).
Offerors who have a dedicated IT organization already in place are rated higher than those that do not.  The size of the organization, including the number of personnel possessing security clearances and the levels of those clearances, are considered as well the length of the organization’s existence.  Examine the offeror’s electronic commerce (e-commerce) and 

electronic business (e-business) capability.  Evaluate the offeror’s ability to recruit, train, and maintain a high quality IT work force.  For large business, examine the feasibility and depth of the offeror’s planned approach to meeting the established subcontracting goals described in the solicitation.

Element 1.  Organizational Structure.  The Government evaluates the offeror’s organizational charts identifying the size, scope and structure of the offeror’s IT organization.  The offeror must indicate the date of the organization’s establishment.  If a matrixed organization, only the resources directly assigned to the organization need be identified.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror provided evidence of a sound management structure that demonstrated an adequate IT organizational structure, including:

· The placement of the IT organization within the overall management of the organization to allow for adequate exposure and authority to support all IT requirements of the contract.

· Evidence of a dedicated IT organization in place will receive additional credit.

Element 2.  Quality Recognition and Certifications.  The Government evaluates quality recognition and certifications presented by the offeror.  Emphasis is placed on quality recognition and certifications that directly support IT solutions.  This includes the Software Engineering Institute (SEI) Capability Maturity Model (CMM) Level, and ISO 9000 series quality certification.  In addition, the Government examines the source of the recognition/ certification, with self-assessment rankings receiving far less credit than recognition/certifications received from an independent rating activity.  The evaluator must identify the official criteria used by the issuing organization to make an evaluation and assess a rating.  The criteria must be from an official source (e.g., web site, memorandum, handbook, etc.).  

NOTE:  If a minimum SEI CMM or ISO 9000 Series certification level is a mandatory requirement for the solicitation, it must be clearly stated so in the solicitation (Sections L and M, as well as in the standards.

Standard.  The standard is met when the recognition/certification demonstrates that the offeror has a mature process for measuring quality.  To meet the standard, the offeror must provide evidence of an SEI CMM Level 3 certification.  The standard is also met when the offeror provides evidence that:

· It received recognition/certification for quality and the recognition/certification is at the regional level.

· The recognition/certification demonstrates that the offeror has a mature process for measuring quality.

· The issuing organization used criteria from an official source.

· The recognition/certification is from an independent rating activity.

· Recognition/certification at the national or international level exceeds the standard.  Level 3 Certification for five or more years exceeds the standard.  Evidence of awards such as the following, in addition to the above, exceeds the standard:

· ISO 9000 Series Certification.

· Deming Quality Award;

· Baldrige Award; and or

· President’s Quality Award.

· Recognition/certification at the customer level (i.e., letter of appreciation) fails to meet the standard.  Self-assessments also fail to meet the standard.  An SEI CMM Level 2 certification fails to meet the standard.

Element 3.  Electronic Commerce/Electronic Business.  The offeror identified the use of acceptable tools and processes that enable the offeror to conduct all business electronically via technologies such as electronic data interchange (EDI), electronic mail (e-mail), computer bulletin boards, facsimile, electronic funds transfer (EFT), world wide web technology, and other similar technologies.  The evaluator must identify the current software applications in use and the number of transactions processed by the organizational unit that provides the offeror’s electronic commerce and electronic business capability.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror’s proposal demonstrated electronic commerce/electronic business capability as evidenced by the use of acceptable tools and processes that enabled the offeror to conduct all business electronically.

Element 4.  Ability to Recruit, Train, and Maintain High-Quality Personnel.  Offerors shall provide a Compensation for Professional Employees Plan for evaluation.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror provides evidence that it has a compensation plan in place for its professional employees and included in the proposal.

Element 5.  Small Business Plan (large businesses).  The offeror must identify key aspects of its small business plan and how the offeror plans to meet or exceed the small business contracting goals set forth in the solicitation.

Standard.  The standard is met when the offeror identified the organizational element or process for locating and selecting various types of small businesses for subcontracting, and the offeror substantiated the ability to attract and select small businesses.  The offeror must describe adequate procedures or techniques for meeting the small businesses goals of this contract.

APPENDIX D

INDEPENDENT GOVERNMENT COST ESTIMATE

Below is the summary-level Independent Government Cost Estimate (IGCE) determined by a roll-up of total estimated labor hours by (solicitation name) Labor Category, and Other Direct Costs (ODCs).  The total estimated labor hours will be applied to the offerors’ labor rates to determine cost reasonableness.
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