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THE FEDERAL ACQUISITION INSTITUTE (FAI) CURRICULUM

The Courses

In FY91, the FAI began providing Federal acquisition trainers and educators with
instructional materials for a new Contract Management curriculum.  This curriculum
includes the following courses, listed in a recommended order of attendance.

1. Introduction to Contracting*
2. Procurement Planning*
3. Small Purchases
4. Contracting By Sealed Bidding*
5. Price Analysis*
6. Contracting By Negotiation*
7. Cost Analysis*
8. Negotiation Techniques
9. Government Contract Administration*

10. Government Contract Law
11. Types of Government Contracts
12. Source Selection
13. Advanced Procurement Management
14. Advanced Cost and Price Analysis
15. Advanced Contract Administration
16. Termination

Specialized Courses
(in alphabetical order)

1. Acquisition of Federal Information Processing (FIP) Resources
2. Contracting for Architect/Engineer Services
3. Construction Contracting*

Offerors

Each of the above courses will be offered by the General Services Administration
Interagency Training Center.   Other Federal acquisition trainers and educators may
incorporate FAI instructional materials in their respective curricula (generally under
different course titles than the above).

* Currently available.
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PURPOSE OF THE FEDERAL ACQUISITION INSTITUTE CURRICULUM

To Help You Accomplish The Goals Of The Federal Acquisition Process:

As a Contract Specialist, your primary goals are to:

1.  Obtain the optimum market response to requirements for supplies and services, in
terms of:

• Quality

• Timeliness

• Price
While—

• Accomplishing socioeconomic objectives

• Minimizing business and technical risks

• Maximizing competition

• Maintaining integrity.

2.  Assure that purchased supplies and services are:

• Delivered or performed when and where specified in the contract

• Acceptable, in terms of conforming to the contract's specifications or statement of
work

• Promptly and properly reimbursed

• Provided in compliance with other terms and conditions of the contract.

To Help You Perform Your Duties

To accomplish these goals, Contract Specialists perform more than 75 principal duties.
Collectively, these duties constitute the Federal acquisition process.  Exhibit P-1 maps the
acquisition process and relates each duty to the overall process.  The FAI curriculum has
been designed to systematically develop your skill at every duty in Exhibit P-1, in the
context of accomplishing the overall goals of the Federal Acquisition Process.

Your Challenge

Your challenge is to become proficient in performing the duties described Exhibit P-1.
Granted, you may presently perform only a subset of the duties.  In terms of your career,
however, learning the entire range of duties will improve your competitiveness for a great
variety of contracting positions, including managerial positions.  From the standpoint of
the Government, you will be better able to perform any one duty if you have first hand
knowledge of how the duty affects, and is in turn affected by, the performance of the
other duties.
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PRESOLICITATION PHASE

Determination
of Need

Initiating the
Procurement

Analysis of
Requirement

Sourcing

Determining Needs

1. Forecasting Require-
ments

2. Acquisition Planning

Processing the PR

3. Purchase Requests

4. Funding

Market Research

5. Market Research

Analyzing Requirements

6. Specifications

7. Statements of Work

8. Services

Extent of Competition

9. Sources

10. Set-Asides

11. 8(a) Procurements

12. Competition Requirements

13. Unsolicited Proposals

Selection Factors

14. Lease vs. Purchase

15. Price Related Factors

16. Technical Evaluation
Factors

Method and Plan for the
Procurement

17. Method of Procurement
18. Procurement Planning

SOLICITATION-AWARD PHASE

Solicitation Evaluation—
Sealed Bidding

Evaluation—
Negotiation

Award

Terms and Conditions

19. Contract Types

20. Letter Contracts

21. Contract Financing

22. Use of Government
Property and Supply
Sources

23. Need For Bonds

24. Solicitation Preparation

Soliciting Offers

25. Publicizing Proposed
Procurements

26. Preaward Inquiries

27. Prebid/Preproposal
Conferences

28. Amending Solicitations

29. Cancelling Solicitations

Bid Evaluation

30. Processing Bids

31. Bid Acceptance
Periods

32. Late Offers

33. Bid Prices

34. Responsiveness

Proposal Evaluation

35. Processing Proposals

36. Technical Evaluation

37. Price Objectives

38. Cost and Pricing Data

39. Audits

40. Cost Analysis

41. Evaluating Other
Terms and Conditions

42. Competitive Range

Discussions

43. Factfinding

44. Negotiation Strategy

45. Conducting Negotia-
tions

Selection for Award

46. Mistakes in Offers

47. Responsibility

48. Subcontracting
Requirements

49. Preparing Awards

Executing Awards

50. Award

51. Debriefing

Protests

52. Protests

Fraud and Exclusion

53. Fraud and Exclusion

Exhibit P-1



Preface

x

POST-AWARD ADMINISTRATION PHASE

Start-Up Quality
Assurance

Payment and
Accounting

Closeout

Planning

54. Contract Administra-
tion Planning

55. Post-Award Orienta-
tions

Ordering

56. Ordering Against
Contracts and
Agreements

Subcontracting

57. Consent to Sub-
contracts

Monitoring and Problem
Solving

58. Monitoring, Inspec-
tion, and Acceptance

59. Delays

60. Stop Work

61. Remedies

Property

62. Property Administra-
tion

Reporting Performance
Problems

63. Reporting Performance
Problems

Payment

64. Limitation of Costs

65. Payment

66. Unallowable Costs

67. Assignment of Claims

68. Collecting Contractor
Debts

69. Progress Payments

70. Price and Fee Ad-
justments

Accounting

71. Accounting and Cost
Estimating Systems

72. Cost Accounting
Standards

73. Defective Pricing

Closeout

74. Closeout

POST-AWARD ADMINISTRATION PHASE (cont.)

Contract
Modification

Termination Claims

Modifications/Options

75. Contract Modifications

Termination

76. Termination

77. Bonds

Claims

78. Claims

Exhibit P-1
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CHARACTERISTICS OF FAI COURSES

• Each course in the curriculum builds on the skills and knowledge taught in prior
courses.

• Each course covers specific duties and is designed to provide skill in performing
those duties.

• Generally, there is a separate lesson for each duty, with a corresponding chapter in
the Text/Reference.

• In most cases, your instructor will  introduce the duty, its purpose (learning
objective), applicable policies, and standards for performance.

• Next, the instructor will walk you through a flowchart of the steps in performing the
duty.

• You will perform selected steps in-class, using case studies and other such
exercises.

• You will be tested.

• For each duty, the Text/Reference serves as a desk reference, with flowcharts, steps
in performance, and job aids.

• Practicums (i.e., self-instructional exercises) will be available at a later date to
reinforce the in-class learning back on-the-job.

• Specialized courses (e.g., Construction Contracting) do not reteach the basic
acquisition process, but rather concentrate on the unique regulations and procedures
related to acquiring that type of deliverable.
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OVERVIEW OF SOURCE SELECTION

Duties .

The following are among the primary duties from Exhibit P-1 covered in this course:

Unit of
Instruction Duty Chapter(s) Focus:

2 Acquisition Planning 1 Creating the overall acquisition plan

18 Part B Acquisition Planning 2 Creating the Source Selection Plan

16 Solicitation Preparation 3 Developing evaluation factors

36 Technical Evaluation 4 Instructing the technical evaluation team

Obtaining technical evaluation report(s)

42 Competitive Range 5 Determining the competitive range

45 Conducting Negotiations 6 Conducting negotiations

Requesting BAFO

49 Preparing Awards 6 Briefing the SSA

Preparing the contract

50 Award 6 Executing contract

Making postaward notifications

51 Debriefing 6 Debriefing offerors

Length

One week (5 days)

Who Should Attend

Contract Specialists (GS-9 to GS-13) who have completed the following three courses (or
an equivalent course or courses):

• Introduction to Contracting

• Procurement Planning

• Contracting by Negotiation

• Price Analysis

• Cost Analysis

• Government Contract Administration
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USING THE TEXT / REFERENCE IN THE CLASSROOM

Classroom Learning Objectives (CLOs)

At the beginning of each chapter, we have listed the classroom learning objectives for
that chapter.  We have written the text/reference to provide you with the information
necessary to accomplish those objectives.  Likewise, the classroom instruction and
exercises are designed to help you attain those objectives.

Most of the objectives are written in terms of your performance of a duty or task.  For
example, The Text/Reference provides a step by step guide to performing the duties.  In
the classroom, you will have opportunities to practice performance of the duties—using
the Text/Reference as your guide—through the use of such instructional techniques as
interactive viewgraphs and case studies.

Interactive Viewgraphs

An interactive viewgraph is a slide on the overhead projector that requires a response
from the class.  For example, if the instructor is showing a decision table, the “then” side
would be empty and you would help fill in the answers.  Or perhaps the slide asks a
particular question about a list of conditions shown on the slide.  Most viewgraphs are
represented in the Text/Reference as Exhibits.

Case Studies

Case studies are written as scenarios or stories about particular procurement situations.
There are several questions that follow the scenarios relating to the case and the particular
lesson.  Sometimes you have to use information in the Text/Reference to complete a case
study.

Reading Assignments

You are responsible for assigned readings from the chapters.  You will spend minimal
time listening to lectures.  Our philosophy is that you learn best by doing the tasks under
simulated conditions.

Testing

There will be one written test.  It will contain approximately 35 questions and will be
administered on the last day of class.  Test items are taken only from the readings
assigned by your Instructor.

The test should take no more than 75 minutes.  All test questions were developed to
verify the learning acquired from the course learning objectives which appear on the first
page of each chapter in the Text/Reference.
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USING THE TEXT / REFERENCE AT YOUR JOB SITE

The Text/Reference was developed to be used at your job site as well as in the classroom.
Its step by step approach, FAR references, structured writing, and index are all designed
for the easy and quick retrieval of information about the contracting process.  Each
Text/Reference is “dated” by indicating which FAC of the FAR system it is current
through.  This lets you know exactly how up to date it is.  You may contact the FAI for
updates or annotate your own copy as FAR policy changes.

COMMENTS

The book has not yet been written that does not contain some typos, incorrect citations,
missing information, or technical inaccuracies.  If this book is helpful to you, and you
would like to help make it better, please send any corrections you recommend to the
Federal Acquisition Institute (FAI) in care of GSA-VF, 18th and F Sts., NW,
Washington, DC, 20405.
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ABOUT THE FAI

As directed by the Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act, as amended, the Federal
Acquisition Institute (FAI) has been working for more than a decade to (1) foster
Government-wide career management programs for a professional procurement work
force; and (2) promote and coordinate Government-wide research and studies to improve
the procurement process and the laws, policies, methods, regulations, procedures, and
forms relating to procurement by the executive agencies.

For example, the FAI over the years has:

• Published annual demographic reports on the Federal acquisition workforce,
showing trends in qualifications, turnover, and hiring.

• Developed and published guidance for the consideration of Federal Procurement
Executives in establishing the procurement career management programs required
by the Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act, as amended.

• Assisted colleges and universities in establishing courses and programs in
acquisition disciplines, published directories of such academic courses and
programs, and reviewed the equivalency of those courses and programs in meeting
Federal training requirements.

• Supported the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) in developing standards and
examinations for acquisition positions.

• Assisted Federal managers and supervisors in identifying and recruiting highly
qualified candidates for acquisition fields (e.g., by publishing recruiting brochures,
preparing other recruitment materials, coordinating recruitment at selected colleges).

• Developed a Contract Specialist Workbook, as a desk reference for performing 78
core Contract Management duties.

• Developed instructional materials (including this and other text/references, instructor
guides, and test/banks) for Contract Management courses.

• Assisted agencies in establishing competency-based training, education, and
certification programs.

• Developed and field tested a staffing standards model for contracting activities.

ABOUT THE GSA INTERAGENCY TRAINING CENTER

The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) was founded to serve other Federal
agencies, State and local governments, and the public.  An important part of this service
is helping governmental groups to fulfill their missions.  The GSA Interagency Training
Center supports other agencies’ missions by providing quality training to their
employees.  For Federal acquisition specialists, the Interagency Training Center provides
courses in the knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary to perform their duties.
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To find the GSA Interagency Training Center courses most useful to your mission,
consult The GSA Interagency Catalog and Schedule, which is published annually.  For
copies, contact the GSA Interagency Training Center by phone or letter at:

GSA Interagency Training Center
P.O. Box 15608
Arlington VA 22215-0608
FTS 703 557-0986
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INTRODUCTION

OVERVIEW OF THE
FEDERAL ACQUISITION PROCESS

Chapter Vignette

John was an experienced contract specialist and
felt very confident about his ability to handle most
procurements.  After all, he had successfully han-
dled more than three hundred sealed bidding
acquisitions in the past two years alone.  How-
ever, he felt some nervousness when he was
notified that he might have to assist a “Source
Selection Evaluation Board” for what was ex-
pected to be a high cost procurement.  He had
never worked with such a board before.  He heard
this upcoming procurement would probably be
based on “best value,” rather than lowest cost
alone.  He also heard that there would be intense
competition among the offerors.  Most disturbing,
he remembered that a similar procurement during
the past year had resulted in several protests based
on the Government’s evaluation of the offers.  He
wondered how he could best prepare for the work
ahead.
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Intro–2 Introduction

Course Learning Objectives

In this Chapter At the end of this chapter, you will be able to:

1. Identify the phases of the Federal Acquisition Process.

2. Recognize and briefly describe the process and functions
that occur during presolicitation and solicitation-award
phases of the acquisition process.
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SECT. TITLE PAGE

I.1 Overview of the Federal Acquisition Process I-4

I.2 Your Performance of Acquisition Functions and Duties I-9

I.3 The Source Selection Process in the Federal Acquisition
Process I-10

Chapter Overview

Introduction This course lays the basis for studying Source Selection by:

• presenting an overview of the Federal Acquisition Process and its
goals

• showing the relationship of the source selection process to the entire
Federal Acquisition Process

Topics covered
in this Chapter

This chapter includes:
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Intro–4 Introduction

I.1  Overview of The Federal Acquisition Process

Introduction The Source Selection Process is a part of the overall Federal Acquisition
Process.  Before you focus on the Source Selection Process, it is useful
to recall the:

• Goals

• Phases

• Functions

• Duties

of the Federal Acquisition Process.

Goals of the
Federal
Acquisition
Process

You may recall that the Federal Acquisition Process is designed to
achieve 2 basic goals:

1. Obtain the optimum market response to requirements for supplies
and services, in terms of:

• Quality
• Timeliness
• Price

While:

• Accomplishing socioeconomic objectives
• Minimizing business and technical risks
• Maximizing competition
• Maintaining procurement integrity

2. Assure that purchased supplies and services are:

• Delivered or performed when and where specified in the
contract

• Acceptable, in terms of conforming to the contract’s
specifications or statement of work

• Furnished in compliance with other terms and conditions of
the contract
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I.1  Overview of the Federal Acquisition Process (continued)

Phases of the
Federal
Acquisition
Process

The Federal Acquisition Process is divided into three phases:

1. Presolicitation Phase

2. Solicitation-Award Phase

3. Post-award Administration Phase

Functions of
Phases of the
Federal
Acquisition
Process

In each of these phases, Government contract personnel perform
several functions:

Functions of the Presolicitation Phase
1. Determination of Need
2. Initiating the Procurement
3. Analysis of Requirement
4. Sourcing

Functions of the Solicitation-Award Phase
1. Solicitation
2. Evaluation (Sealed Bid and Negotiation)
3. Award

Functions of the Post-Award Administration Phase
1. Start-up
2. Quality Assurance
3. Payment and Accounting
4. Closeout
5. Contract Modification
6. Termination
7. Claims

Difference in
the Federal
Acquisition
Process

While the Federal Acquisition Process involves the same basic phases
and functions as any acquisition process,  it differs greatly in the
details of how those functions are performed.
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Intro–6 Introduction

I.1  Overview of the Federal Acquisition Process (continued)

Duties in the
Federal
Acquisition
Process

The following charts show the phases and functions of the Federal
acquisition process, in terms of the specific duties that are related to
each function.

However, please note that not every function or duty applies to every
acquisition.  For example, many contracts are not  modified, and few
are terminated.    Also be advised that the sequencing of functions or
duties may vary from contract to contract .  For example, some
solicitations may be amended prior to the opening of proposals, but
others might not be amended until after the Government has begun to
evaluate proposals.

Also note that several agencies, most notably the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, use alternative source selection procedures
for large acquisitions.  Such source selection procedures depart
markedly from the process described above, in terms of (1) steps in
the process, (2) how those steps are performed,  and (3) in the roles
and responsibilities of the CO and other officials for the acquisition.
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I.2  Your Performance of Acquisition Functions and Duties

Your
Performance
of Acquisition
Functions

In the final analysis, your performance of acquisition functions and
related duties should be judged NOT by:

• How faithfully you have observed the letter of the applicable
laws and regulations (although your acquisitions must comply
with those laws and regulations)

• The extent of competition for the requirement (although
maximizing competition is a subgoal of the process)

• Whether you have obtained a lower price than in prior
acquisitions for the supply or service (although price is an
important factor)

Rather, your performance at every step of the way in the
acquisition process should be judged by its contribution
to accomplishing the overall goals of the acquisition
process .

For example, you may perform every step of the procurement process
in apparent compliance with the letter of the applicable laws and
regulations.  You may have succeeded in obtaining independently
prepared offers from three competitors.  Yet the prices might be
unacceptably high because you:

• Entered the market at the wrong time (e.g., buying produce
out of season)

• Used a specification that unnecessarily and unwittingly limited
competition to a market segment characterized by premium
prices

• Ordered an uneconomic quantity
• Imposed an unnecessarily tight delivery schedule relative to

delivery terms and conditions that are prevalent in that market.
• Used the wrong type of contract  (e.g., a firm fixed price

contract for a market that is expecting a high rate of inflation
during the period of contract performance)

• Imposed warranty requirements that are far in excess of what
is customary for that market

The bottom line:  No function of the acquisition process
or any related duty should be viewed as an end in itself.
Rather, as you read about each function and duty of
source selection in the following chapters, always be
mindful of the overall goals of the Federal Acquisition
Process .
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I.3  The Source Selection Process in the Federal Acquisition Process

Correlation of
Phases in Both
Processes

The Source Selection Process is a portion of the Federal Acquisition
Process.  Therefore, it is not surprising that both processes use similar
names for their phases.  Unfortunately, the phases with similar names
are NOT identical.  This can be very confusing.  Therefore, the
following chart is provided to show the correlation of the phases in each
process.  Chapter 1 provides an overview of the Source Selection
Process.

    

(Contract Start-up Support Activities)

Phases of
Federal Acquisition

Process

Phases of
Source Selection

Process

1
Presolicitation

1
Presolicitation

2
Solicitation-Award

2
Solicitation

3
Evaluation

3
Post-Award

4
Selection and Award
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CHAPTER  1

OVERVIEW OF
SOURCE SELECTION

Chapter Vignette

John was trying to remember all that he had ever read in
the Federal Acquisition Regulation and Comptroller
General decisions about source selection.  He recalled that
many other factors besides the offeror’s price could be
considered by the Government, but that it was crucial to
select these factors carefully and apply them in a valid and
consistent manner.  He remembered now that even the
technical experts did not always agree the first time on
what technical factors should be considered.  He decided
that it was time to crack the books and review the overall
process of source selection.  After all, he thought, it is
better to understand the “big picture” first, before getting
into the details.
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Course Learning Objectives

In this Chapter At the end of this chapter, you will be able to:

1. Define “source selection.”  Distinguish “formal” from
“informal” source selection procedures.

2. State the basic purpose and goals of source selection and
identify related functions.

3. Recognize and briefly describe the process and functions
that occur during presolicitation and solicitation-award
phases of the acquisition process, as it relates to source
selection.
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SECT. TITLE PAGE

1.1 Terminology for Source Selection 1-4

1.2 Basics of Source Selection 1-6

1.3 Source Selection Organization 1-8

1.4 The Relationship of the Source Selection Process in the
Federal Acquisition Process 1-9

1.5 Principal Source Selection Documentation 1-10

1.6 Key Events in the Selection  Process 1-12

1.7 Phase 1—Presolicitation 1-16

1.8 Acquisition Planning—a Common Framework for
Successful Acquisition 1-18

1.9 Creating the Acquisition Plan—FAR 7.105 1-19

1.10 Phase 2—Solicitation 1-26

1.11 Phase 3—Evaluation 1-27

1.12 Phase 4—Selection and Award 1-28

Chapter Overview

Introduction In this course, you the Contract Specialist will become familiar with all
the actions that YOU must perform as either the Source Selection
Authority (SSA) or a member of a Source Selection Evaluation Board
(SSEB).  You will become familiar with both formal and informal
source selections.

Some of these actions are really individual tasks, such as personally
evaluating the offerors’ proposals.  You may be required to perform
them individually without much help.  Other tasks discussed in this text
may be performed as a member of a team, the Source Selection
Advisory Council (SSAC) or Source Selection Evaluation Board.

Topics in This
Chapter This chapter includes the following topics:
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1.1  Terminology for Source Selection

Acquisition

 FAR 2.101

The acquiring by contract with appropriated funds of supplies or services by and for the use of the Federal
Government through purchase or lease, whether the supplies or services are already in existence or must be
created, developed, demonstrated, and evaluated.  Acquisition begins at the point when the agency needs are
established and includes the description of requirements to satisfy agency needs, solicitation and selection
of sources , award of contracts, contract financing, contract performance, contract administration, and those
technical and management functions directly related to the process of fulfilling agency needs by contract.

Acquisition
Planning

 FAR 7.101

The process by which the efforts of the personnel responsible for an acquisition are coordinated through a
comprehensive plan for fulfilling the agency need in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost.

Acquisition Plan

 FAR 7.105

All the technical, business, management, and other significant considerations that control the acquisition.
The specific content of a plan will vary, depending on the nature, circumstances, and stage of the acquisition.
The plan also contains the acquisition milestones.

Contracting
Activity

 FAR 2.101

An element of an agency designated by the agency head and delegated broad authorization regarding acquisition
functions.

Contracting
Officer (CO)

 FAR 2.101

A person with the authority to enter into, administer, and/or terminate contracts and make related
determinations and findings.  Only the Contracting Officer has the authority to sign a contract or
modification.

Head of the
Contracting
Activity (HCA)

 FAR 2.101

The official who has overall responsibility for managing the contracting activity.

Source Selection The process of soliciting and evaluating offers for award in a competitive negotiated environment.

Source Selection
Authority (SSA)

  FAR 15.601

The Government official in charge of selecting the source.

Source Selection
Advisors

Personnel responsible for  providing source selection advice to the SSA and SSEB.



Overview of Source Selection

Source Selection 1–5

1.1  Terminology for Source Selection (continued)

Source Selection
Evaluation Board
(SSEB)

Specialists who are responsible for assisting the Contracting Officer in developing the source selection plan
and for evaluating proposals in accordance with the source selection plan and the RFP.

Source Selection
Advisory Council
(SSAC)

High level agency personnel that oversee the functioning of the SSEB and that may make recommendations
to the SSA.

Source Selection
Plan (SSP)

  FAR 15.6

A plan containing at a minimum the following:
•  description of the organization structure
•  identity of members of the boards or advisors
•  proposed presolicitation activities
•  summary of the acquisition strategy
•  statement of proposed evaluation factors and any significant subfactors, & their relative
   importance
•  description of the evaluation process, methodology, and techniques to be used
•  schedule of significant milestones.
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1.2  Basics of Source Selection

Introduction

 FAR 15.6

 FAR
 15.612(a)

Source selection is the process of soliciting and evaluating offers for
award in a competitive negotiated environment.

Formal source selection occurs “when a specific evaluation group
is established to evaluate proposals and select the source for contract
award.”  It is generally used in high-dollar acquisitions, but may be
used in other acquisitions as prescribed in agency regulations.
Normally an official above the contracting officer (CO) selects the
source.

Informal source selection is when the CO makes the selection with
the assistance of a technical evaluation panel, when necessary.

Applicability

 FAR 15.602

The source selection process applies to negotiated contracting when
source selection is based on:

1. Cost or price competition between proposals that meet the
Governments’ minimum requirements stated in the solicitation

OR

2. Competition involving an evaluation and comparison of cost and/or
price and other factors.

Objectives of
Source
Selection

The objectives of source selection procedures support the goals of the
federal acquisition process.  These objectives are:

• evaluation of the ability to produce the supplies or services and
the quality relative to price

• determination of the technical and management capability of the
offeror

• determination of the offeror’s past performance in providing
supplies or services.

• determination of which offer will be most advantageous to the
Government

These objectives are the results of an evaluation scheme that allows the
Government to assess the offeror’s ability to meet the Government’s
needs and assess the relative merits of competing proposals.
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1.2  Basics of Source Selection (continued)

Purposes
of Source
Selection

 FAR 15.603

The purposes of source selection procedures are to:

• maximize competition,

• minimize the complexity of the solicitation, evaluation and selection
decision,

• ensure impartial and comprehensive evaluation of all proposals,

• ensure selection of the source whose proposal has the highest degree
of realism and whose performance is expected to best meet stated
Government requirements.

Basic
Approaches
to Source
Selection

Detailed procedures covering source selection are NOT provided in
either statutory or regulatory form.  Each agency, therefore, has policies
for implementing source selection procedures which reflect the
individual agency’s mission.  Much of the individual agency’s policies
are contained in handbooks on Source Selection.  (See Chart on
Page 3-7).

There are two basic approaches to source selection:

1. Lowest-Price Technically Acceptable Proposal—under this
approach, all of the evaluation factors, except price, are, in effect,
evaluated on a “Go, No-Go” basis.  It is appropriate when price is
properly the deciding factor once the technical acceptability of offers
has been determined.  “Go, No-Go” factors define a standard of
comparison for contract requirements which proposals either satisfy
completely or fail to meet.

2. “Best Value” Concept—is an approach that considers the
appropriate balance of technical merit, management capability and
cost factors for a specific requirement that will provide the “best
value” to the Government.  There may be a tradeoff of higher price
for a better supply or service.
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1.3  Source Selection Organization

Source
Selection
Organization

The source selection organization typically consists of:
  

Source Selection Authority  (SSA)

Source Selection
Advisory Council  (SSAC)

•  makes final selection decision

•  appointment optional
•  composed of senior management

Source Selection
Evaluation Board  (SSEB)

•  composed of technical, pricing
       and CO/contract specialists

Source Selection
Advisors

•  legal
•  budget
•  logistics
•  security

(See Appendix for examples of other possible source selection organizations.)

Source
Selection
Authority
(SSA)

The Source Selection Authority makes the final selection decision.  The
SSA should be at a management level above the contracting officer and
the cognizant technical/program official so that evaluation and final
selection is based on consideration of the specific requirement as well as
overall agency and programmatic concerns.

Source
Selection
Advisory
Council
(SSAC)

The appointment of a Source Selection Advisory Council is optional and
at the discretion of the SSA.  If an SSAC is appointed, it reviews the
evaluation of the Source Selection Evaluation Board and, if requested,
makes a recommendation to the SSA.

Source
Selection
Evaluation
Board (SSEB)

Specialists who are responsible for assisting the Contracting Officer in
developing the source selection plan and for evaluating proposals in
accordance with the source selection plan and the RFP.
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1.4  Key Events in the Source Selection Process

Phases of the
FAP The following table outlines the Source Selection process.

ACQUISITION PHASE
SOURCE SELECTION

PROCESS SOURCE SELECTION ACTIVITIES

Pre-Solicitation Develop Acquisition
Plan

Develop Acquisition Plan

Develop Source
Selection Plan

Develop the Source Selection Plan and appoint the SSEB

Obtain Reviews,
Approvals, and
Authorization

Request/Receive Agency-level Reviews/Approval

Solicitation Prepare and Issue Write the Solicitation

Solicitation Develop an Independent Government Cost Estimate

Obtain Industry Comments on the Draft Solicitation
(optional)

Develop detailed Source Selection Materials

Publicize the Solicitation in the Commerce Business Daily

Issue the Solicitation

Hold Preproposal Conference (optional)

Answer Questions and Amend the Solicitation

Evaluation Evaluate Proposals Train Source Selection Team

Receive Proposals

Determine Whether Proposals Comply with Solicitation
Instructions

Evaluate Proposals Against Minimum Mandatory
Requirements

Request Clarification or Correction

Rate Technical Proposals

Conduct Initial Cost Evaluation

Establish Competitive Range

Award Select Contractor Conduct Discussions and Negotiations

Request Best and Final Offers (BAFOs)

Rerate Proposals Based on BAFOs

Select the Apparent Winner

Conduct Responsibility Reviews

Approve the Selection

Award the Contract

Notify Unsuccessful Offerors

Debrief Offerors

Publicize the Contract

Post Award Contract
Administration
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Document

Requirement

UCF

Section Description

Acquisition Plan—
a common framework

N/A Successful source selection requires planning and teamwork.  With so
many personnel involved in the procurement process, the “players”
MUST have a common framework—the Acquisition Plan—to
coordinate their activities.  The acquisition plan includes the necessary
information for the key players to make informed decisions.  The plan
also establishes the milestones for the acquisition.

Performance
Requirements

C The plan is based on the performance requirements.  These requirements
are defined in the: Statement of Work and/or Specifications

Evaluation Factors and
Significant Subfactors

M The factors and significant subfactors are derived from the SOW and/or
specifications.  They define the:
• extent of subcontracting, in some instances
• performance requirements
• business qualifications.

Evaluation Criteria N/A Once the factors and significant subfactors are defined, the Source
Selection Plan states the evaluation criteria and establishes
guidelines for a consistent approach to source selection.  The
terminology “selection criteria” is also used for “evaluation criteria.”

The SSEB uses these criteria/factors to evaluate:
• the offerors’ proposed supplies and services
• the offeror’s qualifications, risk assessments, and management plans,

and how they propose to budget their resources (cost).

Proposal Preparation
Instructions

L In order for the SSEB to be able to evaluate all of the proposals against
these selection criteria, the proposals MUST be in a consistent format.

The proposal preparation instructions provide offerors with
directions for preparing responses to the requirements in this consistent
format.  Section L must agree with Section M and should agree with
the Source Selection Plan.

Relationship of
Documentation

The graphics on the next page shows the relationship of the
documentation produced in the source selection process.

1.5  Principal Source Selection Documentation

(continued on next page)
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1.5  Principal Source Selection Documentation (continued)

Common
Framework
for this
Acquisition

Performance
Requirements

Source
Selection
Procedures
and Guidance

Instructions
for  Consistent
Responses to
Requirements

Selection Data

  

Cost
Proposal

Price/Cost
Proposal

Budgeted
Resources

Technical
Proposal

Proposed
Supplies/
Services

Acquisition
Plan

Proposal
Preparation
Instructions

Management
Plan

Contractor
Plan &

Qualifications

SpecificationsStatement
of Work

Statement
of Work

Source
Selection

Plan
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1.6  Key Events in the Selection Process

General The Federal Government acquires supplies and services to support
mission requirements.  Therefore, the proper selection of a source to
provide those supplies and services to the government is an important
event in the acquisition process.  Reports and data collected on federal
acquisitions (e.g., Packard Commission Report, Commission on
Government Procurement and Federal Procurement Data Center
information, and many others) clearly indicate that proper selection most
often leads to superior performance—poor selection leads to poor
performance.

Phases of the
Source
Selection
Process

The acquisition process for negotiated competitive procurements or, as it
is most often called, source selection, is divided into four phases:

1. Presolicitation

2. Solicitation

3. Evaluation

4. Selection and Award

Within each phase, there are a number of discrete and important events
that occur—each dependent upon the other.  Source selection requires a
team effort and adherence to a well conceived plan to ensure proper
selection and the avoidance of protests and delays.

As a Contract Specialist you should already be familiar with these
phases.  The principal events are shown in the flowchart on the
following pages.

(continued on next page)
(continued on next page)
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1.6  Key Events in the Selection Process (continued)

Source
Selection
Flowchart

   

Government
Agency
identifies Need
for Supplies,
Services

Acquisition
Planning
Process—
IAW FAR Part
7 & Agency
Guidelines

Acquisition
Plan Approval,
Appointment of
Source
Selection
Authority

Statement of
Work (SOW),
Specifications

Source
Selection Plan
developed and
approved
containing
SSEB
members

Phase 1—Presolicitation

Purchase
Request
accepted by
Buying Office,
Solicitation
prepared

Solicitation
reviewed by
agency
required
reviews

Synopsis
issued

RFP released

Phase 2—Solicitation

Go to
Phase 3 -
Evaluation
(next page)
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1.6  Key Events in the Selection Process (continued)

Source
Selection
Flowchart
(continued)

     

Cost &
Technical
Proposals
received

Evaluation of
proposals
performed

Clarifications/
Audits/Field
Reports

SSEB reports
to SSA—
1. Award w/o
discussion OR
2. Determine
Competitive
Range

Phase 3—Evaluation

SSA approves
award on initial
offer without
discussions

Agency
Required
Reviews

Notice given to
Unsuccessful
offers

Debriefings
performed, if
requested

Phase 4—Selection & Award w/o Discussion

Go to
Contract

Administration

Come from
Phase 2 -
Solicitation

If 2—
Go to Phase 4,

Selection & Award
Competitive Range

Determination
(next page)

Come from
Phase 3-

Award w/o
Discussion

If 1—Go to
Phase 4,

Selection &
Award w/o
Discussion

(below)

AWARD
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1.6  Key Events in the Selection Process  (continued)

Source
Selection
Flowchart
(continued)  

Notify offerors
outside
competitive
range

Conduct
oral/written
discussions
with all offerors
in competitive
range

Request Best
& Final Offer
(BAFO)

Conduct
Evaluation of
BAFOs

SSEB reports
to SSA

SSA decision

Come from
Phase 3-

Determine
Competitive

Range

Phase 4—Competitive Range Determination
                 Selection & Award

Legal,
Contracts, and
Finance
Review

AWARD
Announcement

Go to
Contract

Administration

Debriefings,
if requested

Notify
unsuccessful
offerors
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1.7  Phase 1—Presolicitation

Introduction The remainder of this chapter contains a synopsis of the steps necessary
for each phase of the source selection process.

Presolicitation is the most important phase of the process.  Proper
attention to planning and coordination with all the participants is
necessary for successful source selection.

Developing
the Acquisition
Plan

 FAR Part 7

During this phase, the requiring activity  (user organization, buyer)
develops a comprehensive Acquisition Plan, which:

• identifies the needs

• defines the specific requirements

• identifies budget

• determines the acquisition strategy

The requiring activity obtains assistance to develop the Acquisition Plan
from other disciplines such as contracting, logistics, quality assurance
and other subject-matter-experts (SME).

Organizing
for Source
Selection

During this phase, the Contracting Officer (CO) is assigned and the
Source Selection Authority (SSA) is appointed.

Included in the Source Selection Plan are the SSEB procedure
guidelines, and the criteria, standards and organizational structure by
which the SSEB will objectively evaluate the offerors’ proposals.

Supporting
Activities by
the Requiring
Agency

Often, during this phase, the requiring activity will:

• conduct a market survey to determine the availability or viable
production of the requirement, and to assist in the development of
the Independent Government Estimate or Independent Cost
Estimate.

• distribute a draft SOW or draft RFP to get feed-back on the
description of the requirement in an attempt to avoid ambiguity and
to take advantage of the vast information available in the
marketplace.

(continued on next page)
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1.7  Phase 1—Presolicitation  (continued)

Other
Presolicitation
Activities

Critical to the success of this phase and the entire acquisition process is
the development of a clear, concise, and unambiguous description of the
requirement.  The CO may elect to issue a draft RFP to potential sources
for comment and/or hold a presolicitation conference to clarify questions
about the requirement.

Procurement
Integrity

There are stringent requirements for maintaining the integrity of the
procurement process that MUST be adhered to during this phase by all
participants.  This includes both technical and contracting personnel.
Both written and oral communications should be guarded.  Procurement
Integrity Rules provide for both civil and criminal penalties for
violations.  The principal guiding this phase is that all offerors are
treated equally and no one obtains an unfair advantage.
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1.8  Acquisition Planning—a Common Framework for Successful Acquisition

Introduction One of the most important functions performed during the
Presolicitation phase is Acquisition Planning.  Understanding the
requirement is fundamental to successful Source Selection.  It is
therefore necessary for the Contract Specialist to participate in the
Acquisition Planning Process and become thoroughly familiar with the
Acquisition Plan.

Purposes of
the Acquisition
Plan

 FAR 7.101

Establishes Baseline.  The Acquisition Plan serves as the baseline
document upon which all of the participating personnel base their
decisions.  The Source Selection Plan evolves from the information
provided in the Acquisition Plan.

Coordinates Effort.  “The efforts of all personnel responsible for an
acquisition are coordinated through the acquisition plan for fulfilling the
agency need in a timely manner and at a reasonable cost.  It includes
developing the overall strategy for managing the acquisition.”

Requirement
and
Responsibility
for Acquisition
Plan

Agencies are required to prescribe their own criteria and thresholds for
requiring written plans and are encouraged to develop standard
acquisition plan formats.  The Contracting Officer is ultimately
responsible for the plan, however, agencies designate a “planner” which
is a person or office responsible for developing and maintaining a
written plan.

Scheduling
Acquisition
Planning

 FAR 7.104

“Acquisition planning should begin as soon as the agency need is
identified, preferably well in advance of the fiscal year in which the
contract award is necessary.  In developing the acquisition plan, the
planner should form a team consisting of all those who will be
responsible for significant aspects of the acquisition, such as
contracting, budget, legal and technical personnel.”
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1.9  Creating the Acquisition Plan—FAR 7.105

Content

 FAR 7.105

The Acquisition Plan addresses all the technical, business, management,
and other significant considerations that control the acquisition and
identifies the milestones at which decisions are made.  The specific
content of a plan will vary, depending on the nature, circumstances, and
stage of the acquisition.

Procedure for
Creating an
Acquisition
Plan

 FAR 15.810

A.  Establishing Acquisition Background and Objectives

STEP:
1 . Introduce the plan by a brief statement of need.

Summarize the technical and contractual history of the acquisition.
Discuss feasible acquisition alternatives and any related inhouse
effort.

2 . State all significant conditions affecting the
acquisition. Such as:
• requirements for compatibility with existing or future systems

or programs
• any known cost, schedule, and capability or performance

constraint

3 . Set forth the established cost goals for the acquisition
and the rationale supporting them, and discuss related
cost concepts to be employed, including, as
appropriate, the following items:

Life-cycle cost.  Discuss how life-cycle cost  will be considered.
If it is NOT used, explain why.  If appropriate, discuss the
cost model used to develop life-cycle-cost estimates.

Design-to-cost.  Describe the design-to-cost objective(s) and
underlying assumptions, including the rationale for quantity,
learning curve, and economic adjustment factors.  Describe
how objectives are to be applied, tracked, and enforced.
Indicate specific related solicitation and contractual
requirements to be imposed.

Application of should-cost.  Describe the application of should-
cost analysis to the acquisition (see FAR 15.810).

(continued on next page)
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1.9  Creating the Acquisition Plan—FAR 7.105 (continued)

Creating an
Acquisition
Plan
(continued)

 FAR
 Subpart 12.1

 FAR
 Subpart 12.3

 FAR
 Subpart 15.7
 FAR
 10.002(c)

STEP:
4 . Specify the required capabilities or performance

characteristics of the supplies or services being
acquired and state how they are related to the need.

5 . Describe the basis for establishing delivery or
performance-period requirements (see FAR Subpart 12.1).
Explain and provide reasons for any urgency if it results in
concurrency of development and production or constitutes
justification for not providing for full and open competition.

6 . Discuss the expected consequences of trade-offs
among the various cost, capability or performance, and
schedule goals.

7 . Specify the method for obtaining and using priorities,
allocations, and allotments, and the reasons for them
(see FAR Subpart 12.3).

8 . If specifically designated by the requiring agency as a program
subject to acquisition streamlining, discuss plans and
procedures to:
• encourage industry participation by using draft

solicitations, presolicitation conferences, etc.
• select and tailor only the necessary and cost-

effective requirements
• state the time frame for identifying which of those

specifications and standards shall become
mandatory  (see FAR 10.002(c))

(topic continued on next page)
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1.9  Creating the Acquisition Plan—FAR 7.105 (continued)

Creating an
Acquisition
Plan
(continued)

 FAR  Part 8
 FAR
 Part 19 & 20

 FAR Part 11

 FAR
 Part 6.302

B.  Plan of Action

STEP:
1 . Indicate the prospective sources of supplies and/or

services that can meet the need:
• Consider required sources of supplies and services

(see FAR Part 8)
• Include consideration of small business, small disadvantaged

business, and labor surplus area concerns
(see FAR Part 19 & 20)

• Address the results of market research and analysis and indicate
their impact on the various elements of the plan, if the
acquisition or a part of it is for commercial or commercial-type
products (see FAR Part 11)

• Address the extent and results of the market survey conducted or
the reasons one was NOT or will NOT be conducted, if the
acquisition or a part of it is for commercial or commercial-type
products

2 . Address competition:
• Describe how competition will be sought, promoted, and

sustained throughout the course of the acquisition.
- If full and open competition is NOT contemplated, cite the

authority in 6.302
- Discuss the basis for the application of that authority
- Identify the source(s)
- Discuss why full and open competition CANNOT be

obtained.
• Identify the major components or subsystems.

- Discuss component breakout plans relative to these major
components or subsystems.

- Describe how competition will be sought, promoted, and
sustained for these components or subsystems.

• Describe how competition will be sought, promoted, and
sustained for spares and repair parts.
- Identify the key logistic milestones, such as technical data

and delivery schedules that affect competition.

(2.  Address competition continued on next page)
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1.9  Creating the Acquisition Plan—FAR 7.105 (continued)

Creating an
Acquisition
Plan
(continued)

STEP:
2 . Address competition (continued):

• Describe how such subcontract competition will be sought,
promoted, and sustained throughout the course of the acquisition
when effective subcontract competition is both feasible and
desirable.
- Identify any known barriers to increasing subcontract

competition and address how to overcome them.

 FAR
 Subpart 15.6

3 . Discuss the source selection procedures for the
acquisition, including the timing for submission and
evaluation of proposals, and the relationship of
evaluation factors to the attainment of the acquisition
objectives.  (see FAR Subpart 15.6)

 FAR
 Subpart 15.6
 FAR  Part 17
 FAR
 Subpart 1.4
 FAR
 Subpart 7.4
 FAR Part 16

 FAR
 Subpart 32.7

 FAR Part 10

 FAR
 Subpart 12.3

4 . Discuss contract type selection for each contract
contemplated.  (see FAR Subpart 15.6)

• Use of multiyear contracting, options, or other special clauses,
special contracting methods (see FAR Part 17)

• Any special clauses, special solicitation provisions, or FAR
deviations required  (see FAR Subpart 1.4)

• Whether negotiation will be used and why

• Whether equipment will be acquired by lease or purchase and
why  (see FAR Subpart 7.4)

• Any other contracting considerations

5 . Describe how budget estimates were derived and discuss
the schedule for obtaining adequate funds at the time
when they are required  (see FAR Subpart 32.7)

6 . Explain the choice of product description types to be
used in the acquisition, in accordance with FAR Part 10.

7 . Specify the method for obtaining and using priorities,
allocations, and allotments, and the reasons for them
when they apply.  (see FAR Subpart 12.3)

(topic continued on next page)
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1.9  Creating the Acquisition Plan—FAR 7.105 (continued)

  FAR
 Subpart 7.3

 FAR
 Subpart 15.7

 FAR
  Subpart 7.3
 FAR Part 11
 FAR Part 46
 FAR Part 27

 FAR Part 45

STEP:
8 . Address the consideration given to OMB Circular No.

A-76 (see FAR Subpart 7.3).

9 . Discuss, as appropriate, what management system will
be used by the Government to monitor the contractor's
effort.

1 0 . Discuss any consideration given to make-or-buy
programs (see FAR Subpart 15.7).

1 1 . To the extent applicable, describe the test program of
the contractor and the Government.  Describe the test
program for each major phase of a major system acquisition.  If
concurrency is planned, discuss the extent of testing to be
accomplished before production release.

12.  Describe—
• The assumptions determining contractor or agency support,

both initially and over the life of the acquisition, including
consideration of contractor or agency maintenance and
servicing (see FAR Subpart 7.3) and distribution of
commercial products (see FAR Part 11);

• The reliability, maintainability, and quality assurance
requirements, including any planned use of warranties (see
FAR Part 46); and

• The requirements for contractor data (including repurchase
data) and data rights, their estimated cost, and the use to be
made of the data (see FAR Part 27).

• Standardization, including the necessity to designate, in
accordance with agency procedures, technical equipment as
“standard” so that future purchases of the equipment can be
made from the same manufacturing source.

1 3 . Indicate any property to be furnished to contractors,
including material and facilities.  Discuss any associated
considerations, such as its availability or the schedule for its
acquisition (see FAR Part 45).

(topic continued on next page)



Overview of Source Selection

1–24 Source Selection

1.9   the Acquisition Plan—FAR 7.105 (continued)

Creating an
Acquisition
Plan
(continued)

 FAR
 Subpart 4.4

STEP:
1 4 . Discuss any Government information such as manuals,

drawings, and test data, to be provided to prospective
offerors and contractors.

1 5 . Discuss environmental issues associated with the
acquisition, the applicability of an environmental
assessment or environmental impact statement (see 40
CFR 1502), the proposed resolution of environmental
issues, and any environment-related requirements to be
included in solicitations and contracts.

1 6 . Discuss how adequate security will be established,
maintained, and monitored for acquisitions dealing
with classified matters. (see FAR Subpart 4.4).

17 . Discuss, as applicable, energy conservation measures,
standardization concepts, the industrial readiness
program, the Defense Production Act, the Occupational
Safety and Health Act, foreign sales implications, and
any other matters germane to the plan not covered else-
where.

1 8 . Address the following milestones and any others
appropriate:

Acquisition plan approval.
Statement of work.
Specifications.
Data requirements.
Completion of acquisition-package preparation.
Purchase request.
Justification and approval for other than full and open

competition where applicable and/or any required D&F
approval.

Source Selection Plan
Issuance of synopsis
Issuance of solicitation
Evaluation of proposals, audits, and field reports.
Beginning and completion of negotiations.
Contract preparation, review, and clearance.

   Contract award.

(topic continued on next page)
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1.9  Creating the Acquisition Plan—FAR 7.105 (continued)

Creating an
Acquisition
Plan
(continued)

STEP:
1 9 . List the individuals who participated in preparing the

acquisition plan.
Example, a list of individuals is important for purposes of
procurement integrity maintenance.
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1.10  Phase 2—Solicitation

Introduction Once the requirement is clearly defined, the source selection plan has
been approved and funding is verified, then the contracting activity
accepts the requiring activity’s purchase request (PR) and moves on
to the second phase of the selection process—solicitation.

Request for
Proposal
(RFP)

After the purchase request has been accepted, the contracting activity
prepares the solicitation document—the Request for Proposal
(RFP).

Because of the many requirements set forth in the statutes and
regulations, the RFP is reviewed, in accordance with the agency
procedures.

Competition in
Contracting
Act—Mandated

Requirement

Before Release of

RFP

The Competition in Contracting Act (CICA) requires
competition “to the maximum extent practicable” and mandates that a
synopsis of the requirement appear in the Commerce Business Daily
(CBD) at least 15 days prior to issuance of the solicitation.
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1.11  Phase 3—Evaluation

Initial
Screening

After receipt of offers, the CO validates that each proposal meets the
solicitation’s format and content requirements.  Some proposals may be
eliminated—these are proposals that require revisions so extensive that
they would result in a new proposal.

Evaluation of
Proposals

After initial screening of the proposals by the CO, the proposals are
assigned for evaluation and the TET evaluates in accordance with the
criteria and standards set forth in the Source Selection Plan.  The TET
does NOT evaluate one proposal against another.  The SSEB, if used in
the acquisition, reviews the findings of the TET and ranks or rates the
proposals.  The SSEB may evaluate one proposal against another.  The
evaluation is based solely on the criteria and standards of the source
selection plan and the solicitation.

Audits and field reports may be used by the SSEB to determine the
strengths and weaknesses of the offerors’ proposals.

Seeking
Clarification

The SSEB may seek clarification during this phase through the CO.

Procurement
Integrity

Critical to this phase also are the Procurement Integrity Rules regarding
the offeror’s “proprietary information” and the Government’s “source
selection information.”   Security of the proposals and any other source
selection documentation is very important.
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1.12  Phase 4—Selection and Award

Two Options
for Selection
and Award

The SSA has two options in this phase:

1. to award on the basis of the initial proposal, WITHOUT discussion.

2. to establish a competitive range after discussions whereby all those
who have a reasonable chance for award are given an opportunity to
revise their proposals in  a Best and Final Offer (BAFO)

Option 1—
Award on
Initial Proposal

After evaluation of proposals, if the SSA chooses to award on the basis
of the initial proposal, the selection is made and submitted for the
appropriate agency review.  The unsuccessful offerors are notified and
provided debriefings if requested in writing.

Option 2—
Establish a
Competitive
Range

If a competitive range is determined, then oral and/or written
discussions are held with all those in the competitive range.

During discussions, the Government SHALL NOT:

• conduct technical leveling

• conduct technical transfusion

• use auctioning techniques

The contracting officer determines offerors outside the competitive range
and debriefings are provided after award if requested in writing.

The SSEB evaluates the BAFO and the results are presented to the SSA
in a decision briefing.

Awarding the
Requirement

Once the SSA makes the selection, the appropriate agency officials
review the decision and approve the award.

Unsuccessful offerors are notified and provided a debriefing if they
request it in writing
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SUMMARY

This chapter summarizes the federal acquisition process and the
important part that source selection plays.  It further defines the
roles of the participants and lays out the procedures for a
successful source selection.

The next chapter discusses the Source Selection Plan in detail.
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Classroom Learning Materials - Source Selection PE 1-1

OVERVIEW OF SOURCE SELECTION Chapter 1

CLO 1/1, Define Source Selection.

Situation:  A new intern has just been assigned to assist you during the summer months,
as part of a new Government program intended to provide meaningful employment to
students.  This young person is extremely bright, but has no experience in contracting, and
is full of questions.  She is happy to learn that you are supposed to be the most
knowledgeable and helpful person in the office and begins to ask you many questions about
the work your office does.

First Task  Her first question is “Please tell me what is source selection?”  What is your
response?

   

P
 R

 A
 C

 T
 I 

C
 A

 L
   

E 
X

 E
 R

 C
 I 

S 
E



Overview of Source Selection
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CLO 1/2, State the Purpose and Goals of Source Selection.

Second Task:  Her second question is:  “What is the basic purpose and the goals of source
selection; what are the related functions; what is it all about?”  What is your answer.
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CLO 1/3, Describe the process and functions as they relate to Source
Selection.

Third Task:  Explain to the young intern the basic approaches to source selection.
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CHAPTER  2

SOURCE SELECTION PLAN

Chapter Vignette

As he reviewed the references on source selection,
John was impressed at how often different authors
stressed the importance of thorough acquisition
planning and a detailed source selection plan.  It was
becoming clear that the source selection plan would
be the “blueprint” for a successful acquisition.  He
went through the files, looking for recent examples
of source selection plans.  He was rather surprised
to find a great variance in the size, scope and detail
of the plans he examined.  Clearly, there was a
problem of consistency in the agency about how a
source selection plan should look.  He asked his
supervisor Marcia, for some help.  She selected one
plan from the stack on his desk.  “Here,” she said.
“Review this plan.  It was done last year and it is the
best I have ever seen.  You will see that it is very
clear and explains the reasoning behind every
recommendation and decision.  Unfortunately, the
persons who worked on this procurement are no
longer in this office, but after you review the plan,
you can call them.  I’ll also be glad to help.”
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Course Learning Objectives

In this Chapter At the end of this chapter, you will be able to:

1. Recommend to the source selection authority (SSA) an
organizational structure for the formal source selection,
including the Source Selection Evaluation Board,
technical evaluation panel, cost evaluation panel, and, if
required, advisory council.  Define the roles and
responsibilities of each organizational unit.

2. Determine whether to release the proposals outside the
Government for evaluation and, if the proposals are to be
released outside the Government for evaluation, the
procedures to be followed.

3. Draft a formal source selection plan.

4. Incorporate evaluation factors and proposal preparation
instructions into sections L and M of the RFP.
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SECT. TITLE PAGE

2.1 Beginning the Source Selection Plan 2-4

2.2 Organizing and Staffing for the Source Selection
Evaluation Board 2-6

2.3 Releasing Proposals for Evaluation 2-9

2.4 Drafting the Source Selection Plan 2-10

2.5 Incorporating the Source Selection Plan in the RFP 2-14

Chapter Overview

Introduction The Source Selection Plan (SSP) is crucial to the RFP and the entire
source selection process.  Therefore, a well-written SSP takes time and
is essential.

Topics in This
Chapter

This chapter includes the following topics:
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2.1  Beginning the Source Selection Plan

Purposes of a
Source
Selection Plan

The SSP has  the following purposes:

• It specifies the Government’s approach for soliciting and
evaluating proposals.

• It provides the recommended source selection organizational
structure to the Source Selection Authority (SSA)

• It designates the persons who will perform the evaluation.

• After approval by the SSA, it is the “charter” which the SSEB
and contracting officer will follow.

References Assemble and check the following key references before you begin to
develop the SSP:

• FAR 3, 15.612, and 19.705-2

• Agency, Department, or local source selection guidance

• The Specifications or Statement of Work (SOW) explaining the
characteristics of supplies or services to be procured

• Acquisition histories or files on these supplies or services

• Findings of any previous market research (if applicable)

• The Independent Government Estimate (IGE)

• Any special guidance received from the SSA

• Acquisition plan (if one exists)

(continued on next page)
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2.1  Beginning the Source Selection Plan (continued)

Required
Actions

Before starting, there are several things you MUST remember about the
development of the SSP:

• ALLOW SUFFICIENT TIME for development of the SSP and
solicitation.

• Do NOT issue the solicitation until the SSP has been prepared
and approved.  Use the SSP to develop the solicitation.

• Have the evaluators help develop the SSP and review the
solicitation.

• If you are the chairperson of the SSEB, you may also have to
train members who have never before served on a SSEB.

• Determine as early as possible whether you will require special
expertise outside the Government to help evaluate the proposals.

• Obtain Procurement Integrity Certifications from participants in
the acquisition.
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2.2  Organizing and Staffing for the Source Selection Evaluation Board

Organizing and
Staffing

 FAR Part 3

Normally the Contracting Officer is the Source Selection Authority
(SSA) except in more complex acquisitions in which a higher official is
designated.  In that case evaluators, boards, or advisory committees
may be used.

Recall that the organizing and staffing of the Source Selection
Evaluation Board (SSEB) begins with the Source Selection Authority
(SSA).  The SSA appoints the SSEB.  However, as a contracting
officer, you may be required to recommend the organizational structure
to the Source Selection Authority.  This may include the following:

• the individual members of the SSEB

• members of special technical evaluation panels (if applicable) or
teams

• members of the price/cost evaluation panel

• members of the Source Selection Advisory Council, if employed

• any additional advisors

The SSEB will assist in developing the SSP.  The SSEB should
include:

• As many members as necessary, however, caution should be
used in having too many.

• Contractor personnel may be used as advisors and evaluators.
However some agencies prohibit this practice.

• If you require contractors as advisors, make sure there is NO
conflict of interest.  These advisors may NOT be involved in the
decision-making process.

• Preferably, persons with prior SSEB experience and the skills
consistent with the complexity of the acquisition.  If such
persons are not available, the SSEB chairperson must train the
members.

(continued on next page)
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2.2  Organizing and Staffing for the Source Selection Evaluation Board
(continued)

Organizing and
Staffing

The following graphic shows one organizational structure for a “typical”
source selection evaluation board.

TYPICAL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE FOR A SSEB
 

SSEB
Chairperson

Deputy

Administration

Price/Cost
Committee

Business
Evaluation
Committee

Technical
Evaluation

Team

Advisors Advisors Advisors

(topic continued on next page)
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2.2  Organizing and Staffing for the Source Selection Evaluation Board
(continued)

Organizing and
Staffing

Checklist for Organizing and Staffing

The following checklist specifies the actions you  should follow in
organizing and staffing the SSEB.

___   1. Make sure that each SSEB member understands that SSEB
duties take precedence over any other duties.

___   2. Determine if any member CANNOT be part of the SSEB due
to an actual or potential conflict of interest.  If so, notify the
SSA and obtain a replacement.

___   3. Determine if the SSEB members have the adequate expertise
consistent with the complexity of the acquisition.

___   4. If there are any outside advisors, explain their roles.  Clarify
any committee reporting requirements.

___   5. Brief the members to ensure that they understand the
requirements for nondisclosure and confidentiality.  Inform
all members of the arrangements for retrieving, marking,
holding, storing, and returning documents connected with
the source selection and execute the appropriate procurement
integrity certifications.

___   6. Inform all members that all communications connected with
the source selection and intended for anyone outside the
SSEB will be routed through the Chairperson.

___   7. Make necessary arrangements for a suitably large workplace
(such as a conference room) which can accommodate all
source selection members at the same time and allows for a
large number of documents to be spread out and examined
and secured when not in use.

___   8. Explain the necessary arrangements for the required
administrative support.

___   9. Ensure members understand the milestones associated with
the project.
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2.3  Releasing Proposals for Evaluation

Security of
Proposals

 FAR 3.104
 FAR 15.413

As you write the SSP, remember that on some complex solicitations,
you might determine very early that you will need outside assistance to
evaluate proposals.  However, you may NOT release source selection
information to anyone outside the Government for evaluation, except as
authorized by the FAR.  This means that your plan MUST ensure that
proper evaluation can be done with the resources available.

Authority to
Transmit
Information

As a general rule, only the contracting officer, or those superiors having
contractual authority may transmit technical information and conduct
discussions with prospective contractors.

Occasions
Authorizing
Proposal
Release

However, as the agency’s implementing regulations permit, you may
release proposals outside the Government for evaluation only when:

1. Authorized by the head of the agency.

2. Identified in the RFP that non-government personnel may be
used and may have access to the offerors’ proposals.

3. The outside evaluator agrees in writing to use the data only for
evaluation and will NOT further disclose it.

4. Any restrictive legends applied by the offeror and Government
are followed.

5. All copies and abstracts are returned to the Government after
evaluation.

6. Release outside the Government avoids conflict of interest and
takes into consideration organizational conflicts of interest.
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2.4  Drafting the Source Selection Plan

Source
Selection Plan
Outline

It is sometimes helpful to prepare an outline before writing the plan.
The following includes the type of information you would collect.

Sample Source
Selection Plan
Outline

SOURCE SELECTION PLAN OUTLINE

  Source Selection of  ______________________________________

     1. Description of property or service to be acquired.

     2. Description of organizational structure, including:
  (a) Duties of the SSA
  (b) Duties of the SSEB.

     3. Proposed presolicitation activities.

     4. A summary of the acquisition strategy.

     5. A statement of the proposed evaluation factors including
technical/business and price or cost, and their
relative importance.

     6. A description of the evaluation process, methodology, and
techniques to be used, including evaluation standards.

     7. A schedule of significant milestones, such as:
• Release of the RFP
• Date Proposals due
• Date Evaluation Starts
• Date Evaluation Completed
• Competitive range determination
• Discussions
• BAFOs
• SSEB Briefs SSA on Findings and Evaluation
• SSA Decision Due
• Contract Review
• Execution/Award

(Outline continued on next page)
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2.4  Drafting the Source Selection Plan (continued)

Sample Source
Selection Plan
Outline
(continued)

SOURCE SELECTION PLAN OUTLINE
(continued)

     8. A conflict of interest form

     9. Procurement Integrity Certificates

   10. Non-disclosure forms

   11. Provision for a secure meeting place.

(continued on next page)
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2.4  Drafting the Source Selection Plan (continued)

Overview of
Source
Selection Plan
Contents

Make sure that the SSP contains the following:

• A clear and concise description of the supply or service to be
acquired.  Remember that the description must be consistent with the
acquisition plan, including the scope, estimated contract dollar
amount, and period of performance.

• An organizational chart showing the relationships among the SSA,
SSEB, contracting officer and any other key participants, their
duties and responsibilities and names.  You can also use a flow chart
or matrix table for this purpose.

• A summary of the acquisition strategy including the type of contract
(i.e. FFP, CPFF, CPIF, etc.) and any special features to be
included in the contract.  Also include a brief rationale as to why this
acquisition strategy is recommended.

• A statement of the evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative
importance to one another, a description and standards for
evaluation of each factor, and method of evaluation, i.e., by score,
adjective rating, color coding, etc.  (You develop this information
when you create the evaluation criteria.  See the next chapter.)

• A description of the evaluation process, methodology, and
techniques to be used, (i.e., “best value” or “lowest price technically
acceptable proposal”), manner by which the evaluators will express
judgements and the standard for assigning each judgement
(numerically, adjective or some combination).  If you conclude that
you will require non-Government evaluators, provide full
justification.

• A milestone schedule.

(continued on next page)
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2.4  Drafting the Source Selection Plan (continued)

Approval by
SSA

Once the SSP is completed, it must be approved by the SSA.  This can
be a difficult and lengthy task.

This may include one or more briefings on the work in progress of the
SSP (prior to completion) for the SSA.  In particular, you should notify
the SSA if you are having difficulty developing the evaluation factors or
obtaining access to technical experts, such as outside advisors.
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2.5  Incorporating the Source Selection Plan in the RFP

General It is important for certain key information from the source selection plan
to be incorporated into sections L and M of the Request for Proposals
(RFP).  It is more important to remember that the evaluation to be
conducted MUST be consistent with the evaluation information
contained in the RFP in sections L and M.  Therefore, the source
selection plan and information incorporated into sections L and M
MUST be consistent for evaluation purposes.  The elements of the SSP
which you MUST incorporate are:

• A clear, concise description of the supply or services required by the
Government.

• The type of contract (FFP, CPFF, CPIF, T&M or other).

• The evaluation criteria, including an explanation of either the “best
value” or “lowest price technically acceptable proposal” approach.

• Evaluation factors and subfactors.  This includes both qualitative
and quantitative factors, usually explained in descending order of
importance (only applicable in best value approach) .

• Pricing information (unless there is no cost to the Government).

• Instructions to the offeror on preparing, formatting, packaging and
submission.

Incorporate
into Section L

You MUST explain in Section L of the RFP:

• the methods by which the offerors will submit their proposals
(proposal instructions).

• the requirements to specifically address those areas that you will
evaluate and score or rate during source selection.

(continued on next page)
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2.5  Incorporating the Source Selection Plan in the RFP (continued)

Incorporate
into Section M

You MUST explain in Section M of the RFP the relative importance of
the evaluation factors and significant subfactors, including:

• price or cost.

• technical (including business and management).

In Section M, you are NOT required to disclose the actual weights that
will be used for ranking the factors, but you MUST use language that
will properly inform offerors of the evaluation factors and significant
subfactors for the award and the way the source selection will be made.
Remember disclosing any weights is NOT prohibited; however, it is
NOT recommended.  If you want good proposals you should give the
offerors some indication of which factors are more important than others
so they can propose accordingly.  Our objective is to get a quality
commodity or service for the Government, NOT to make the offerors
have to guess at what we want.  Therefore, your evaluation criteria must
be clearly presented in Section M.
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SUMMARY

By this point you have completed the SSP and
submitted it for review by the SSA.  Once the SSA
approves the SSP, it becomes the “charter” for the
process.  The solicitation will incorporate much of
the information that was developed in the SSP.
After the SSP is approved, you are ready to brief
the technical evaluators.  Remember, before you
can complete the SSP, you MUST include the eval-
uation factors.  Development of the evaluation
factors is discussed in the next chapter.
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SOURCE SELECTION PLAN Chapter 2

CLO 2/1  Recommend to the source selection authority (SSA) an organizational
structure for the formal source selection.  Define the roles and responsibilities of
each organizational unit.

Situation:  You are the contracting officer for an acquisition to obtain 500 color printers to
upgrade desktop publishing and training materials development throughout your agency.  You
have the following information available from previous research.  There are 4 competing
technologies:

• The oldest and lowest priced is dot matrix.  It has the advantage of speed (7 pages per
minute) and lowest cost for both initial purchase (less than $1,000 per printer) and per page
cost (2 cents per page).  There are 11 known manufacturers.

• Another old intermediate technology is so-called “hot wax” which is very slow (3 minutes
per page).  It costs from $3,000 to $7,500 per printer, but has a per page cost of 5 cents
per page.  The advantage of hot wax technology is that it produces the most brilliant colors.
There are 7 known manufacturers.

• A newer technology is ink-jet color printing  which is patented and produced by only one
company.  Ink jet  color printing is comparatively fast, producing 5 pages per minute.  Unit
costs are $4,800 per printer, and per page costs are 5 cents.

• The newest technology is color laser printing which has a unit cost of $5,000 - $8,000 per
printer and a per page cost of 4.5 cents–6 cents per page.  Laser color printers print at a rate
of from 2–6 pages per minute, depending on the model.  There are 3 known
manufacturers.

The field of color printing technology is advancing rapidly, with a reduction of approximately 5%
per year in the per page printing costs.

The acquisition must be completed within 6 calendar months.

Task:  The Source Selection Authority has decided that the size and difficulty of this acquisition
justify the creation of a source selection evaluation board.  Given only this information,
recommend the composition of the SSEB, and, if necessary, the technical evaluation panel and
advisory board.  Define the roles and responsibilities of each organizational unit.  Be specific.
(Use space provided on next page.)
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)
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CLO 2/2, Determine whether to release proposals outside the government.

Situation:  You are the Chairperson of a SSEB concerned with evaluation of proposals for the
selection of a new electronic document imaging system which will be integrated into an existing
office network computer system.  The new imaging system will permit almost instant access from
all terminals to many types of supply, transportation, and warranty documents in the requiring
activity which are now stored in paper or microfiche files.  It is estimated that the integration and
conversion to this system will require 24 months, due to the complexity of the system integration
and the huge number of documents to be scanned into the system memory.

One major concern is that the new system integrate smoothly with the existing equipment
(hardware and software) with minimum changes and disruption.  Therefore, the offeror's technical
approach must include a comprehensive systems integration plan, which is expected to be very
complex.  However, the evaluation of this plan is causing some worry to the SSEB members.  For
this reason, it has been suggested that the contractor who designed, installed, and maintains the
existing network of equipment be retained to assist in the evaluation of proposals.  The SSEB
members are unanimous in their judgment that they do not have the necessary skills or knowledge
to technically evaluate the merits of the various proposals for overall system integration.  They
wish to call in the present contractor as soon as possible to help in the evaluation and to provide
advice.

Task:  As Chairperson, what are your actions and comments?
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CLO 2/3, Draft a Formal Source Selection Plan

Situation (Continued):  You are still the Chairperson of the SSEB preparing a Source Selection
Plan (SSP) for selection of a document imaging system.  The board members have completed the
first draft of the SSP.  The attached materials are extracted from that SSP.

Task:  Read and critique the attached extract from the draft SSP.  Given only this information,
what changes, if any, are needed?  Be specific.



Source Selection Plan

Classroom Learning Materials - Source Selection PE 2-5

   

Source Selection of a Document Imaging System.

1.  Description of property or service to be acquired.  The purpose of this Source Selection Plan
     is to provide the information necessary to determine the most advantageous offer to the
     Government for the selection of a document imaging system.  The document imaging
     system must be capable of retrieving black and white or original full color images of stored
     documents in the agency's central automated repository (CAR) concerning transactions in
     supply, transportation and warranty activities.  This will include images of scanned
     documents that were generated by this agency and other Government and non-Government
     activities, such as vendors, manufacturers, commercial transportation companies and freight
     forwarders.  The acquired document imaging system must be compatible with existing
     hardware (computers and peripherals) and software installed and maintained by the Vixen
     Electronics Corporation as of the date of contract award.

2.  Description of organizational structure.

     (a)  Duties of the Source Selection Authority (SSA) and Source Selection Evaluation Board
           (SSEB).  The SSA shall appoint all members of the SSEB, review recommendations,
           reports and evaluations of the SSEB and make the final selection of the most
           advantageous offer received by the Government.  The SSEB shall research all documents
           related to this acquisition, prepare the Source Selection Plan (SSP), recommend the most
           advantageous acquisition strategy, prepare the Request for Proposal (RFP) including the
           evaluation factors, receive and evaluate all offers as to technical merit, and provide to the
           SSA a rank order listing of the most advantageous offers.

    (b)  Nominations for staffing.  Based on the special requirements of this acquisition, the
           following persons are nominated for duties as evaluators of offeror proposals.

           •  Ms. Leona Farr.  She is the present system administrator for the existing local area
              network (LAN) installed and maintained by the incumbent contractor, Vixen
              Electronics.  She is most familiar with the operation, requirements, capabilities and
              limitations of the present system and served as the contracting officer's technical
              representative during the installation phase.

           •  Mr. David Copperfield.  He is the administrator of the Central Automated Repository,
              where all paper versions of the documents will be electronically scanned.  He is the
              one person most familiar with the work load requirements to accomplish the scanning
              effort in the two years following contract award, installation, and system compatibility
              testing.

           •  Ms. Pamela Dawn Jablonski.  She served twice as a member of a SSEB on similar
              acquisitions for the Department of Justice and the Department of Defense.  She is
              probably the most experienced person available for evaluation of this type of
              acquisition.

(continued on next page)

—Draft—

SOURCE SELECTION PLAN
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          •  Mr. Nelson Eddy.  He previously worked at the requiring activity and wrote the
              original technical requirement for this acquisition two years ago.  He is thoroughly
              familiar with the project and also helped develop the “should cost” data.

           •  Mr. Waldo Emerson.  He worked for the past three years as an instructor at the
              General Services Administration Federal Acquisition Institute and is the primary
              author of the recent booklet entitled “Source Selection - Lessons Learned.”

3.  Proposed Presolicitation Activities.  The major presolicitation activities proposed for this
     acquisition include:

     (a)  Assembling and briefing the SSEB as soon as possible.  (Note the tight milestone
           schedule).

     (b)  Meeting with the requiring activity and refining the requirement, to include the
           development of all technical preformance specifications, and development of a contract
           data requirements list.  This may include a requirement for an engineering survey.

     (c)  Determine most appropriate acquisition strategy.

     (d)  Development of the Statement of Work (SOW), the evaluation factors and standards.

4.  Summary of the acquisition strategy.  A phased “best value” acquisition strategy is proposed
     for this acquisition.  This is based on the special requirements for document security, the
     inability to fully predict the level of effort required to scan archived documents, recent
     experience of other Government agencies on similar procurements, and the overall level of
     risk connected with this acquisition.  For these reasons, a “cost plus incentive” approach
     may be most appropriate to complete all phases of the project within two years.

5.  Proposed evaluation factors.  The following evaluation factors have been proposed for this
     acquisition:

     (a)  Technical approach, including systems integration (most important)

     (b)  Management plan (second most important)

     (c)  Demonstrated experience on similar projects (third most important)

     (d)  Cost (considered separately)
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CLO 2/4  Incorporate evaluation factors and proposal submission instructions
into Sections L and M of the RFP

Situation:  A requiring activity has an urgent need for the development of training for
engineering personnel to upgrade their ability to rate load and resistances on bridges.  The specific
requirements include:

(1) a training curriculum and all necessary training materials for a 5-day training course on “Load
and Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) for highway bridges, and

(2) up to nine regional pilot promotional training courses and revision/updating of training
materials, followed by

(3) up to 60 course presentations to Federal personnel throughout the nation.

The following materials have been extracted from the source selection plan for this procurement
and included in Sections L and M of the Request for Proposal.

Task:  Review the attached documents and determine whether the information from the source
selection plan has been appropriately integrated into Sections L and M of the RFP.
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EXTRACT FROM SOURCE SELECTION PLAN FOR THE ACQUISITION OF “LOAD
AND RESISTANCE FACTOR DESIGN (LRFD)” TRAINING FOR HIGHWAY BRIDGES.

Source Selection of  “LOAD AND RESISTANCE FACTOR DESIGN (LRFD)” TRAINING
FOR HIGHWAY BRIDGES.

1.  Description of property or service to be acquired.  This acquisition concerns the
     development of training for engineering personnel to upgrade their ability to rate load and
     resistances on bridges.  The specific requirements include:

     (a)  a training curriculum and all necessary training materials for a 5-day (40 hour) training
            course on “Load and Resistance Factor Design (LRFD)” for highway bridges, and

     (b)  up to nine regional pilot promotional training courses and revision/updating of training
            materials, followed by

     (c)  up to 60 course presentations to federal personnel throughout the nation, with class size
            not to exceed 25 persons.

2.  Description of organizational structure:

      (a)  Duties of the Source Selection Authority (SSA) - The Source Selection Authority will
            make the final determination as to the offeror which has the offer considered to be most
            advantageous to the Government.  In addition, the SSA will appoint by name those
            members of the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB).  The SSA will receive
            briefings from the SSEB and provide any necessary guidance for the work of the SSEB.
            The SSEB members, operating as a group, will:

            •  Review and recommend, as needed, any changes to the Acquisition Plan documents
               for this acquisition.  This will include a review of the acquisition strategy proposed for
               this acquisition.

            •  Develop this Source Selection Plan (SSP) and all supporting documents, and brief the
               SSA and other designated key personnel, including the legal counsel, on the highlights
               of the SSP, to include the proposed methodology for the evaluation of offers.

            •  Develop the appropriate information for the sections or the Request for Proposal
               (RFP), particularly Sections L and M.

            •  Receive, secure, store and evaluate all offers received in accordance with the
                evaluation factors proposed.  This will include the determination of any requirements
                for requesting clarifications from offerors.

            •  Support, as needed, the conduct of negotiations with any offerors, and document
               those discussions.

Source Selection Plan

(continued on next page)
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            •  Provide to the SSA a briefing explaining the findings of the evaluation, and providing
                any appropriate recommendations.

            •  Provide, as needed, any support to the debriefing conducted by the Contracting
               Officer to those unsuccessful offerors who may request a debriefing.

     (b)  Nominations for staffing of the SSEB:

            •  Mr. Robert E. Hawarth.  Mr. Hawarth is a qualified civil engineer and is familiar with
               the present standards for the rating of load and resistance factors on bridges.  He has
               served on three separate committees devoted to the upgrading of various aspects of
               skills training for Federal engineering personnel over the past several years.  He
               assisted in the development of the statement of need for this acquisition and is
               thoroughly familiar with this requirement.

            •  Dr. Eleanor S. Bond.  Dr. Bond has a doctoral degree in adult education and has been
                a member of several source selection boards for the acquisition of training services in
                the past year.  She wrote the guidelines for the validation of contractor-provided
                training materials used in several recent acquisitions.

            •  Mr. Timothy P. O'Keefe.  Mr. O'Keefe has a bachelor's degree in civil engineering
                and was the contracting officer's technical representative for a two-year period for the
                acquisition of similar services while he was in the Air Force.  That particular
                acquisition concerned load and stress ratings for airfield runways, but some of the
                principles are quite similar.

3.  Proposed presolicitation activities:

      (a)  Review of all aspects of the Acquisition Plan.

      (b)  Research of similar or related projects and acquisitions.

      (c)  Obtain/review copies of model procurements from your office.

      (d)  Develop characteristics of "ideal offeror."

      (e)  Develop listing of most likely offerors.

      (f)  Develop and refine (as needed) the acquisition strategy.

      (g)  Develop the evaluation factors.

      (h)  Brief the SSA and make any necessary changes to this SSP.

      (i)  Develop the Request for Proposal.

(continued on next page)
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4.  Summary of acquisition strategy.  The Government is not able to predict with certainty the
     number of classes that will be required, and the level of effort required for the development
     of such training until it meets the approval of nine different regions is also a problem.  In
     addition, it is crucial that all the training be completed within a six month period.  For these
     reasons, it is proposed that the contract be a “Cost Reimbursement” type contract.  However,
     it is possible to request a firm fixed price for the pilot presentations and the final course
     presentation, since these can be estimated with certainty.

     Since this type of effort will require considerable expertise in both civil engineering and
     training development, there is some risk to the Government if any restrictions are placed on
     the acquisition which might bar qualified offerors.  For this reason, it is recommended that
     this not be a small business set-aside.

5.  Proposed Evaluation Factors:

     (a)  Technical

           •  Offeror’s demonstration of sufficient resources to complete the contract requirements
              satisfactorily and on schedule.  This should include recent practical experience of the
              principal instructor in bridge design using the American Associations of State
              Highway and Transportation Officials Standard Specifications for Highway Bridges.
              This should also include familiarity with the new LRFD method and recent relevant
              experience in the development of training for practicing highway engineers.

           •  Offeror’s demonstration of technical competence and organization.  This must include
              effectiveness and completeness of the technical proposal in illustrating the offeror's
              understanding of bridge design and how the new specifications will impact the future
              design of future bridges.  It must also include the effectiveness of the technical¸
              proposal in demonstrating the offeror’s ability to produce clear, informative and easy
              to understand training material, and also demonstrate an understanding of the training
              objectives and how the training materials will meet those objectives.

     (b)  Cost. 

            •  In addition to the technical criteria, the relative cost must be considered in the award
                decision.  Cost/price proposals should be analyzed to assess cost realism and probable
                cost to the Government.  The proposed costs should be subject to adjustment, for the
                purpose of evaluation, based upon the results of the cost realism assessment.

     (c)  Past Performance.

           •  Past performance should be reviewed to make sure that the offeror has relevant and
              successful performance and should be considered in the ultimate award decision.  Past
              performance will not be scored.

(contiuued on next page)



Source Selection Plan

Classroom Learning Materials - Source Selection PE 2-11

  

Of the three factors discussed here, technical and cost should be the most important, with
technical and cost factors being equal.  Past performance should be considered as less important
than either technical or cost.

6.  Evaluation Process.  Upon receipt, all proposals will be logged in and the technical proposals
     will be separated from the cost proposals.  All cost proposals will be evaluated separately by
     personnel other than the technical evaluators named above.

     The technical evaluation will first consider “past performance” separately.  Any offer which
     does not satisfy the requirement for this factor will be considered as not responsive and will
     be removed from further consideration.

     The technical evaluators will then evaluate the first technical requirement, “demonstration of
     sufficient resources to complete the contract requirements satisfactorily.”  This will first
     include an evaluation of the recent practical experience of the principal instructor in bridge
     design using the American Associations of State Highway and Transportation Officials
     Standard Specifications for Highway Bridges and familiarity with the new LRFD method.

     The technical evaluators will then evaluate the second part of this first technical requirement,
     “recent relevant experience of the principal instructor and other professionals in developing
     and teaching short courses for the purpose of training practicing highway engineers.”  The
     estimated level of effort of each staff member will be considered.

     The technical evaluators will then evaluate the second technical factor, the “offeror’s
     demonstration of technical competence and organization.”  This will include evaluation of
     the following in sequence:

     •  Effectiveness and completeness of the technical proposal in illustrating the offeror’s
         understanding of bridge design and how the new specifications will impact the future
         design of highway bridges .

     •  Effectiveness of the technical proposal in demonstrating the offeror’s ability to produce
         clear, informative and easy to understand training material.

     •  Effectiveness of the technical proposal in demonstrating an understanding of the training
         objectives and how existing training materials will be used to meet those objectives

7.  Significant milestones:

       •  January 15, Approval of SSP by the SSA.

     •  February 15, Release of RFP.

     •  March 15, Proposals Due and Evaluation Starts.

     •  April 15, Evaluation Completed and Source Selection Briefing for SSA.

     •  April 20, SSA Decision Due.

     •  May 7, Contract Review.

     •  May 20, Execution/Award.

(continued on next page)
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8.  Conflict of Interest Form (detached from this copy).

9.  All meetings of the SSEB will take place in the main conference room in the Federal
     Building.  This location includes facilities for securing all documents.
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(please show the RFP number and closing date on the forwarding envelope)

NOTE:  In the past, nonuniformed couriers could deliver sealed bids or offers directly to Room
4410.  Nonuniformed couriers are messengers who are not dressed in a uniform bearing their
organization’s name and often do not possess official identification.  Special security
procedures have been instituted which prohibit nonuniformed couriers from delivering material
directly to offices in the Nassif building   The guard will accept the material, dismiss the
courier, and then the material will be examined prior to being delivered to Room 4410 through
the normal Nassif Building mail delivery procedures.  The delivery of sealed bids or offers to
Room 4410 will take longer than it did when nonuniformed couriers could make direct
deliveries.  Offerors planning to use such couriers should make allowances for these new
procedures in order to assure that offers arrive at Room 4410 on time.  Bids/offers must be
received in Room 4410 to be considered timely, not just delivered to the Nassif mail room.  To
assist in expediting delivery after the guard accepts a bid/offer, the outside of the
envelope/package containing the offer should be marked with the completed Form DOT F
4220.35, “Important Notice to Offeror” provided with the solicitation.

NOTE:  As prescribed by 52.215-16, the Government may award a contract on the basis of
initial offers received, without discussion.  Therefore, each initial offer should contain the
offeror’s best terms from a price and technical standpoint.

NOTE:  With respect to The Procurement Integrity Act requirements regarding “proprietary
information,” your attention is directed to FAR 3.104-4(j)(1),(2),(3), for the definition of
“proprietary information” and a discussion of the marking of such information (see also
provision 52.2115-12 below), and to FAR 3.104-5 for a discussion of the disclosure of that
information.

NOTE:  Facsimile bids/proposals will not be considered for this solicitation.

52.215-12      RESTRICTION ON DISCLOSURE AND USE OF DATA   (APR 1984)

Offerors or quoters who include in their proposals or quotations data that they do not want
disclosed to the public for any purpose or used by the Government except for evaluation
purposes, shall—

(a)  Mark the title page with the following legend:

“The proposal or quotation includes data that shall not be disclosed outside the Government
and shall not be duplicated, used, or disclosed—in whole or in part—for any purpose other than
to evaluate this proposal or quotation.  If, however, a contract is awarded to this offeror or
quoter as a result of—or in connection with—the submission of this data, the Government shall
have the right to duplicate, use, or disclose the data to the extent provided in the resulting
contract.  This restriction does not limit the Government’s right to use information contained in
this data if it is obtained from another source without restriction.  The data subject to this
restriction are contained in sheets ____________ (insert numbers or other identification of
sheets)”; and

SECTION L –INSTRUCTIONS, CONDITIONS, AND NOTICES TO OFFERORS

(continued on next page)
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(b)  Mark each sheet of data it wishes to restrict with the following legend:

“Use or disclosure of data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of
this proposal or quotation.”

(End of provision)

52.216-1       TYPE OF CONTRACT   (APR 1984)

The Government contemplates awarding a cost reimbursement contract from this solicitation
for Tasks A, B, C, D, F and H.  However, a firm fixed price for the pilot presentations (Task G)
and the course presentation (Task E) is anticipated.

This requirement is not a small business set-aside.

52.219-22      SIC CODE AND SMALL BUSINESS SIZE STANDARD   (JAN 1991)

(a)  The standard industrial classification (SIC) code for this acquisition is 8732.

(b)  (1)  The small business size standard is an average annual gross revenue of $3.5 million for
              the last 3 fiscal years.

       (2)  The small business size standard for a concern which submits an offer in its own
              name,  other than on a construction or service contract, but which proposes to furnish a
              product which it did not itself manufacture, is 500 employees.

(End of provision)

SUBCONTRACTING PLAN

As prescribed by FAR 52.219-9, if the total contract price is expected to exceed $500,000, the
offeror shall include a statement in its offer relative to subcontracting opportunities under the
proposed contract.

The offeror shall state that there will be subcontracting, or that the offeror has determined that
all work will be done in-house.  If there will be subcontracting opportunities, the offeror shall
submit with its proposal, a subcontracting plan as prescribed in FAR 52.219-9.

If it is determined there will not be subcontracting opportunities, the offeror shall submit with
its proposal, a statement of circumstances supporting this determination.  All subcontracting
plans and statements supporting the absence of subcontracting opportunities must be acceptable
to the Contracting Officer.  Failure to submit and negotiate an acceptable subcontracting plan or
a statement supporting the absence of subcontracting opportunities shall render the offeror
ineligible for award of a contract.

(continued on next page)
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARATION OF PROPOSALS

In responding to this solicitation please submit your proposal in four separate parts as follows:

PART I – Technical Proposal

A technical dissertation describing in detail how you would proceed if awarded a contract.
Include the following elements in your technical proposal (see also the statement of work and
the technical evaluation criteria):

A.  Technical and management approach.

B.  Assumptions, deviations, and exceptions (as necessary).

C.  Identify technical uncertainties, and make specific proposals for the resolution of any
      uncertainties.

D.  An organized workplan setting forth a specific schedule of the work to be performed as
      outlined in Section C, STATEMENT OF WORK.  The workplan shall be in such a form as
      to establish a firm schedule of dates for:

      (1)  The start and completion of all activities.

      (2)  Related requirements of manpower.

      (3)  Other resources assignable to each activity.

E.   A general history of the research segment of your firm and a description of your experience
      in comparable studies.

F.   It is the Government’s view that the course presentation should be approximately 5 days
      in length.  However, the offeror should offer whatever it considers to be appropriate for
      such a training course.  Should the course presentation time change after conducting the
      pilot courses, the cost will be changed (increased or decreased based upon the hourly cost
      for conducting the presentations).

G.  The proposal shall name all potential instructors.  In the event the Contractor finds it
      necessary to make changes in the professional staffing (instructors) during the performance
      of this contract, prior written approval from the Contracting Officer shall be obtained.

(continued on next page)
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Provide the names of all personnel and the positions they will occupy as related to this project.
The estimated professional and technical staffing shall be provided in staff-months.
Biographical summaries of key personnel shall also be included.

NOTE:  The staffing information shall be provided on a task by task basis by discipline in
accordance with the format identified as Attachment 2, Section J.

The principal investigator shall devote a minimum of 30 percent of his normal working time for
the completion of Tasks A through F.

The following disciplines and/or expertise are believed to be necessary for the successful
completion of this project:

    1.  Bridge Engineering

    2.  Training Development/Instruction

The Government’s estimate of staffing is shown below.  The estimates are advisory.  The
estimates should be used as a general guide and not be considered as a maximum or minimum
limit by the offerors in preparing their proposal.

                                           LABOR ESTIMATE (person-hours)

TASK/LABOR              A           B        C          D          E         F         G          H         TOTAL

INSTRCTR (1)             32          40       30       360       624       40      2640        4           3770
(Principal Instructor)

INSTRCTR (2)             10          10       24       240       624       20      2640        2           3570
(Co-Instructor)

TYPIST                        12           12         8       100        36        24        120        4            316

ADM & SPRT              10          10        20        80         72       36          60         2            290

PART II – Staffing Proposal

(continued on next page)
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PART III—Cost or Price Proposal

Your cost or price proposal shall be specific, complete in every detail, and separate from your
technical and staffing proposals.  Cost figures must not be shown in the forwarding letter or in
the technical or staffing proposals.

A.   General.

1.  Submit your cost or price breakdown utilizing Standard Form 1411 and FHWA Form
     1411-1 (proposed).  The Standard Form 1411 must be completed and signed.

NOTE:  A separate spreadsheet keyed to the organized workplan and giving a breakdown (by
components) of costs and fee by task which specifically relate to the organized workplan shall
be provided.  Fee payments will be negotiated on a task-by-task basis based on the risks and
complexities of the task.  Cost proposals should be prepared accordingly.

2.  Clearly identify all costs and data in support of the proposed cost/price.  All offerors shall
     propose on a fixed-price per course for Task C, E, and F excluding travel and per diem
     which will be reimbursed in accordance with Government Travel Regulations.  All offerors
     shall utilize the following estimates for reimbursable travel and per diem in the preparation
     of their proposals:  Task C–$4,500, Task E–$18,000, Task F–$120,000.

3.  If other divisions, subsidiaries, a parent or affiliated companies, will perform work or
     furnish materials under this proposed contract, please provide the name and location of such
     affiliate and your intercompany pricing policy.

4.  As part of the specific information required, you must submit with your proposal, and
     clearly identify as such, cost or pricing data (that is, data that are verifiable and factual and
     otherwise as defined at FAR 15.801).  In addition, submit with your proposal any
     information reasonably required to explain your estimating process, including:

      a.  The judgmental factors applied and the mathematical or other methods used in the
           estimate,  including those used in projecting from known data; and

      b.  The nature and amount of any contingencies included in the proposed price.

5.  There is a clear distinction between submitting cost or pricing data and merely making
     available books, records, and other documents without identification.  The requirement for
     submission of cost or pricing data is met when all accurate cost or pricing data reasonably
     available to you have been submitted, either actually or by specific identification, to the
     Contracting Officer or an authorized representative.  As later information comes into your
     possession, it should be promptly submitted to the Contracting Officer.  The requirement for
     submission of cost or pricing data continues up to the time of final agreement on price.

6.  In submitting your proposal, you must include an index, appropriately referenced, of all the
     cost or pricing data and information accompanying or identified in the proposal.  In
     addition, any future additions and/or revisions, up to the date of agreement on price, must be
     annotated on a supplemental index.

(continued on next page)
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7.  By submitting your proposal, you, if selected for negotiation, grant the Contracting Officer
     or an authorized representative the right to examine those books, records, documents, and
     other supporting data that will permit adequate evaluation of the proposed price.  This right
     may be exercised at any time before award.  The Federal Highway Administration may use
     an independent contractor for cost and price analyses.

8.  As soon as practicable after final agreement on price, but before the award resulting from
     the proposal, you shall, under the conditions stated in FAR 15.804-4, submit a Certificate of
     Current Cost or Pricing Data.

B.  Direct Labor.

1.  When space on the Standard Form 1411 or (proposed) FHWA Form 1411-1 is not sufficient,
     attach supporting schedules indicating types or categories of labor together with labor hours
     for each category, indicating rate of compensation.  Indicate the method used in computing
     the labor rates.  If individual labor rates are proposed, give employee names.

2.  State whether any additional direct labor (new hires) will be required during the
     performance period of this acquisition.  If so, state the number required.

C.  Facilities and Special Equipment, including Tooling

1.  It is the general policy of the FHWA not to provide general or special purpose equipment,
     facilities, or tooling of a capital nature except in unusual circumstances.  Items having a unit
     cost of less than $1,000 will not be provided to you except as authorized with nonprofit
     institutions or State and local governments.  If special purposed equipment of a capital
     nature is being proposed, provide a description of the items, details of the proposed cost
     including competitive prices, and a justification as to why the Government should furnish
     the equipment or allow its purchase with contract funds.

2.  Your proposal must include a statement regarding availability of facilities and equipment
     necessary to accomplish the required work.  If any or all of the required facilities are
     Government-owned, a complete listing of these facilities is required and the name of the
     cognizant Government agency furnishing the facilities and the facilities contract number(s).

D.  Facilities Capital and Cost of Money.

If you intend to claim facilities capital and cost or money as a cost element of your proposal,
you must complete and include Form CASB-CMF in your cost proposal.  Form CASB-CMF is
not required of offerors who submit the form to support forward pricing rate agreements or
who otherwise make annual submissions of the form to FHWA or a cognizant administrative or
auditing office.

(continued on next page)



Source Selection Plan

Classroom Learning Materials - Source Selection PE 2-19

  

E.  Subcontracts/Consultants.

If subcontractors and/or individual consultants will be used in carrying out the requirements of
this project, the following minimum information concerning the subcontractor shall be
furnished:

1.  Name and address of the subcontractor or consultant.

2.  Statement of work and workplan (schedule) for the portion of work to be conducted by the
     subcontractor or consultant.

3.  Cost proposal (use SF 1411 and FHWA Form 1411-1).

4.  Names and positions of personnel who will work on the project.

5.  A letter or other statement from each proposed consultant and/or subcontractor indicating
     that he has been approached on the matter of participation in this study and that he is willing
     and able to do so in the terms indicated.

(continued on next page)
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Information regarding the following items shall be furnished in sufficient detail to allow a full
and complete business evaluation.

If the question indicated is not applicable or the answer is none, it should be annotated.

A.  What is your fiscal year period?  (Give month to month dates.)

      _________________________________________________________________________

B.  Attach a current organizational chart of the company.

C.  Submit a current financial statement, including a balance sheet and a statement of profit and
      loss for the last completed fiscal year.  Specify resources available to perform the contract
      without assistance form any outside source.  If sufficient resources are not available,
      indicate in your proposal the amount required and the anticipated source (i.e., bank loans,
      letter or lines of credit, etc.).

D.  What was your work distribution for the last three complete fiscal accounting periods?

                                                                     FY 19             FY 19             FY 19

(1)  Government cost reimbursement
       type prime contracts and
       subcontracts:                                    $________      $________      $________

(2)  Government fixed price
       prime contracts and
       subcontracts:                                    $________      $________      $________

(3)  Commercial Sales:                           $________      $________      $________

(4)  Total Sales:                                      $________      $________      $________

E.  Have the proposed indirect cost rate(s) been audited and accepted by any Federal Audit
     agency?  Yes ________     No ________*

      If yes, give name, location, and telephone number of the agency.

      _________________________________________________________________________

      _________________________________________________________________________

*If the answer is No, data supporting the proposed rates must accompany the cost or price
  proposal.  The data shall include a breakdown of the items comprising overhead and G&A,
  and the base upon which the burdens are computed.

NOTE:  Any cost proposed for independent research and development (IR&D) effort will be
allowed only if it can be shown to relate to Federal Highway Administration programs.

PART IV – General Financial/Organizational Information

(continued on next page)
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F.  Has your system of control of Government property been approved by a Government
      agency?  Yes ________     No ________

      If yes, give name, location, and telephone number of the agency.

      _________________________________________________________________________

      _________________________________________________________________________

G.  Purchasing Procedures

      (1)  Are your purchasing procedures written?  Yes ________     No ________

      (2)  Has your purchasing system been approved by a Government Agency?
             Yes ________     No ________

      If yes, give name, location, and telephone number of the agency.

      _________________________________________________________________________

      _________________________________________________________________________

H.  Does your firm have an established written incentive compensation or bonus plan?
       Yes ________     No ________

I.    Describe your accounting system of estimating and accumulating costs under Government
       contracts.  (Check appropriate blocks.)

                                                                         Estimated                  Standard
                                                                        Actual Cost                    Cost

       (1)  Establishing System
    
              Job Order                                                 /   /                            /   /
              Process                                                     /   /                            /   /

       (2)  Accumulating System

               Job Order                                                 /   /                            /   /
               Process                                                     /   /                            /   /

   
(continued on next page)
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K.  Has your cost accumulation system been approved by any Government agency?
      Yes ________     No ________

      If yes, give name, location, and telephone number of the agency.

      _________________________________________________________________________

      _________________________________________________________________________

L.  Past Performance References.  The offeror is required to submit, as part of its proposal,
     information on all contracts involving similar or related services over the past three years
     with FHWA and/or other organizations (both commercial and Governmental).  The
     information must include the name and address of the organization for which services were
     performed; the current telephone number of a responsible technical representative of the
     organization; the contract number, if applicable; the type of contract performed; and a brief
     description of the services provided, including the length of performance.  FHWA may use
     this information to contact technical representatives on previous contracts to obtain
     information regarding performance.  Failure to provide complete information regarding
     previously similar and/or related contracts may result in eventual disqualification.  The
     contracting officer will consider such performance information along with other factors in
     determining whether the offeror is to be considered responsible, as defined in FAR 9.101.

     List any contract that was terminated for convenience of the Government within the past 3
     years, and any contract that was terminated for default within the past 5 years:  briefly
     explain the circumstances in each instance.  (Provide attachment, if necessary.)

     _________________________________________________________________________

     _________________________________________________________________________

The REPRESENTATIONS, CERTIFICATIONS, AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, Section
K, must be completed and submitted as a part of your proposal.

The following documents are incorporated by reference and may be reviewed in, or obtained
upon request from the Office of Contracts and Procurement:

     Guidelines for Preparing Federal Highway Administration Publications,
     (FHWA-AD-88-001), dated January 1988.

Federal Information Processing Standards Publication 38 (FIPS PUB) dated February 15, 1976,
and FIPS PUB 64 dated August 1, 1979, are incorporated by reference and may be obtained
upon request from the address listed below.  The cost FIPS PUB 38 is $10.00 and for FIPS
PUB 64, $8.50.

     National Technical�Information Service
     5235 Port Royal Road
     Springfield, Virginia 22164
     Telephone Number (703) 487-4650

(contrinued on next page)
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52.233-2      SERVICE OF PROTEST   (NOV 1988)

(a)  Protests, as defined in section 33.101 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation, that are filed
      directly with an agency, and copies of any protests that are filed with the General
      Accounting Office (GAO) or the General Services Administration Board of Contract
      Appeals (GSBCA), shall be served on the Contracting Officer (addressed as follows) by
      obtaining written and dated acknowledgement of receipt from Mr. Frank J. Waltos,
      HCP-20, Room 4404, 400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20590.

(b)  The copy of any protest shall be received in the office designated above on the same day a
       protest is filed with the GSBCA or within one day of filing a protest with the GAO.

52.233-2      SOLICITATION PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE
                    (NOV 1988)

This solicitation incorporates one or more solicitation provisions by reference, with the same
force and effect as if they were given in full text.  Upon request, the Contracting Officer will
make their full text available.

(End of provision)

(End of provision)

I.  FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR CHAPTER 1)
    SOLICITATION PROVISIONS

  1.      52.204-4        Contractor establishment Code (AUG 1989)

  2.      52.209-7        Organizational Conflicts of Interest Certificate—Marketing Consultant

                                 (NOV 1991)

  3.      52.215-5        Solicitation Definitions (JUL 1987)

  4.      52.215-7        Unnecessarily Elaborate Proposals or Quotation (APR 1984)

  5.      52.215-8        Amendments to Solicitations (DEC 1989)

  6.      52.215-9        Submission of Offers (DEC 1989)

  7.      52.215-10      Late Submissions, Modifications, and Withdrawals of Proposals

                                 (DEC 1989)

  8.      52.215-13      Preparation of Offers (APR 1984)

  9.      52.215-14      Explanation to Prospective Offerors (APR 1984)

 10.     52.215-15      Failure to Submit Offer (APR 1984)

 11.     52.215-16      Contract Award (JUL 1990)

 12.     52.215-30      Facilities Capital cost of Money (SEP 1987)

 13.     52.222-45      Notice of Compensation for Professional Employees (APR 1984)

 14.     52.222-46      Evaluation of Compensation for Professional Employees (APR 1984)

 15.     52.227-6        Royalty Information (APR 1984)

 16.     52.228-6        Insurance—Immunity From Tort Liability (APR 1984)

 17.     52.237-1        Site Visit (APR 1984)

 

P
 R

 A
 C

 T
 I 

C
 A

 L
   

E 
X

 E
 R

 C
 I 

S 
E



Source Selection Plan

PE 2-24 Classroom Learning Materials - Source Selection

 
P

 R
 A

 C
 T

 I 
C

 A
 L

   
E 

X
 E

 R
 C

 I 
S 

E

II. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACQUISITION REGULATION
(48 CFR CHAPTER 12) SOLICITATION PROVISIONS

1252.209-71 Disclosure of Conflicts of Interest (APR 1984)

52.252-3  ALTERATIONS IN SOLICITATION (APR 1984)

Portions of this solicitation are altered as follows:

None.

(End of provision)

52.252-5    AUTHORIZED DEVIATION IN PROVISIONS (APR 1984)

(a) The use in this solicitation of any Federal Acquisition Regulation (48 CFR Chapter 1)
provision with an authorized deviation is indicated by the addition of “(DEVIATION)” after
the data of the provision.

(b) The use in this solicitation of any Department of Transportation Acquisition Regulation (48
CFR Chapter 12) provision with an authorized deviation is indicated by the addition of
“(DEVIATION)” after the date of the regulation.

(End of provision)
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SECTION M—EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARDSECTION M—EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A.  Technical

Technical proposals will be evaluated on the following criteria, with each criterion being of
equal importance:

1.  Offerors Demonstration of Sufficient Resources to Complete the Contract Requirements
     Satisfactorily and on Schedule.

     a.  Recent practical experience of the Principal Instructor (P.I.) in bridge design using the
          American Associations of State Highway and Transportation Officials Standard
          Specifications for Highway Bridges.  Familiarity with the new LRFD method.  The
          educational background and level of effort proposed for the P.I. will also be considered.

     b.  Recent relevant experience of the P.I. and other professionals in developing and teaching
          short courses (up to 5 days) for the purpose of training practicing highway engineers.
          This includes developing understandable, useful training materials.  The level of effort of
          each staff member will be considered.

2.  Offerors Demonstrations of Technical Competence and Organization.

     a.  Effectiveness and completeness of the technical proposal in illustrating the offeror’s
          understanding of bridge design and how the new specifications will impact the future
          design of highway bridges.

     b.  Effectiveness of the technical proposal in demonstrating the offeror’s ability to produce
          clear, informative, and easy to understand training material.

     c.  Effectiveness of the technical proposal in demonstrating an understanding the training
          objectives and how existing materials will be used to meet those objectives.

B.  Cost

In addition to the criteria listed above, relative cost will be considered in the ultimate award
decision.  Cost/price proposals will be analyzed to assess realism and probable cost to the
Government.  The proposed costs may be adjusted, for the purpose of evaluation, based upon
the results of the cost realism assessment.

C.  Past Performance

Past performance will be reviewed to assure that the offeror has relevant and successful
experience.  Past performance will not be scored.

D.  Basis for Award

The Government will accept the offer that is considered the most advantageous to the
Government.  Of the three factors, (A) technical, (B) cost, and (C) past performance, technical
and cost are considered the most important with technical and cost being considered equal.  Past
performance is of less importance than technical or cost.
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Source Selection 3–1

CHAPTER  3

DEVELOPING
EVALUATION FACTORS

Chapter Vignette

Most of John’s experience as a contract specialist had
concerned sealed bids and awards based on lowest
price to the Government.  However, he learned that
this procurement would probably be made on the basis
of “best value.”  He also learned that the technical
evaluation factors had not been fully developed and he
was expected to help.  He was somewhat nervous
because he had no idea which technical factor should
be the most important.  Also, he didn’t fully
understand the concepts of “Go/No-Go” factors and
decisional rules.  He wasn’t even sure of how to get
started.

Marcia was an experienced contracting officer and had
worked on several large “best value” acquisitions.  She
advised him to relax and take a systematic approach,
“Get consensus on what should be the single most
important factor first, then work downward from
there.”  John was determined to get his hands on every
reference he could find about evaluation factors...
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Course Learning Objectives

In this Chapter At the end of this chapter, you will be able to:

1. Use the SOW in Developing Evaluation Factors,

2. Research Evaluation Factors Used in Comparable Procurements,

3. Draft Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals,

4. Critique Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals,

5. Determine Whether to Award on “Lowest Price Technically
Acceptable Proposal” or “Best Value”,

6. Determine the Relative Importance of Cost/Price and
Technical/Business Factors

7. Determine Factors to be Evaluated by the Multiple Distinctions of
Merit Decisional Rule,

8. Determine Factors to be Evaluated By the Go/No-Go Decisional
Rule,

9. Prepare for Discussions with the Requiring Activity and Reach
Agreement with Requiring Activity,

10. Incorporate Technical/Business Factors in the Solicitation.
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SECT. TITLE PAGE

3.1 Basics for Developing Evaluation Factors 3-4

3.2 General Guidelines for Developing Evaluation Factors 3-9

3.3 How to Develop Evaluation Factors 3-11

3.4 Step 1—Use the SOW in Developing Evaluation
Factors 3-12

3.5 Step 2—Research Evaluation Factors Used in
Comparable Procurements 3-14

3.6 Step 3—Draft Technical/Business Factors for
Evaluating Proposals 3-15

3.7 Step 4—Critique Technical/Business Factors for
Evaluating Proposals 3-23

3.8 Step 5—Determine Whether to Award on “Lowest Price
Technically Acceptable Proposal” or “Best Value” 3-26

3.9 Step 6—Determine the Relative Importance of
Cost/Price and Technical/Business Factors 3-30

3.10 Step 7—How to Determine Factors to Be Evaluated by
the Multiple Distinctions of Merit Decisional Rule 3-38

3.11 Step 8—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated by
the Go/No-Go Decisional Rule 3-46

3.12 Step 9—Prepare for Discussions with the Requiring
Activity and Reach Agreement with Requiring Activity 3-51

3.13 Step 10—Incorporate Technical/Business Factors in the
Solicitation 3-54

Chapter Overview

Introduction As a Contract Specialist you may be required to prepare or help prepare
evaluation factors and standards for a Source Selection Plan (SSP).  This
chapter discusses how you will develop the evaluation factors and
standards for source selection.  The development of evaluation factors
and standards for source selection is sometimes the most difficult
and important action you will perform as a member of a source selection
team.  These evaluation factors and standards become a key part of the
SSP.

Topics in This
Chapter

This chapter includes the following topics:
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3.1  Basics for Developing Evaluation Factors

Definitions

Evaluation
criteria

The methodology for evaluating proposals including the factors and significant
subfactors, the relative importance of the factors and significant subfactors to one
another and the measurement of such factors in terms of evaluation standards.

Evaluation factors Descriptions of those aspects of an offer that are evaluated to assess which offer
provides the proposal to best meet the Government’s requirements as described in the
solicitation.  These factors include the following three categories:  technical, cost/price
and business.

NOTE:  Cost/Price must always be an evaluation factor, but should not be scored or
rated.  Past performance must also be an evaluation factor in all competitive negotiated
acquisitions expected to exceed $100,000, except where the contracting officer
determines that such action is not necessary. Although quality should be addressed in
planning every source selection, it does not have to be an evaluation factor.

Technical
evaluation factors

Descriptions of the technical aspects of an offer used to evaluate the merit of the
proposed technical approach and/or work to be performed.

Examples: technical approach
understanding of the requirement
compliance with requirement

Cost/Price
evaluation factors

Information used to evaluate what the proposed offer will most likely cost the
Government.  Cost/Price should not be scored or rated.

Examples: cost/price reasonableness
cost/price realism
life cycle cost
cost risk

Business
evaluation factors

Aspects used to assess performance of the offerors.

Examples: relevant experience
past performance
management plan
company resources
quality of product/service
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3.1  Basics for Developing Evaluation Factors (continued)

Definitions

Evaluation
Standards

A predetermined level of merit against which proposals are measured.  Standards are
usually a statement of the minimum level of compliance with a requirement which
must be offered for a proposal to be considered acceptable.

Significant
subfactors

The breakdown of an evaluation factor.  For a subfactor to be significant it must be
rated.

Assessment
Criteria

Areas of consideration common to more than one evaluation factor.

Best Value The concept that allows award to the offeror providing the greatest value to the
Government in terms of trade-off between price/cost and technical/business merit.  One
or more of the factors other than cost or price are evaluated using multiple distinctions
of merit.

Decisional Rule Methodology of how you evaluate the factors and subfactors.

Go/No-Go
Factors

Factors where no additional credit is granted for exceeding a minimum standard of
acceptability.  Go/No-Go Factors are also called Pass-Fail factors.

Multiple
Distinctions of
Merit

Factors where additional credit is granted or factors that establish a method to rank
offers other than on a “pass-fail” basis.

Rating/Scoring
Method

A method of rating/scoring an evaluation factor in relationship to its corresponding
standard such as numerical, adjective, color, etc.
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3.1  Basics for Developing Evaluation Factors (continued)

Definitions

Rating/Scoring
Instructions

Instructions given to each evaluator on how to rate or score evaluation factors.

Standards of
Responsibility

Standards which measure whether the offeror is able to provide the supplies or services.
FAR 9.103 requires a determination of responsibility.  The Go/No-Go decisional rule
applies.

Special Standards
of Responsibility

Special standards are established to minimize performance risk which is not adequately
addressed by normal standards of responsibility.

Evaluation
Matrix

A chart which helps in developing the solicitation by cross referencing the evaluation
areas against the factors and subfactors.



Developing Evaluation Factors

Source Selection 3–7

GSA Transportation Commerce DOD

GSA Order ADM

2800.12D

(Source Selection

Procedures Handbook)

Source Selection

Procedures—Lessons

Learned

GSA Order, Committee

management (ADM

5420.40D)

Source Selection

Evaluation Board

Members

Important Considerations

for Source Selection of

Federal Information

Processing (FIP)

Resources

Using the Greatest Value

Approach

Transportation Acquisition

Regulation

Transportation Acquisition

Manual

Commerce Acquisition

Manual  (CAM)

DFARS
DFARS 219.705-2

AIR FORCE

AFFARS Appendix AA

AFFARS Appendix BB

AFR 12-50 Table 70-1

NAVY

Navy Acquisition

Procedures Supplement

Subpart 5215.6

SCCNAVINST Handbook

4200.33

DLA

Buying Best Value

Through Source Selection

3.1  Basics for Developing Evaluation Factors (continued)

References

References
You Will Need

You should consult the following references before you begin to develop
the evaluation factors:

• FAR Parts 3 and 15,

• The SOW (including any OMB A-76 analysis, if applicable),

• Sample model procurement documents from your policy office,

• Any special guidance from the SSA or the requesting office.

The following chart includes references from various agencies:
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3.1  Basics for Developing Evaluation Factors (continued)

General The evaluation factors must complement the statement of work and/or
specifications.  In addition, the evaluation factors must provide a means
of discriminating among proposals.  Evaluation factors include technical,
price/cost, and business factors.  At times business and technical factors
are combined.

FAR
Requirements

  FAR
  15.605(e)

  FAR
  15.605(e)

  FAR

  15.605(b)

The FAR requires you to clearly state the evaluation factors and any
significant subfactors that will be considered in making the source
selection.  You MUST list all evaluation factors, including price or cost
and any significant subfactors in Section M of the RFP.

Numerical weights, if used, need NOT be disclosed.

Price/Cost is considered as an evaluation factor in every source selection
but is not a part of the rating/scoring process.

Stating the
Importance of
Evaluation
Factors

In addition to the Evaluation Factors, you must state in the solicitation the
relative importance of the factors and significant subfactors that will be
considered.

This means that you MUST:

• thoroughly research the evaluation factors,

• select the most appropriate factors,

• determine whether the award should be based on “lowest price
technically acceptable proposal” or “best value”,

• establish the relative importance of the factors to one another,

• clearly explain the factors and subfactors in Section L and list them in
Section M of the solicitation.
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3.2  General Guidelines for Developing Evaluation Factors

General
Guidelines

The evaluation factors you select depend on the specific nature of the
procurement.  All procurements vary, so it is NOT a good idea to just
copy evaluation factors from similar or old procurements.  However, you
may apply the following general guidelines when you generate factors.

• Consistency.  The technical evaluation factors must agree with the
statement of work and/or specifications.  It is important that they are
accurately described in the source selection plan.  Likewise, it is most
important that the evaluation factors are accurately incorporated into
the solicitation.  The evaluation factors and the statement of
work/specifications must accurately identify the basis for the
Government’s measurement of how each offeror’s proposal meets the
Government’s requirement.

• Limited in Number.  Avoid the tendency to generate too many
evaluation factors.  A large number of factors dilutes the relative
importance of the most significant factors.  Also, having a very large
number of factors may create overlap and waste valuable time.
Eliminate those factors which are not important enough to influence
the source selection.

• Independence.  You must select evaluation factors that do not
overlap one another.  For example, “evidence of successful
completion on similar projects” and “applicable project experience”
are nearly the same factor.  Eliminate or consolidate factors which
overlap.

• Relevance.  An evaluation factor may be valid (measure what it is
supposed to measure) without being relevant to the source selection.
For example, in a source selection for services, you would NOT ask
for experience in manufacturing.  Even if you had a valid evaluation
factor for “manufacturing experience,” it would NOT be relevant to
services.  Ask “does this factor really belong in the evaluation?”

(continued on next page)
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3.2  General Guidelines for Developing Evaluation Factors (continued)

Example of
Specific
Guidelines

The DLA Handbook, Buying Best Value Through Source Selection,
adds the following:

There are three basic requirements for evaluation factors:

(1) The factor must be a variable, i.e., there must be a
reasonable expectation of variance among offerors.

(2) The variance must be measurable.  This does not mean that
it must be quantifiable.  Qualitative measurements are
equally valid.

(3) The factor must be determinant.  The Comptroller General
has stated in several decisions that the use of an area as an
evaluation factor is valid only if the agency’s needs
warrant a comparative evaluation of those areas.  The FAR
reinforces this by stating that the evaluation factors will
include only those factors which will have an impact on the
source selection decision.  The simplest way to assess
determinance is to ask yourself:  “Is the Government
willing to pay more for higher merit in this factor?”
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3.3  How to Develop Evaluation Factors

Flowchart for
Developing
Evaluation
Factors

Once you have assembled and read the reference documents and the
general guidance above, you are finally ready to start generating the
evaluation factors you will need for your source selection.

This flowchart shows the steps in developing evaluation factors.
   

1  Use SOW in developing evaluation
    factors

2  Research evaluation factors used
    in comparable procurements

3  Draft technical/business factors

4  Critique technical/business factors

5  Determine whether to award on
    "lowest price technically acceptable
    proposal" or "best value"

Award based on
best value?

6  Determine relative importance of
    cost/price and technical/business
    factors

7  Determine technical/business factors to
    be evaluated by the multiple distinctions
    of merit decisional rule; establish scoring
    method

8  Determine technical / business factors
    to be evaluated by the "Go/No-Go"
    decisional rule

9  Discuss evaluation criteria with
    requiring activity

10  Incorporate factors in RFP

No

Yes
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3.4  Step 1—Use the SOW in Developing Evaluation Factors

Introduction As a Contract Specialist it is your responsibility to make sure that the
evaluation factors address the requirement as presented in the SOW.  The
SOW is your starting point in developing evaluation factors.  In most
cases, the requiring activity will already have developed the evaluation
factors.  If so, you should review the evaluation factors and check them
against the SOW to see if they seem reasonable (see Step 4).  If the
requiring activity has not developed the evaluation factors, you must be
able to guide the source selection board to develop the evaluation factors.
In any case, the SOW is your starting point.

Check the
SOW

Read the SOW until you understand it thoroughly.  If there is any
question whatsoever about the specifications or SOW, ask the requiring
activity and technical specialist.  You must understand the SOW
requirements thoroughly before you can check or develop evaluation
factors.

Check for
Evaluation
Factors

Remember, if you are a member of, or advisor to, a source selection
board, you must apply the evaluation factors:

• First, make sure there is at least one evaluation factor or significant
subfactor listed for each supply item, service, or specification for
which you want to distinguish merit among proposals.  Ask yourself,
“Is there an evaluation factor to evaluate this requirement?”  If not,
you must generate an evaluation factor or significant subfactor.  All
requirements must be evaluated, but a single factor can cover multiple
requirements (or aspects of the requirements).

For example,  if the SOW calls for delivery of a service, is there an
evaluation factor to measure how well or how soon, or how
frequently that service will be provided?

• Second, make sure the evaluation factors are consistent with the
solicitation requirements.

For example, if an evaluation factor calls for “offeror experience,”
check the SOW to make sure the requirement for such experience is
justified.

(continued on next page)
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3.4  Step 1—Use the SOW in Developing Evaluation Factors (continued)

Identify
Special
Problem Areas

Ask yourself, “What are the likely problem areas in this type of
procurement?”  Does it require new or untried technology?  Will it be hard
to manage?  Difficult to predict costs or performance?  List the special
problem areas carefully.  This will help you narrow down the research for
comparable procurements.
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3.5  Step 2—Research Evaluation Factors Used in Comparable
Procurements

Introduction The next step you will make is to research the evaluation factors you will
need to support completion of the Source Selection Plan and the
solicitation.

Research
Factors Used
in Comparable
Acquisitions

Research the factors you will need.  Check similar or comparable
procurements from recent files of successful procurements.  It is strongly
recommended that you also check evaluation factors in the sample
procurement documents from your policy office.   “Lessons Learned”
reports describing the successful and, more importantly, the unsuccessful
procurements are a valuable source of information.  Questions you may
ask yourself include the following:

• “How have the factors fared in previous protests and court cases?”

• “How much competition did the agency receive on prior procurements?”

• “Have the ACOs experienced trouble with prior contracts?”

Do NOT limit yourself to your agency’s acquisitions.

Check for
Similarities to
Other
Procurements

Once you are sure that you understand the SOW and the proposed
evaluation factors and special problem areas, you can compare this SOW
to similar, recent acquisitions.  Look for similarities to other recent
procurements in your agency, other Government agencies and the private
sector.  Ask yourself, “What is it about this acquisition that makes it
similar to other recent procurements?”  Is it a large scale computer
acquisition?  A construction project?  A purchase of consulting services?
No matter what it is, the odds are that there is a history of similar
procurements you should check.

List All
Evaluation
Factors

The goal in researching factors is to identify evaluation factors you think
you will need.  In many cases, the evaluation factors will already be
identified by the requiring activity.



Developing Evaluation Factors

Source Selection 3–15

3.6  Step 3—Draft Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals

Introduction In this step you will learn the procedures you will follow if you are
required to draft the evaluation factors for evaluating proposals.
Technical and business evaluation factors are used to measure the degree
to which the offer meets the technical/business requirements of the
acquisition.  Usually, the proposed evaluation factors will already have
been drafted by the requiring activity, and you will have to review and
critique them for their usefulness in evaluating proposals.  However, in
some cases, the board may have to draft the evaluation factors.

It may be necessary to develop one or more subfactors to measure each
of the factors.  For example, “Technical Approach” can be a broad
measure which requires several subfactors for proper measurement.  In
turn, each subfactor may require one or more elements.

Understand the
Level of Risk

Before you can determine the specific technical evaluation factors that
you will require, you must first understand the level of risk
connected with all parts of the acquisition.  There are various types of
risks.  There are risks associated with the contractor and risks associated
with the offeror's technical proposal.  This is especially important in a
complex or new technology acquisition, such as a communications, a
large computer system, or a large support services effort.

Although you are not expected to be a technical expert, you may have
to ask many questions of technical experts to understand the
performance risks, before you can determine the overall risk.  Simply
reading the specifications may not provide an understanding of the
risks.

(continued on next page)
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3.6  Step 3—Draft Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals
(continued)

Definitions of
Risk

Usually, you can assess the level of risk as either, HIGH, MODERATE,
or LOW.

• HIGH risk is likely to cause significant serious disruption of
schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance, even with
contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring.

• MODERATE risk can potentially cause some disruption of
schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance.  However,
special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring will
probably overcome difficulties.

• LOW risk has little potential to cause disruption of schedule,
increase in cost or degradation of performance.  Normal contractor
emphasis and normal Government monitoring will probably be able to
overcome difficulties.

If the supply or service in this acquisition is NOT well understood, has
never been provided before, or can only be provided by a relatively small
number of offerors, then the risk to the Government is usually  high.  If
you select an offeror for award based only on the lowest cost, there is a
greater risk that the offeror may NOT be the one who can provide the
product or service at the minimum standard required by the Government.
You now develop technical factors for selecting that one offeror who is
most likely to meet the Government needs at the lowest acceptable risk.

Examples of
High Risk

Examples of such high risk acquisitions include highly complex buys and
those which are affected by rapid advances in technology.  Examples
include specialized computer systems, custom built or one-of-a kind
machinery, or a complex acquisition which requires many subcontractors
managed by a prime contractor.

(continued on next page)
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3.6  Step 3—Draft Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals
(continued)

Request for
Risk Analysis

If you conclude that there is a moderate or high risk, you may decide to
require offerors to submit a risk analysis plan  as part of the technical
approach or business proposals.  You must then include specific
instructions to do so in the solicitation and ensure that evaluation factors
or subfactors are developed to measure the offerors’ risk analysis.

The risk analysis plan should require offerors to submit a detailed risk
analysis which identifies specific risk areas and makes specific
recommendations to minimize the impact of those risks.

Draft
Evaluation
Factors

Once you are sure that you understand the technical risks in the
acquisition, then you are ready to draft the technical and business factors.
These are often referred to as if they are the same, but in some
acquisitions, there may be separate requirements for technical factors and
for business  factors.

Usually, if a solicitation calls for separate technical and business
proposals, the purely technical factors are developed first.  That is
because technical considerations may have an influence on the business
factors.  The same procedures are used to draft both.

(continued on next page)
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3.6  Step 3—Draft Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals
(continued)

Categories of
Technical/
Business
Evaluation
Factors

Although the specific evaluation factors will vary from one procurement
to the next, there are certain factors and subfactors which are used in
most source selection evaluations.  The four most common  major
categories include:

Business Evaluation Factors:

Management.  Factors in this category evaluate how the project will
be controlled.  Depending on the specific needs of your procurement,
you may wish to include typical subfactors such as control and
accounting procedures, organization schemes, subcontracting plans,
reporting procedures, or special security arrangements.  Increasingly,
quality control (QC) or Total Quality Management (TQM) measures are
included as a key subfactor.

Staffing.  Factors in this category evaluate the quality of the work
force which will execute the project.  Typical subfactors you may
consider include key personnel qualifications (resumes) and special
training qualifications, capabilities, cross-training or certifications, as
shown in a qualification matrix.

Offeror Experience.  Factors in this category evaluate the offeror’s
history or “track record” on similar projects.  This typically requires
offerors to submit detailed project summaries or examples of completed
work, with points of contact who can be called for information on past
performance.  (Some agencies include “offeror experience” in business
factors and some in technical factors.)

Technical Evaluation Factors:

Technical Approach.  Factors in this category evaluate how the
work will be technically performed.  Subfactors you may want to
consider include comprehension of requirements, plans, technical
innovation, methodology, safety and accident prevention measures, and
special materials.

(continued on next page)
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3.6  Step 3—Draft Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals
(continued)

Sample
Factors

The following table shows some evaluation factors which may be used
in typical solicitations.  Remember, each of these evaluation factors may
require development of one or more factors (and several subfactors with
one or more elements) and standards for measurement.

SAMPLE EVALUATION FACTORS FOR SOURCE SELECTION

General Management:
• Quality Control
• Cost Accounting
• Management Information Systems
• Cost Schedule Control Systems
• Estimating
• Subcontract Management
• Property Management
• Security
• Safety and Accident Prevention Programs
• Procurement Systems
• Continuous Process Improvement
• Reports and Procedures
• Recycling – RCRA

Past Performance:

Technical Comprehension of Requirements:
• Scope and Methods
• Experience
• Work Control Methods
• Innovation
•̀ Value Engineering

Organization and Staffing:
• Key Personnel
• Skill Mix
• Accountability
• Capacity (surge capacity)

Experience:
• Comparable Size and Complexity

Phase-In Plan:
• Implementation Schedules
• Learning Curve
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3.6  Step 3—Draft Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals
(continued)

Draft
Subfactors

A factor, by itself, may be too broad to measure key aspects of the
proposal, so you may have to develop two or more subfactors for a given
evaluation factor.  For example, a factor such as “Technical Approach”
for a computer system acquisition may be broken down into the
subfactors for “hardware installation plan,” “software installation plan,”
“network services and maintenance plan,” and other subfactors.

Draft Elements In turn, a subfactor may require breaking down into various related
elements.  For example the subfactor “software installation plan” might be
broken down into elements including “installation,” “debugging,”
“conversion of files,” etc., depending on technical requirements.
Usually, the technical personnel are the most qualified to recommend
which factors, subfactors, and elements are needed.

The following table shows the relationship among factors, subfactors and
elements in a hypothetical offer for a computer acquisition requiring
hardware, software, and maintenance:

EVALUATION EXAMPLES

FACTOR LEVEL 1 2 3

Factor Hardware Software Maintenance

Subfactor Installation Time
Required

Installation Time
Required

Up Time Required

Element Start Date Start Date Start Date(s)

Element Risk Risk Reliability

(continued on next page)
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3.6  Step 3—Draft Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals
(continued)

Establish
Standards for
Evaluation
Factors

There SHOULD be a standard of measurement for each
technical/business factor and each subfactor and element.
This is one of the most important steps in the process.  Too often,
protests are upheld because it was determined by the GAO, GSBCA, or
the courts that proposals were not consistently evaluated.  The purpose
of the standards is to maintain a fair evaluation of each offeror’s
proposal.

As the Contract Specialist you MUST assure standards for each factor
and significant subfactor are developed.  The standard normally
establishes the minimum acceptable level of compliance that must be
offered for a factor, significant subfactor, or element to be considered
acceptable.  Standards are used to measure how well each offer meets,
fails to meet, or exceeds, the requirements.

For example, if one factor is “capacity,” then the standards must explain
how capacity will be measured, such as “units of production per hour,”
etc.

The standards you establish for each factor will be either “qualitative”
or “quantitative.”

Qualitative vs.
Quantitative
Standards

A quantitative standard relates to terms of quantity or a measurement
of quantity.

An example of a quantitative standard might involve an acquisition of
new machinery, such as a high speed printer.  In this hypothetical case,
you are concerned with whether the printer speed meets, fails to meet or
exceeds the required speed.

The following language describes this standard applied to a hypothetical
technical factor called “Operating Speed.”

“This standard is met when the printer will print 50 sheets per minute
for a period of at least five (5) hours of continuous operation without
shut down or stoppage for cooling or other routine operator maintenance
during an acceptance test.”

A printer that meets the operating speed requirement could be awarded a
satisfactory rating.  A printer that exceeds the minimum operating speed
could be awarded extra points or a greater degree of merit.

(continued on next page)
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3.6  Step 3—Draft Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals
(continued)

Qualitative
Standard

A qualitative standard relates to quality or kind.  It does not relate
specifically to quantity.

The following language describes a qualitative standard applied to a
hypothetical factor called “compliance with quality control program”.

“This standard is met when  the offeror provides  evidence of a
documented and functioning quality control (QC) program.  The offeror's
QC  program may be subject to a formal evaluation or random audit by
representatives from this agency's Office of Quality  Assurance.  This
agency will use the  ‘American National Standards Institute's General
Requirements for a Quality Control Program (Standard z1.8)’ to evaluate
the offeror's QC program.”

Another example of a qualitative standard might be for experience in
hazardous waste training.

“This standard shall be met when the offeror provides evidence of a
documented and functioning in-house training program for the handling,
transport and disposal of hazardous waste in accordance with EPA and
state guidelines and regulations.”
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3.7  Step 4—Critique Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals

Introduction As the Contract Specialist, you must critique the proposed technical/
business evaluation factors.  In most cases, the source selection plan will
already contain the proposed evaluation factors for the technical and
business proposals.  However, if you are advising a Source Selection
Evaluation Board, or serving as a member, you cannot merely accept
these as final.  You must critique each evaluation factor to make sure it is
reliable and valid.

Critique
Proposed
Technical/
Business
Factors

Regardless of who develops the technical or business factors that will be
used to evaluate the proposals, you must make sure that each factor and
subfactor is critiqued to ensure it is reliable and valid.

Summary
Outline

As you critique the proposed evaluation factors, carefully document
the strengths and weaknesses of each factor, any recommended changes
and any questions to be clarified later in discussions with the requesting
activity.  The notes you take here will be the basis for the summary
outline you will use in these discussions.

Analyze Each
Factor

It is important NOT to take any evaluation factor at face value.  You
MUST ensure that each evaluation factor, subfactor, standard and relative
importance (weight)  is critiqued and analyzed to be sure that it is
reliable, valid, and relevant.  These factor requirements are in
addition to the general guidelines stated on page 3-9.

(continued on next page)
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3.7  Step 4—Critique Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals
(continued)

Reliability Check for Reliability.  A reliable  factor is one which can be
applied consistently by the source selection evaluators in a uniform
manner to rate each proposal the same way with minimum variation
among the evaluators.  If two evaluators provide widely different ratings
to the same factor on the same proposal it could reflect a problem with the
standard.

A major problem with the reliability of an evaluation factor, subfactor, or
standard is that language used to describe it may be subject to different
interpretation.  For this reason, you must be especially aware of language
that is vague, ambiguous or subject to different interpretation by
evaluators.

Validity Check for Validity.  A valid  factor is one which measures what it
claims to measure.  For example, assume there is a requirement for
“Corporate Experience” as an evaluation factor.  Measuring the
experience of several key personnel in a company may not be valid as a
measure of “Corporate Experience,” because the key personnel may have
gained their experience elsewhere and have not worked together.

Relevance Check for Relevance.  A relevant factor is one that belongs in the
source selection.  For example, if you are selecting an offeror to provide
maintenance services, you should question the relevancy of an evaluation
factor that is NOT related to maintenance services.

(continued on next page)
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3.7  Step 4—Critique Technical/Business Factors for Evaluating Proposals
(continued)

Common
Problems

The following table provides some of the most common problems or
weaknesses found in draft factors, subfactors and standards.

• Vague or ambiguous descriptors

• Inconsistency between the SOW and proposal preparation instructions

• Absence of any relationship to the SOW

• Missing elements (e.g., factors are missing standards or measures of
relative importance)

• Logical fallacies (e.g., weights for the subfactors exceed the total
points allocated for the factor)

IF... THEN...

• The wording of an evaluation factor
(or standard) is vague or ambiguous
(do panel members agree on the
meaning?)...

OR
• The language describing the factor

(or standard) does NOT establish the
minimum acceptability...

• Rewrite the terminology to define
what the language means and how it
will be applied in the procurement,
or eliminate the factor (or standard).
All panel members MUST agree on
the meaning.  Examples of
ambiguous terms are “similar,”
“comparable,” “satisfactory,” and
“substantial.”

• The description of the factor does
NOT clearly specify the elements or
subfactors which are needed...

• Rewrite the evaluation factor to
indicate the elements or subfactors
required.

• If the importance  assigned to each
factor or subfactor does NOT
accurately reflect its relative
importance and relationship to one
another...

• Revise the relative importance.

• Duplicate factors for one requirement
are used...

• Ensure the factors evaluate distinct
aspects of the requirement, or,

• Eliminate or consolidate duplicate
factors.

• The evaluation factors appear very
complex, difficult to apply and may
require help from outside (non-
Government) advisors...

• Request outside advisors as soon as
possible, but remember there MUST
be NO conflict of interest.

Now that you have determined the evaluation factors needed for your
procurement, you will need to determine the method for selecting the
successful offeror.
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3.8  Step 5—Determine Whether to Award on “Lowest Price
Technically Acceptable Proposal” or “Best Value”

Introduction The next step you make is to determine the method for selecting the
successful offeror.  In other words, how are you going to evaluate factors
and compare proposals?

“Lowest Price
Technically
Acceptable
Proposal” or
“Best Value?”

In this step, you decide whether to recommend award on the basis of
“lowest price technically acceptable proposal” or “best value”.

A “Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Proposal” is a proposal which
offers the best price to the Government after minimum technical
requirements have been met.  All factors are evaluated using the “Go/No-
Go” decisional rule.  Examples are the acquisition of janitorial services or
snow-removal services.

“Best Value” is the concept that allows award to the offeror providing the
greatest value to the Government in terms of tradeoff between price/cost
and technical merit.  One or more of the evaluation factors are evaluated
using multiple distinctions of merit.  Award does not have to be made to
the lowest price offeror.

In  some cases, it is very clear early in the presolicitation phase that an
acquisition must be made on the basis of “best value.”  In other cases,
this may not be clear until you begin to develop the evaluation factors.
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3.8  Step 5—Determine Whether to Award on “Lowest Price
Technically Acceptable Proposal” or “Best Value” (continued)

Prediction of
Cost
Performance

Remember that price/cost is always an evaluation  factor.
Sometimes, the Government CANNOT predict cost performance, nor
provide data for the offeror’s cost estimation.  The risk to the offeror may
be unusually high, or the Government may demand very high
qualifications or experience which a low cost offeror may NOT possess.

In the following table, such as in Example 2, the Government may need
firms with higher technical capabilities to ensure that the Government
acquires best value.

IF... THEN...

Example 1 The Government’s needs can be met by any offeror who
meets the minimum requirements for technical
acceptability...

AND

The procurement is straightforward and uncomplicated
with few or no problems encountered in satisfying past
Government requirements...

The “Lowest Price
Technically Acceptable
Proposal” approach
may be best.

Example 2 The Government’s requirements are difficult to define,
complicated, and/or have been historically troublesome...

AND

There is a rationale to support paying more money to
select a more advantageous proposal...

The “Best Value”
proposal approach is
usually best.
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3.8  Step 5—Determine Whether to Award on “Lowest Price
Technically Acceptable Proposal” or “Best Value” (continued)

“Lowest Price
Technically
Acceptable “
Approach—
Two Step
Method

If you decide to follow the “lowest price technically acceptable proposal”
approach, you can do this in two steps, especially if you think there may
be several offerors and you want to narrow the range of offerors.  This is
the simplest type of source selection.

STEP ACTION

1.  Evaluate Technical

& Business
a.  Request technical & business proposal only—no cost

or pricing data,

b.  Evaluate technical & business factors,

c.  Notify offerors that do NOT meet standards.

2.  Evaluate Price a.  Request price proposal only,

b.  Award to lowest price technically acceptable proposal.
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3.8  Step 5—Determine Whether to Award on “Lowest Price
Technically Acceptable Proposal” or “Best Value” (continued)

Source Selec-
tion Based on
the “Lowest
Price
Technically
Acceptable
Proposal”
Approach

The following flow chart illustrates the steps necessary for a source selec-
tion based on the “lowest price technically acceptable proposal” approach.

 

1  Use SOW in developing evaluation
    factors

2  Research evaluation factors used
    in comparable procurements

3  Draft technical/business factors

4  Critique technical/business factors

5  Determine whether to award on
    "lowest price technically acceptable
    proposal" or "best value"

Award based on
best value?

6  Determine relative importance of
    cost/price and technical/business
    factors

7  Determine technical/business factors to
    be evaluated by the multiple distinctions
    of merit decisional rule; establish scoring
    method

8  Determine technical / business factors
    to be evaluated by the "Go/No-Go"
    decisional rule

9  Discuss evaluation criteria with
    requiring activity

10  Incorporate factors in RFP

No

Yes

If you decide to follow the “best value” proposal approach, you use the
following steps to measure the merit of competing proposals.
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3.9  Step 6—Determine the Relative Importance of Cost/Price and
Technical/Business Factors

Introduction The following flow chart illustrates the steps necessary for a source
selection based on the “best value” approach.

 

1  Use SOW in developing evaluation
    factors

2  Research evaluation factors used
    in comparable procurements

3  Draft technical/business factors

4  Critique technical/business factors

5  Determine whether to award on
    "lowest price technically acceptable
    proposal" or "best value"

Go/No-Go Factors
Apply?

6  Determine relative importance of
    cost/price and technical/business
    factors

7  Determine technical/business factors to
    be evaluated by the multiple distinctions
    of merit decisional rule; establish scoring
    method

8  Determine technical / business factors
    to be evaluated by the "Go/No-Go"
    decisional rule

9  Discuss evaluation criteria with
    requiring activity

10  Incorporate factors in RFP

No

Yes

Award on Best
Value?

Yes
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3.9  Step 6—Determine the Relative Importance of Cost/Price
and Technical/Business Factors (continued)

Cost/Price as a
Factor

Cost/Price must be a factor in every source selection.  Price must be a
significant factor to have adequate price competition.

Importance of
Cost/Price as a
Factor

 Comp Gen.
 B244395

Cost/Price is a factor which must be evaluated in every procurement
except one that does not involve a cost to the Government.  The relative
importance you assign to the price is essential to any trade off decisions
made later by the SSA.  For example, if the technical risk is very high and
very important, you will probably assign a relatively lower importance to
cost/price.  If the technical risk is relatively lower, then the importance
assigned to cost/price will be higher.

The Comptroller General has also ruled that if the solicitation does NOT
indicate the relative importance of all evaluation factors, they are
considered approximately equal in weight.  There have been several
decisions on this issue.  (Comp Gen. Able/One Refrigeration Inc.,
B244395, Oct. 28, 1991, 91-2CPD para. 384)

Importance of
Technical Risk

In most acquisitions based on “best value,” factors other than price are
often given more weight and importance.  This is especially important
when there is a high technical risk and thus a greater requirement to select
an offeror with stronger technical capabilities to reduce the risk.  As a
general rule, the higher the risk, the greater the emphasis on technical
factors over price.
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3.9  Step 6—Determine the Relative Importance of Cost/Price
and Technical/Business Factors (continued)

Measures of
Relative
Importance

After the factors, subfactors, and elements  have been completed, you
must develop an explanation of the relative importance of each one to the
others.  For example, if the factor “Technical Approach” is the most
important factor, the rationale must be clearly explained.

Relativity among the factors can be established by:

• priority statements,

OR

• numerical relationships of the individual factors.

Remember, numerical formulas limit tradeoff decisions by the SSA later
on.

Priority
Statements

Priority statements are the preferred method of establishing relative
weights.  This method allows the SSA more flexibility for trade-off
decisions between the technical/business and the differences in the
proposed cost/price.

Numerical
Relationships

Relative importance based on the numerical relationship between factors
occurs when a specific weight is established for each factor.  This is the
least preferred method.  It allows the least flexibility to the SSA.

Relative
Importance of
Subfactors

The relative importance for factors and subfactors MUST be included
in the solicitation and should appear in Section M of the RFP.
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3.9  Step 6 ( c o n t ) EXAMPLES OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE

Example 1.  Priority Statement
Proposals will be evaluated on technical/business qualifications and price.  The technical/business
qualifications factors will rank as the highest factors in this procurement, and are significantly more
important than price, although price will also be important in the evaluation process.  Within technical
qualifications, there are three subfactors.  These are corporate capabilities, key personnel and past
performance data.  Corporate capability is of greater importance than the other two subfactors.  Key
personnel and past performance data are of equal importance.

Example 2.  Priority Statement
The Government will make award to the responsible offeror(s) whose offer conforms to the solicitation and
is most advantageous to the Government, cost or price and technical factors listed below considered.  For
this solicitation, technical quality is more important than cost or price.  As proposals become more equal
in their technical merit, the evaluated cost or price becomes more important.

The technical evaluation factors listed below are in descending order of importance:
(1) Experience on similar contracts
(2) Quality control system
(3) Capacity to deliver on time

Note:  You should recognize the italicized statement is often used but does not change the relative
importance of the technical and price/cost factors.  It emphasizes the inherent relationship between
evaluation factors.  As the relative standing of proposals becomes more equal for any one factor the
importance of the other evaluation factors increases.

Example 3.  Priority Statement
The Government  will make award to the responsible offeror(s) whose offer conforms to the solicitation
and is most advantageous to the Government, cost or price and technical factors listed below considered.
For this solicitation, cost or price is more important than the combined weight of technical factors.

The technical evaluation factors listed below are in descending order of importance:
(1) Management approach
(2) Experience on similar projects
(3) Qualifications of key personnel

Example 4.  Priority Statement
The Government will make award to the responsible offeror(s) whose offer conforms to the solicitation and
is most advantageous to the Government, cost or price and technical factors listed below considered.  For
this solicitation, technical quality is more important than cost or price.  When technical proposals are
evaluated as essentially equal, cost or price may be the deciding factor.  When cost or price proposals are
evaluated as essentially equal, technical quality may be the deciding factor.

The technical evaluation factors listed below are in descending order of importance:
(1) Experience on similar projects
(2) Management approach
(3) Capacity to accomplish work in required time

Note:  This is a statement of relative importance that should be avoided.  The italicized statement is very
misleading.  As the relative standing of proposals becomes more equal for any one factor the importance of
the other evaluation factors increases.

(Examples continued on next page)
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3.9  Step 6 (cont ) EXAMPLES OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE

Example 5.  Priority Statement
The Government will make award to the responsible offeror(s) whose offer conforms to the solicitation and
is most advantageous to the Government, cost or price and technical factors listed below considered.

The technical evaluation factors listed below are in descending order of importance:
(1) Past performance on similar projects
(2) Management approach
(3) Experience on similar projects
(4) Qualifications of key personnel

Price is less important than the combined weight of the technical factors listed above.

Example 6.  Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Proposal
The Government will make award to the offeror(s) submitting the lowest-priced technically acceptable
proposal.

“In order to be considered technically acceptable, proposals must meet the following minimum
requirements:
(1) Experience on similar contracts.  The offeror must demonstrate that it has successfully performed at

least three similar contracts within the past 3 years.
(2) Technical specification requirements.  The offeror must demonstrate that the product offered complies

with the mandatory technical requirements described in Section  C.1. of the solicitation.

There is no relative importance for Go/No-Go factors.

Example 7.  Numerical Relationship
The Government will make award to the responsible offeror(s) whose offer conforms to the solicitation and
is most advantageous to the Government, cost or price and technical factors listed below considered.
The evaluation factors listed below are in descending order of importance:
(1) Past performance on similar projects
(2) Management approach
(3) Experience on similar projects
(4) Qualifications of key personnel
(5) Price/cost

(continued on next page)
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3.9  Step 6—Determine the Relative Importance of Cost/Price and
Technical/Business Factors (continued)

3-Step Method STEP ACTION

for Weighting
Evaluation
Factors

(continued)

1 Start with the least important factor and assign a weight of 10.

Next, go to the next most important factor and assign a weight that shows how much more
important that factor is relative to the least important factor.

For example, if the next factor is twice as important as the least important factor, you
assign it a weight of 20.  Continue this process, working from the least important upward
to the most important until all factors have been weighted.

   For example, suppose you had four factors:

   • Least important factor = 10 points

   • Next most important factor is twice as important, so it equals 20 points
   • Next most important factor is three times as important as the least important, so it 

equals 30 points

   • Most important factor is four times as important as the least important, so it
equals 40 points.

The total points are (10+20+30+40) = 100.

Make sure that you do not exceed a total of 100 points for all factors combined.

2 Once you have completed the weighting for all the factors, then return to the least important
factor.  Use the same process for subfactors.

Within each factor, start with the least important subfactor.    Follow the same
procedure as in Step 1.

Then go to the next most important subfactor within that factor.  Assign a weight that
reflects how important it is relative to the least important subfactor.

Continue this process until all the subfactors within the least important factor are accounted
for before you go on to the next most important factor.

3 The third step is to “normalize” the weights .  Normalization is a mathematical
technique used to make all the factor weights add up to 100 and each group of subfactors to
add up to the total weight within that factor.

Add up the weight assigned to all the major factors and multiply by 100 to give the final
weight.

Then within each major factor, multiply the subfactor weight by the major factor weight.

Examples of normalizing the weights are given on the next page.

(continued on next page)
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3.9  Step 6—Determine the Relative Importance of Cost/Price and
Technical/Business Factors (continued)

Example 1
Normalizing
the Weights in
Factors

An example of this method follows.  Assume that there are three major
factors in a procurement: Technical, Management and Key Personnel.

•  Key personnel is the least important.
•  Management is twice as important as Key Personnel.
•  Technical is five times as important as Key Personnel.

The resulting weights would be:

•  Key Personnel: 10
•  Management: 20
•  Technical: 50

If you were distributing 100 points, the relative weights would be:
For Key Personnel:  10/80 X 100 = 12.5.
For Management:  20/80 X 100 = 25.
For Technical:  50/80 X 100 = 62.5

Example 2
Normalizing
the Weights in
Subfactors

Assume the Management factor consisted of five subordinate subfactors
in the following relative order of importance:

•  Quality Control - 80
•  Subcontract Administration - 55
•  Government Interface - 50
•  Reports and Procedures - 40
•  Security - 10

The math for the “Quality Control” subfactor would be:
80/235 X 25 = 8.5.

Weights Less
Than One

If, after normalizing, you end up with a weight  of less than “one” for
any factor, it may be trivial and you should consider deleting it or
combining it with another factor.

(continued on next page)
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3.9  Step 6—Determine the Relative Importance of Cost/Price and
Technical/Business Factors

Next Step At this point you have determined the evaluation factors and the relative
importance of each factor.  The next step is how to evaluate each
individual factor.
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3.10  Step 7—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated by the
Multiple Distinctions of Merit Decisional Rule

Decisional
Rules

There are two basic ways in which decisions regarding merit
are made.  They are referred to as “decisional rules.”  The
first is a discrete determination of acceptability (Go/No-Go),
the second allows for multiple distinctions of merit.  Price is
NOT subject to the decisional rules.

Go/No-Go
Decisional
Rule

The Go/No-Go decisional rule is applied to the evaluation of the factors.
The offer either meets or does not meet the minimum standards of
acceptability.  There is no extra credit awarded for exceeding the
standards.  Examples of Go/No-Go factors are shown in the next step.

Multiple
Distinctions of
Merit
Decisional
Rule

The second decisional rule uses Multiple Distinctions of Merit.
Instead of just deciding if the offer meets only a minimum standard of
acceptability, extra credit may be given for exceeding the minimum
standard.  This is characterized by “best value” source selection.  Award
is made to the offer which represents the best value, considering both
price and merit.

Distinctions of merit varies depending upon the situation.  In some
instances, a minimum acceptable level is not established.  In some
instances, merit distinctions are often restricted to an acceptable range of
variation.  The key to best value is looking at the relative merits of each
proposal and not looking at a level of minimum acceptability.

Using this method, assessment criteria may be established to denote the
measures of merit, or what qualities the Government is looking for in the
proposal.

When multiple assessment criteria are used with multiple factors or
subfactors, an evaluation matrix helps to track and explain the results in
an easily understandable fashion.

For example, consider classroom test results: A, B, and C.  A+ is better
than A, and A- is better than B.  These varying scores are indicators of
multiple distinctions of merit.

(continued on next page)
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3.10  Step 7—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated by the
Multiple Distinctions of Merit Decisional Rule (continued)

“Assessment
Criteria”

Whereas the evaluation factors and subfactors represent the subject matter
to be evaluated (what the Government is looking for), the assessment
criteria denote the qualities the Government is looking for in the proposal.
These qualities may be areas of consideration common to more than one
evaluation factor.  Examples of assessment criteria are soundness of
approach, compliance with requirements, excellence in design, and
understanding of the requirement.

Risk
Assessment

Risk is often used as an assessment criterion.  Risk assessments are
usually discussed separately in the evaluation narratives accompanying
the factor rating.  They can be included in determining the rating for the
factor or treated separately.

Two of the most common risk assessment criteria are Past Performance
and Cost/Price Realism.

(1) Past performance relates directly to the credibility of the
offeror and to the performance risk involved.

(2) Cost/Price realism relates the proposed cost/price to the level
of effort required by the proposal as a means of evaluating the
offeror’s ability to perform the contract at the offered price.

Past
Performance

Past performance must always be included in a source selection valued
over $100,000.  It can be a Go/No-Go factor or used to determine
distinctions of merit.

Past performance can also include on-going work.

(continued on next page)
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FACTOR

MEASURES OF MERIT SUBFACTOR SUBFACTOR

(ASSESSMENT CRITERIA) ELEMENT 1 ELEMENT 2

Soundness of Approach Standard Standard

Understanding of

Requirement

Standard Standard

Compliance with

Requirement

Standard Standard

Other Standard Standard

3.10  Step 7—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated by the
Multiple Distinctions of Merit Decisional Rule (continued)

Evaluation
Criteria Matrix

The following is an example of an evaluation criteria matrix with
assessment criteria.

(continued on next page)
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3.10  Step 7—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated by the
Multiple Distinctions of Merit Decisional Rule (continued)

Establish
Standards

An offeror’s merit under the evaluation factor is evaluated against
predetermined standards.

The use of standards accomplishes two goals:

(1) it minimizes bias which can result from the direct comparison of
offers, and

(2) it ensures that the evaluators know what they want in terms of
technical merit.

Rating/Scoring
Methods

The rating/scoring description is the method by which evaluation factors
relate to corresponding standards.

There are three types of rating/scoring methods in common use:

(1) Adjectival

(2) Color Coding

(3) Numerical

(continued on next page)
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3.10  Step 7—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated by the
Multiple Distinctions of Merit Decisional Rule (continued)

Method 1:
Adjective
Rating

The use of adjective ratings  may be useful when it is sufficient to place
the offers into general categories.  This scoring method requires the
evaluators to apply an adjective rating to each factor for each proposal.
Examples of adjective ratings are: “Exceptional,” “Acceptable,”
“Marginal,” and “Unacceptable.”

Method 2:
Color Coding

One variation on adjective ratings for factors is to use color codes.  In this
system, a different color is assigned to each adjective rating.

Method 3
Numerical
Scores

This scoring method requires that a numerical point total be applied to
each factor for each proposal.  For example, if a factor such as “Quality
Control Plan” is assigned a value of 10 points, then each proposal MUST
be rated on this factor from zero to ten points.

Remember, if a factor contains subfactors, then the total points of the
subfactors must NOT exceed the total points assigned to the factor.  For
example assume there is a factor called “Quality Control Plan” which is
assigned a maximum of ten points.   It consists of two subfactors: “Waste
Reduction Procedures,” and “Inspections Process.”  The total for these
two factors cannot exceed ten points.

Normally, the total of all the points assigned to all factors and subfactors
will not be greater than 100.

(continued on next page)
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NUMERICAL COLOR ADJECTIVE DEFINITION

90 - 100 Blue Exceptional Exceeds specified performance or capability in a beneficial way to the
agency and has high probability of satisfying the requirement; has no
significant weakness.

70 - 90 Green Acceptable Meets evaluation standards; has good probability of satisfying the
requirement; any weaknesses can be readily corrected.

60 - 70 Yellow Marginal Fails to meet evaluation standards; has low probability of satisfying
the requirement; has significant deficiencies.

0 - 60 Red Unacceptable Fails to meet a minimum requirement; deficiency requires a major
revision to the proposal to make it correct.

3.10  Step 7—How to Determine Factors to Be Evaluated by the
Multiple Distinctions of Merit Decisional Rule (continued)

Rating/Scoring
Methods
Compared

The following table shows in descending order the colors and ratings and
the definition of that rating.  The most restrictive method is the numerical
scoring method.  However, it is shown in the following table for you to
compare the various methods.  The chart does NOT convey that
numerical scores are determined when color or adjective methods are
used.  These examples are listed in descending order of merit.

(continued on next page)
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3.10  Step 7—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated by the
Multiple Distinctions of Merit Decisional Rule (continued)

Flexibility in
Rating/Scoring
Methods

The most successful rating/scoring methods are those which allow the
maximum flexibility in making the tradeoffs among the evaluation factors.

Numerical systems present the most problems in this areas.  The
combination of numerical scoring for factors and set percentage weights
for each factor will result in a total score for all technical factors,
presenting the Source Evaluation Board with little flexibility to make
tradeoffs.  Tradeoffs are much easier to make if the factors cannot be
combined, either by using only a relative importance for factors or by not
using a numerical score at the factor level, or both.  Numerical ratings
should never be applied to price.

Rating
Standards and
Rating/Scoring
Methods

There are several different ways to relate standards to rating/scoring
methods:

• Develop a standard for each rating.

• Omit the standard for every other rating—the omitted ratings can be
defined as: “exceeds the standard for acceptable but does not meet the
standard for exceptional.”

• Define a single standard at the lowest subfactor level and rate these
subfactors as “meets/does not meet/exceeds the standard.”  These
ratings can be rolled up into the more numerous rating descriptions at
the higher factor level.

(continued on next page)
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3.10  Step 7—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated by the
Multiple Distinctions of Merit Decisional Rule (continued)

Deciding
which
Rating/Scoring
Method to Use

The decision on which method to use will be affected by several
considerations:

(1) The use of a single standard is more appropriate where factors are
broken down into more specific subfactors.  The use of a single
standard for an entire factor does not allow as much
discrimination between offers since only three levels are available
(meets, does not meet, or exceeds).  The rating of a factor to
exceed the standard can represent an enormous range of merit.

(2) There may be operating efficiencies involved.  Multiple standards
require a greater number of more specific definitions to be
constructed during development of the source selection plan.
Once these standards are constructed, however, they allow for
less documentation during the evaluation of offers.

Where a single standard is used, the justification for a rating
which exceeds or does not meet the standard must be
accomplished on a case-by-case basis for each offer.

(3) Multiple standards tend to be more specific.  The more specific the
standards, the more assurance you have that the people who are
developing the standards have adequately deliberated on exactly
what they are looking for from the offerors.

It is perfectly acceptable to combine two or more types of rating/scoring
methods in the same procurement.
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3.11  Step 8—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated By the
Go/No-Go Decisional Rule

General You may wish to use one or more “Go/No-Go” technical evaluation
factors to determine acceptability.

“Go/No Go”
Factors

In this step you will learn how to determine Go/No-Go factors.
Some evaluation factors for acceptability are sometimes called
Go/No-Go factors.  Go/No-Go factors can be applied to either technical
or business proposals.  The application of this decisional rule does not
allow for additional value to be applied to the factor being evaluated.  That
means that the factor is either present (Go) or absent  (No-Go).  If the
procurement contains a Go/No-Go factor, a “No-Go” rating can remove
an offeror from further consideration.

Example For example, some acquisitions may require that the contractor store and
safeguard classified Government information.  In such a case, a very
important technical evaluation factor (Go/No-Go) may be the offeror’s
ability to store classified documents in a storage facility which meets
Government standards and is staffed by personnel with Government
security clearances.

The offeror would typically provide evidence of such capability.  An
offeror who did NOT provide evidence of such a capability would receive
a “No-Go” rating and be eliminated from further consideration.

(topic continued on next page)
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3.11  Step 8—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated By the
Go/No-Go Decisional Rule (continued)

Example
(continued)

Note that Cost or Price is NEVER a Go/No-Go factor in
source selection.

EXAMPLES OF FACTORS EVALUATED BY GO/NO-GO

Factor Standard

Security of

Documents

Evidence of a classified document storage area that

complies with a Government standard

Quality Control Evidence of compliance with TQM standard Z1.8

Experience in a

Specific

Manufacturing

Process

Evidence of compliance  with the industrial standards for

that  process (i.e., chemical, electrical, etc.)

Experience in

Hazardous Waste

Disposal

Evidence of an approved training and certification program

for employees handling hazardous waste.

(continued on next page)
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3.11  Step 8—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated By the
Go/No-Go Decisional Rule (continued)

Standards of
Responsibility

FAR 9.103

Go/No-Go Factors are sometimes confused with standards of
responsibility especially when special standards of responsibility are
used.  As a Contract Specialist you are responsible for distinguishing
between the two.

In any acquisition, it is expected that the offeror meet a standard of
responsibility.  That is, the successful offeror must convince the
Government that it has the human, technical and financial resources to
provide the required supplies or services.  The standard of responsibility
measures whether, or how well, the offeror is able to provide the supplies
or services.  The FAR requires a determination of responsibility.

Special
Standards of
Responsibility

However, in some acquisitions there is a higher than usual risk that the
Government will not obtain the supplies or services under favorable
circumstances.  When this higher risk occurs, the Government may
require that the offeror meet special standards of responsibility.

These special standards of responsibility are intended to ensure that the
apparent successful offeror can provide the supplies or services.  If
you determine that the acquisition requires a special standard of
responsibility, you MUST state it in the RFP.
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3.11  Step 8—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated By the
Go/No-Go Decisional Rule (continued)

Determinations
of
Responsibility
vs. Rating
/Scoring of
Evaluation
Factors

Standards of responsibility and special standards of responsibility are
considered in determining whether the apparent successful offeror is
responsible.  They are not used as evaluation factors.  Evaluation factors
are used to distinguish an offeror’s acceptability in comparison to a
standard.  The offeror meets the standard and is acceptable for Go/No-Go
factors or the offeror meets or exceeds or, in some instances, fails to meet
the standard in a particular area (distinctions of merit).

Caution must be exercised by you the Contract Specialist when small
businesses are determined unacceptable for an evaluation factor(s) or lack
enough merit to be included in the competitive range.  If the factor(s) is a
Go/No-Go factor the offeror should NOT be found unacceptable for
further consideration without a Small Business Determination for
responsibility.  If the factor(s) is one where distinctions of merit are rated
or scored and the offeror is determined to be excluded from the
competitive range, you must be careful to document that the offer has
been determined to not be included in the competitive range based on its
comparative assessment with those offers that are determined to be within
the competitive range.

(continued on next page)
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3.11  Step 8—How to Determine Factors to be Evaluated By the
Go/No-Go Decisional Rule (continued)

Examples of
Go/No Go
Factors and
Special
Standards of
Responsibility

Depending on the nature of the procurement, the following Go/No-Go
factors may be considered to be Standards of Responsibility or Special
Standards of Responsibility.  In some complex procurements, these may
be factors in the overall Technical or Business Proposal.  Remember that
this is only a partial list.  Factors depend on the nature of the procurement
and the guidance from the SSA.  Use caution when these factors are used
to evaluate small businesses.

• Capacity - evidence of a certain capacity to provide products or
services above a certain level (if high volume of production or service
is a major concern).

• Configuration management - evidence of a certain program
application (if a complex, large scale design is required).

• Cost accounting procedures - an existing program of certain
specified procedures for tracking costs (if rigid cost control is a
concern, as in a cost plus fixed fee contract).

• Innovation - technical proof, such as access to critical licenses or
patents (if the project requires a new technology or methodology
approach).

• Key personnel - the existence of a list of key personnel already “on
board” (especially if highly qualified personnel in a particular
specialty are crucial to an early start and project success).

• Labor relations and training - demonstrated evidence (such as a
project  in a labor surplus area).

• Quality Control (QC) - an in-place program of QC measures, such
as statistical sampling of volume output  (if very high or very
consistent quality is a major concern in reducing risk).

• Safety and accident prevention - an existing, documented
program (if the project involves dangerous new technology or
exposure to serious physical, chemical or biological hazards, such as
radiation or fire).

• Security - especially if any part of the project is classified or if the
security of expensive government-furnished equipment is in question.

The use of “Go/No-Go” factors can be part of either a “lowest price
technically acceptable proposal” approach or a “best value” approach .
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3.12  Step 9—Prepare for Discussions with the Requiring Activity
and Reach Agreement with Requiring Activity

Introduction This section describes the procedures you follow to reach agreement with
the requiring activity on the evaluation factors to be included in the
solicitation.

Purpose of
Discussions

The purpose of these discussions will be to reach agreement that the
evaluation factors proposed for this acquisition are valid and reliable and
will achieve the purpose of identifying the offer that will best satisfy the
Government’s needs.  In some cases, the requiring activity will have
done a good job preparing the acquisition plan and the evaluation factors
and you will have no recommended changes to the evaluation factors.

In other cases, you may conclude that the proposed evaluation factors and
standards which are used to measure the factors are not valid or reliable
and must be changed.  When this happens, you must provide specific
recommendations for improvement.  Consider whether the evaluation
factors were clear, reliable, valid and independent of one another.  Are
they consistent with the SOW and/or specification?  Are there standards to
measure merit?

Summary
Outline

Before you meet with the representatives of the requiring activity, you
should  take the time to prepare a written summary outline. This
outline must summarize all the strengths and weaknesses of the proposed
evaluation factors.  It should also contain a list of the questions which
you still need to clarify,  and an analysis of each factor.  See an example
of a summary outline on the next page.

(continued on next page)
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3.12  Step 9—Prepare for Discussions with the Requiring Activity
and Reach Agreement with Requiring Activity (continued)

(Example of a)

SUMMARY OUTLINE

Solicitation No. or Identification No.  DTFH 21-94-R-0019

Description:  Investigative Services

Remarks:  Based on review of the proposed evaluation factors
for this solicitation, we have concluded that:

1. Factor 1—”Technical Approach,” including Risk
Analysis, appears to be valid, is thoroughly documented and
appropriately weighted (60% of total weight).

2. Factor 2—”Key Personnel,” appears to be valid and is
also thoroughly documented.  However, this proposed factor
is weighted at 35% of the total weight.  That leaves a
total of only 5% of the total weight for the remaining
technical factor, “Corporate Experience.”

3. Based on the market research concerning seven similar
procurements over the past two years among Government
agencies, we have concluded that Corporate Experience and
past performance should receive a greater proportional
weight in the total evaluation.  Of the seven procurements
we researched, six experienced considerable difficulties
after award.  It appears that part of these difficulties
may have resulted from award to relatively inexperienced,
but low cost, offerors who did not have a sufficient “track
record” in conducting investigative operations in
accordance with the requiring activities’ requirements and
regulations.  To guard against that possibility in this
acquisition, we strongly recommend that a greater
proportional weight be assigned to the third factor,
Corporate Experience.  This will require reduction in the
second factor.  The panel, therefore, recommended that the
factors be weighted as follows:

• Technical Approach   = 60%
• Key Personnel        = 20%
• Corporate Experience = 20%

Joan Sherlock
January 3, 1994

Concurrence for all Panel Members
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3.12  Step 9—Prepare for Discussions with the Requiring Activity
and Reach Agreement with Requiring Activity (continued)

Reach
Agreement
with Requiring
Activity

There should be agreement that the evaluation factors are appropriate to
the acquisition, agree with guidance from the SSA, are valid and reliable,
and have the right relationship to one another.  If there is no agreement,
you may have to refine the evaluation factors until agreement is possible.
This may require several meetings to achieve.  You should use the
summary outline as the basis for your discussions and agreement with the
requiring activity.  It is NOT enough to point out weaknesses in the
evaluation factors.  You should also point out recommended
improvements, complete with rationale.  Be tactful, but thorough.

Document
Agreement

Once agreement has been reached, prepare a memo to document the
results.  Make sure that you incorporate any agreed-upon changes in to
the evaluation factors and the Source Selection Plan.  Provide one copy of
the memo to the requiring activity.
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3.13  Step 10—Incorporate Technical/Business Factors in the
Solicitation

Introduction This section discusses the procedures you will follow to incorporate the
evaluation factors into the solicitation.  Remember, you can perform this
task only after there is agreement with the requiring activity as to the exact
evaluation factors and standards to be used, and after the SSA approves
your rationale in the Source Selection Plan.  This is usually done after a
special briefing of the SSP is presented to the Source Selection Authority
and other key personnel.

 FAR
 15.605(e)

Recall that FAR 15.605(e) requires you to clearly state the evaluation
factors and any significant subfactors that will be considered in making
the source selection.  You MUST list all evaluation factors, including
price or cost and any significant subfactors in Section M of the RFP.

Evaluation
Matrix

Once you have determined all the evaluation factors (technical/business
and cost), and reached an agreement with the requiring activity on the
evaluation factors to be used, you can create an evaluation matrix.

An evaluation matrix is a useful chart which helps you in developing the
solicitation by cross referencing the evaluation factors against subfactors
and elements.  The evaluation matrix lists the evaluation areas and the
supporting factors in a column down the left side of a page.

The following table is an example of an evaluation matrix.

EXAMPLE OF EVALUATION MATRIX

AREA FACTORS SUBFACTORS ELEMENTS SCORE

Cost

Technical
Capability

• Understanding
Requirement

• Production • Production Plan
• Waste Mgmt Plan

• Quality Control • Inspection • Pollution Control
• Stoppage Control

• Acceptance
Testing

• Statistical
Monitoring

• User Testing

Business
Management

• Overall Mgmt • Site Location • Time to Relocate
• Total Sites

• Mgmt Reports • Time/Materials
Reports

• Process Reports

(continued on next page)
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3.13  Step 10—Incorporate Technical/Business Factors in the
Solicitation (continued)

Goal The goal of this step is to propose submission instructions for the factors
that are complete and thorough, but NOT overly long, complex or
restrictive.  The instructions should make the offerors’ writing task less
of a chore, and they should also make it as easy as possible for the
evaluators to apply the evaluation factors.

Scope The scope of the submission instructions varies, but most agencies have a
“standard” or preferred format which is familiar to contracting officers
and evaluators in that activity.  The most common items which you will
prescribe in the submission instructions include:

• Number of volumes.  There are almost always at least two volumes
(technical and cost).  However, on many complex acquisitions, you
may request four separate volumes (Technical, Business, Cost, and
Executive Summary).

• Front Matter.  The front matter is all the material which is required to
accompany each volume.  This includes the cover, title page, table of
contents, lists of figures and tables, glossaries, and compliance or
cross-check matrices.

• Font and typesetting.

• Spacing (usually one-and-one-half or two spaces between lines).

• Other layout instructions (such as use of margins).

Completeness Make sure the instructions are complete in describing the evaluation
factors and subfactors to be used.  Each factor and subfactor must be
fully explained.  Further, remember that the relationship of the factors to
each other (relative importance) must also be explained.  Normally, the
factors are explained in descending order of importance.  When one or
more factors is considered more relevant than others, the factor should be
disclosed as having a greater importance.

(continued on next page)
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3.13  Step 10—Incorporate Technical/Business Factors in the
Solicitation  (continued)

Page Limits In order to simplify the preparation of the proposals and to make the
evaluation easier, you may wish to consider a limit on the number of
pages and foldouts.  Sometimes, technical and business proposals are
very difficult to evaluate because of their great size and bulk.  Much of
this bulk can be caused by repetition.

One way to reduce this problem is to impose a limit on the number of total
pages or on the foldouts to be submitted.  Experience has shown that,
even in complex acquisitions, the winning offeror was able to adequately
describe the technical or business approach in 50 pages.  Be sure that you
use a reasonable limit.  Typically, the limit is either 50 or 100 pages.  Be
sure that the technical personnel concur that the technical and business
approaches can be adequately explained within the limit you establish.

Other
Instructions

Typically, the proposal submission instructions will also contain
clear statements about the preferred front matter, font, spacing and page
layout to be followed in proposal submission.  This is usually done to
force a certain uniformity of appearance on all the proposals, so the
evaluators will NOT be unduly influenced by a “flashy” layout.  Be
careful NOT to include any unnecessary restrictions, such as a ban on use
of color in complicated charts and graphics. Unless the ban is necessary,
allow the offeror as much leeway as possible.

Remember, if you place limits on the initial submission, you should also
limit any subsequent submissions.

(continued on next page)
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3.13  Step 10—Incorporate Technical/Business Factors in the
Solicitation (continued)

Changing
Factors After
Solicitation

Sometimes, in spite of your best efforts, you will find that it becomes
necessary to change the evaluation factors after the solicitation has gone
out and the offerors’ proposals have been received.  This is not
unallowable, but it is strongly discouraged.  This practice causes offerors
to lose faith in the integrity of source selection.

Once you have incorporated all the evaluation factors into the Source
Selection Plan and the solicitation, you are ready to apply the evaluation
factors against the proposals submitted by the offerors.  The Source
Selection Evaluation Board will apply the evaluation factors during the
evaluation of offerors’ proposals.  Evaluation is discussed in the next
chapter.
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SUMMARY

In this chapter, you have studied how to develop evaluation
factors:

• using the SOW in developing evaluation factors,

• researching evaluation factors used in comparable
procurements,

• drafting technical/business factors for evaluating
proposals,

• critiquing technical/business factors for evaluating
proposals,

• determining whether to award on “lowest price technically
acceptable proposal” or “best value”,

• determining the relative importance of cost/price and
technical/business factors,

• determining factors to be evaluated by the multiple
distinctions of merit decisional rule,

• determining factors to be evaluated by the Go/No-Go
decisional rule,

• preparing for discussions with the requiring activity and
reaching agreement with the requiring activity,

• incorporating technical/business factors in the solicitation.
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DEVELOPING EVALUATION FACTORS Chapter 3

CLO 3/1.  Use the SOW in Developing Evaluation Factors.  (first exercise)

The following practical exercise is to provide practice in using the SOW in developing evaluation
factors.

Situation:   You have the attached information, extracted from a Statement of Work (SOW).
Using only this document and the text/reference, answer the following questions.

Extract from SOW:  “This project requires an organization with highly qualified personnel to
organize, staff, and conduct  pollution monitoring services believed to be connected with increased
wildlife mortality and morbidity in and near national parks, military installations and other Federal
lands.  This work will supplement long term on-going Government studies intended to determine
the cause for the rapid decline of certain wildlife populations, including migratory birds at selected
sites....”

“....Offerors must be familiar with wildlife and game survey methodology...”

Task:  Based only on this information,

1.  What are the likely problem areas in this type of procurement?

2.  Does it require new or untried methodology?

3.  Will it be hard to manage?

4.  Is it difficult to predict the costs?

5.  What evaluation factors do you recommend?
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CLO 3/1.  Use the SOW in Developing Evaluation Factors.  (second exercise)

The following practical exercise is to provide you additional practice in using the SOW in
developing evaluation factors.

Situation:  You have the attached information, extracted from a SOW.  Using only this
information, and the text/reference, answer the following questions.

Extract from SOW:  “This agency has an urgent requirement for the services of a private sector
organization with extensive experience in the planning and presentation of seminars concerning
sexual harassment in the work place.  The specific topics to be covered must include:

•  Recognizing sexual harassment according to Federal and agency guidelines.
•  Appropriate and inappropriate behavior in the workplace.
•  The role of the supervisor.
•  Submission, processing and disposal of sexual harassment allegations.”

“...The successful offeror must demonstrate the ability to present up to 240 seminars of two hours
duration each in one calendar year at any of the agency sites throughout the United States and
overseas.  This may include up to ten seminars at any one time, at different locations.  This effort
will require a demonstrated familiarity with Federal and agency guidelines concerning sexual
harassment.  Offerors will be required to cite the successful completion of similar or related
seminars for the Government and private sector organizations.  Due to the urgency, sensitivity and
importance associated with this requirement, the instructors must have extensive experience and
professional degrees in such areas as counseling, clinical psychology, adult education, or an
equivalent field.”

Task:  Based only in this information, what evaluation factors do you propose?
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CLO 3/2—Research evaluation factors used in comparable procurements.

The following practical exercise is to provide practice in researching factors used in comparable
procurements.

Situation:   You are developing evaluation factors for the conversion of a coal-fired hot water
heating system plant to use natural gas at a federal facility.  The project will be complex and will
require extensive reconstruction, renovation, rewiring and other work. However, one problem is
that the buildings supported by the heating plant must remain occupied and in use during the
conversion period.  The decision for the basis of award has not yet been made.  It is estimated that
the costs will be about $17 million.  Several recent and similar conversions were based solely on
“lowest price, technically acceptable proposal” but have experienced severe cost overruns.  The
requiring activity is therefore considering an award on “best value” for this project.  It is expected
that the winning offeror will use several subcontractors to perform critical aspects of the work.
The panel is having difficulty determining which evaluation criteria to use.

Task:  Based only on this information, where would you look and what sources of information
would you research to obtain data on comparable procurements?
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CLO 3/3 - Draft technical/business factors for evaluating proposals.

The following practical exercise is to provide practice in identifying evaluation factors which are
relevant to the solicitation.

Situation:   (continued)  You are still developing evaluation factors for the conversion of a coal-
fired hot water heating system plant to use natural gas at a federal facility.  The project will be
complex and will require extensive reconstruction, renovation, rewiring and other work.
However, one problem is that the buildings supported by the heating plant must remain occupied
and in use during the conversion period.  The decision has been made to award on the basis of
firm fixed price, because there are many potential offerors and the costs can be reasonably
predicted.  It is estimated that the costs will be about $17 million.  Several recent and similar
conversions were based solely on “lowest price, technically acceptable proposal” but have
experienced severe cost overruns.  The requiring activity is therefore considering an award on
“best value” for this project.  It is expected that the winning offeror will use several subcontractors
to perform critical aspects of the work.  A list of proposed evaluation factors was drafted by the
chairperson of the technical evaluation team as a starting point for consideration.

Task:  Given only this information, select no more than five evaluation factors from the following
list of possible evaluation factors.  Select only those which are most relevant and useful for
evaluating differences among offerors for this project.  Provide the rationale for each factor you
select.  Provide the standard to measure each factor you select.  Explain how it screens out “high
risk” offerors.  Determine which factors (if any) can be considered “Go/No-Go.”

1.  Cost
2.  Annual Sales
3.  Quality Control Plan
4.  Security Plan
5.  Management Autonomy
6.  Contractor Interface with the Government
7.  Labor Relations
8.  Safety and Accident Prevention Training Program
9.  Procurement Systems
10. Relevant Past Performance (Similar Projects)
11. Experience as a Prime Contractor
12. Technical/Engineering Approach
13. Key Personnel Resumes
14. Innovation
15. System for Reports and Procedures
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)
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CLO 3/4—Critique technical/business factors.

This exercise is to give you practice in critiquing and improving proposed factors and standards.

Situation:  (This is a continuation of the preceding situation.)  After some discussion at the first
meeting, the team decided to narrow the proposed evaluation factors down to the following:

Factor 1.  Cost
Standard—An acceptable and realistic cost for any cost factor in this solicitation

shall be one which is no more than five percent larger or smaller than the
comparable figure in the Government’s Independent Cost Estimate.  Cost
shall be considered to have a value of not more than 20% of the total
evaluation.

Factor 2.  Technical/Engineering Approach
Subfactor 2-1—Overall Technical and Engineering Approach
Standard—The approach shall comply with all specifications stated in the

solicitation.

Subfactor 2-2—Risk Analysis Plan
Standard—The offeror’s risk analysis plan shall explain the offeror’s understanding

of the requirements and shall identify the likely technical risks associated
with this project and propose solutions to minimize delays so that the overall
completion milestones for conversion are met.

Factor 3.  Relevant Past Experience on Similar Projects
Standard—The offeror shall provide project summaries of successful performance

on similar projects.  This is a “Go/No-Go” factor.

Factor 4.  Quality Control Plan
Standard—The offeror shall provide a quality control plan which fully explains how

all specifications and milestones will be met.
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Task:

1.  Given only this information, critique the proposed factors and standards.  Identify those
      that:

•  are vague or ambiguous;
•  fail to differentiate acceptable from unacceptable proposals;
•  do not seem consistent with the requirements;
•  would unduly restrict competition; and
•  appear arbitrary or capricious and have not been substantiated in supporting
   documents and rationale.

2.  Provide specific recommendations for improving any of the factors and standards.
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CLO 3/3 and 3/4—Draft and Critique technical/business factors
for ranking proposals

Situation:  (continued).  You are advising members of the technical evaluation team.  You have
been told that the SSA has approved of the recommendation to award on the basis of “best value.”
The Statement of Work (SOW) has been slightly revised by the requiring activity.  The proposed
SOW now reads:

SECTION C - DESCRIPTION/SPECIFICATIONS/STATEMENT OF WORK

STATEMENT OF WORK

CONTRACT OBJECTIVES

The objective of this requirement is to convert the anthracite coal burning plant at Whitley’s
Island to the use of natural gas for the provision of hot water heating to all buildings on the
Whitley Island Reservation.

SCOPE OF WORK

A technical working group of Government engineers at Whitley Island shall provide to the
Contractor an engineering technical package which includes all engineering drawings, parts lists,
plans, operating manuals and maintenance manuals, and maintenance records for the present
operating facility.  Members of this technical working group shall provide information in reply to
Contractor requests for additional information.  The Contractor shall develop the technical
package for the proposed gas-fired facility.  The proposed facility shall produce at least as much
total heating as the existing plant, in accordance with the attached specifications.

DELINEATION OF CONTRACTOR’S TASKS

In order to accomplish the contract objective, the Contractor shall, as a minimum, perform the
following tasks:

TASK A Provide a Conversion Design

1. Provide a complete technical package, in eight (8) copies, to include the construction and
engineering drawings, bill of materials, proposed parts list and sources, construction
schedule and subcontracting plan.  These documents shall be in accordance with the attached
specifications.

2. Attend the design approval meetings at the Whitley Island Engineer’s Office.  The meetings
are tentatively scheduled to be conducted on October 1, November 1, and December 1,
199X.

3. Provide copies of the minutes of the meetings to the addresses which shall be provided at the
first meeting.

4. Incorporate and evaluate any design comments or changes approved by the Government
representatives and furnish a technical impact statement, as required.
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STATEMENT OF WORK - (Continued)

Do not proceed with Task B until approval of written authorization from the Contracting Officer.

TASK B - Convert the Whitley Island Heating Plant to Gas.

1. Upon receipt of the written authorization from the Contracting Officer to proceed with Task
B, convert the present facility to gas operation, in accordance with the attached specifications
and the approved design.

2. Provide all necessary documentation to include a complete technical package, operating
manuals and maintenance manuals, with any changes, upon completion and acceptance of the
completed work by the Contracting Officer.

3. Provide a three week course in operation of the plant for the present staff.  The course
materials shall be developed in accordance with the attached Data Item Descriptors.

In addition to the SOW above, you have also conducted considerable market research to determine
likely offerors and comparable projects.

The result of your research is indicated in the following table.

CONTRACTOR REMARKS

Apex Engineering 3 coal plant conversion projects completed in the past three
years.  Costs were $21 million, $7 million and $11.1
million.  All work on time and under cost.

Arclite Incorporated 1 coal plant conversion.  Cost was $8.5 million.  Completed
nine months late.  Cost overrun of $1.1 million.  Two claims
submitted against the Government for design changes.

Benelux Utilities 1 coal plant conversion.  Cost was $9.2 million.  Completed
five months late and $545,000 over budget.

Consolidated, Inc. 1 coal plant conversion.  Cost was $11.2 million.
Completed under cost, but five months late.

Davis-Bacon Corp. 1 coal plant conversion.  Cost was $4.7 million.  Work is
still in progress but is two months behind schedule.

New Age Engineering 1 coal plant conversion.  Cost was $6.6 million.  Work is
still in progress but is four months behind schedule and
$455,000 over cost.

At least 25 firms have bid on similar work over the past three years.  Only three such conversion projects appear to
have been very successful and were all done by one prime contractor, Apex Engineering, Inc.  The decision has been
made to award on the basis of “best value,” and there is particular concern that experience will be a crucial “Go/No-
Go” factor in selection of the lowest risk offeror.
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SECTION F - DELIVERIES OR PERFORMANCE

All work or services required hereunder including final acceptance shall be completed on or before
nine (9) months after the effective date of the contract.

PLACE OF DELIVERY

All deliverables and a copy of the monthly reports (See Section G) under the contract shall be
delivered F.O.B. Destination, under transmittal letter, to the following address

Whitley Island Federal Facility
6300 Whitley Island Drive
Whitley Island, CA 90291

SECTION L - INSTRUCTIONS, CONDITIONS, AND NOTICES TO OFFERORS

(Please show the RFP number and closing date on the forwarding envelope)

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARATIONS OF PROPOSALS

In responding to this solicitation, please submit your proposal in two separate parts as follows:

PART I - Technical Proposal

A technical dissertation describing in detail how you would proceed if awarded the contract.
Include the following elements in your technical proposal (see also the specifications, the statement
of work and the technical evaluation criteria).

A.  Technical/Engineering Approach

1. Risk Analysis Plan - Include all assumptions, deviations and exceptions.  Identify all
technical uncertainties and make specific proposals for the resolution of any uncertainties.

2. Overall Technical and Engineering Approach - Include an organized workplan setting forth
a specific schedule of the work to be performed as outlined in Section C, STATEMENT
OF WORK.  The workplan shall be in such a form as to establish a firm schedule of dates
for:

a.  The start and completion of all activities.

b.  Related requirements of manpower.

c.  All other resources, including materials, assignable to each activity.
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3. Quality Control Plan - Include all information concerning the manner in which you shall
insure compliance with the quality specifications of this solicitation.

B.  Business

1. Corporate History - Include a general history of your firm.

2. Key Personnel - Include the names, experience, and qualifications of personnel who will
occupy the key positions of Chief Engineer and his/her primary assistant.  In addition,
provide the estimated professional and technical staffing in staff-months.

3. Subcontracting Plan - Include the firm name, address, telephone number and a description
of the work intended to be performed by each subcontractor, as well as an estimate in staff
days of the total work to be performed by that subcontractor.

C. Experience - Provide project summaries.  Each project summary shall begin on a separate page
and follow the example shown in this solicitation, to include the final project cost, and the
client point of contact with mailing address and telephone number.  Provide the same type of
information for each proposed subcontractor.

The requiring activity has refined the acquisition plan and now proposes that, although price will
be considered, the evaluation will be based on the following non-cost evaluation factors:

SECTION M TECHNICAL EVALUATION CRITERIA

1. The first evaluation factor shall be the Technical/Engineering Approach.  It shall include three
subfactors, including the Risk Analysis Plan, the Overall Technical and Engineering Approach,
and the Quality Control Plan.  Each of these subfactors shall be worth one third of the total
value of this factor.  This factor shall be greater in weight than the second factor, Business,
and the third, Experience.  (40 points)

2 The second evaluation factor shall be Business.  This shall consist of three subfactors.  The
first shall be Corporate History.  It shall include project summaries of successful similar
projects completed.  It shall be worth twice as much as the second subfactor, the
Subcontracting Plan, and three times as much as the third subfactor, Key Personnel.  This
factor and the next factor shall be equal in value.  (30 points)

3. The third evaluation factor shall be Experience.  It shall be equal in value to the second factor,
Business.  (30 points)
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Task:  Based only on this information, critique and, if necessary, identify any problems with
any factor, subfactor, standard or the scoring method.  Draft any recommendations you would
make to the requiring activity concerning the:

1.  factors
2.  subfactors
3.  elements
4.  standards
5.  measures of relative importance
6.  scoring method
7.  proposal scoring instructions
8.  proposal submission instructions
9.  complete rationale for factors, subfactors and weighting

Make sure that you consider any vague or ambiguous descriptors, inconsistencies with the
SOW, omissions or appearance of arbitrariness or capriciousness, missing elements or logical
fallacies, reliability and validity.
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)
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CLO 3/5—Determine whether to award on “lowest price technically acceptable
proposal” or “best value.”

This exercise is to provide practice in determining whether to award on “lowest price technically
acceptable proposal,” or on “best value.”

Situation:  After much discussion, it was decided to modify the evaluation factors as follows:

A. Cost will be considered as a separate factor and NOT be combined with the other (non cost)
factors in a “total points” evaluation.  Cost will be considered as an absolute value, but the cost
realism of each offer will also be examined.  Cost data will not be made available to the
technical evaluators.

B. Factor 1 will be Technical/Engineering Approach.  It will include three subfactors:

Subfactor 1.1 will be the Risk Analysis Plan.  This must include a demonstration that the
offeror understands the technical requirements and an analysis of all technical risks and
proposed actions to preclude or overcome these risks.  The standard for evaluation will be
identification of all risks identified by the Government’s technical evaluators and must include
measures to overcome unforeseen work stoppages without missing the final project
milestones.

Subfactor 1.2 will be the Overall Technical and Engineering Approach.  The standard for
evaluation is that the approach will demonstrate that the offeror has procedures to implement
the applicable specifications, drawings, engineering standards, as well as applicable changes,
for production, inspection, and testing, as stated in the solicitation and will provide additional
intermediate milestones, as required.  The approach will explain how the conversion can be
completed in the shortest possible time without interruption of hot water supplies to the
supported buildings.

Subfactor 1.3 - will be the Quality Control Plan.  The standard for evaluation will be that the
offeror will demonstrate that it has an automated system of records which fully documents all
inspections and tests, including, as a minimum, the number of observations made, by whom,
the types of deficiencies found, the quantities approved and rejected, and the nature of any
corrective action taken and the date it was taken.

C. Factor 2 will be Business.  The offeror will be required to submit a separate business proposal
volume.  This factor includes three subfactors;

Subfactor 2.1 will be the Corporate History.  The offeror will demonstrate that it has the
technical and management resources to manage a project of this scope.  The standard will be
met when the offeror demonstrates that the existing in-house personnel and technical resources
and standard operating procedures satisfy the requirements to manage and otherwise support a
project of this scope.
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Subfactor 2.2 will be Key Personnel.  The standard will be met when the offeror demonstrates
that it has the requisite qualified key persons to perform as Chief Engineer and Assistant Chief
Engineer, and attests that neither of these will be replaced for the duration of the project unless
replaced by persons of equal or greater qualifications.

Subfactor 2.3 will be the Subcontracting Plan.  The standard will be met when the offeror
demonstrates that it has a plan for the screening and selection of subcontractors who meet the
technical qualifications and for the integration of these contractors into the overall technical and
engineering approach.

D. Factor 3 will be Experience.  The standard will be met when the offeror demonstrates in project
summaries that it has successfully completed work of similar scope and complexity within the
past five years on time and under cost.  This will be a “Go/No-Go” factor.

Meanwhile, the SSA has restated two special concerns about this solicitation:

1. There is very extensive interest by offerors and it is expected that there will be many qualified
offerors.  It will be necessary to rank order technical and business proposals from highest to
lowest, based on technical scores.

2. There is a possibility that the project may require some modification due to the closing of some
buildings supported by the heating plant while the conversion is in progress, but the
Government may not be able to predict this with complete accuracy before the project begins.
He indicates that this may have an impact on the Government’s cost estimate, which will now
be much harder to predict.

Task:  Based only on this information, determine whether to award on the basis of “lowest price
technically acceptable proposal” or “best value.”
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CLO 3/6  Determine the relative importance of cost/price and technical/business
factors.

Situation:  You are developing evaluation factors for a procurement.  The project requires a
study over two years to measure contamination of ground water caused by suspected leakage
from old, underground fuel and chemical storage tanks on federal property and to provide
recommendations.  It is estimated that repeated samplings will be required throughout the year
under all weather conditions at 15 sites.  The sampling tests are not difficult nor expensive.
They can be done in minutes with an inexpensive sampling kit.  However, the work is labor-
intensive, requiring about 35,000 different samplings at various points over the two years and
strict quality control.  Based on information in the files, a similar solicitation two years ago
resulted in 73 proposals, mainly from commercial laboratories and universities, but also from
some 27 clearly unqualified offerors.

Task:  Based only on this information, what type of acquisition strategy would you
recommend?

a. “Lowest Price Technically Acceptable” because there may be many unqualified offerors to
eliminate and there are clearly many offerors who can do the work.

b. “Best Value” because the Government may NOT be able to accurately predict the costs.

c. There is no way to tell.

Situation:  A Government agency is responsible for a two-lane bridge on the main access road
to the agency’s facility.  The bridge is in urgent need of repair to prevent further deterioration.
Unfortunately, the bridge CANNOT be shut down completely during rush hour traffic (6:30 to
8:30 AM and 4:30 to 5:30 PM).  Furthermore, the bridge must be used by large trucks carrying
oversize loads to a warehouse area and rail siding several times each week.  For these reasons, it
has been difficult for the Government to estimate how many labor hours the project should
require or how often the work must be interrupted.  But, it is imperative that the job be
completed not later than September 30 (nine months from today).

Task:  Given only this type of information, what type of acquisition strategy would you
recommend?

a. “Lowest Price Technically Acceptable” because there are probably many offerors who can
repair a bridge.

b. “Best Value” (Cost Plus Fixed Fee) because the Government cannot predict costs
accurately.

c. “Best Value” (Cost Plus Incentive) because the Government cannot predict costs accurately
and can provide an incentive to finish by a certain date.

d. It makes no difference because costs will be the same.
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)
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CLO 3/7, Determine Factors to be Evaluated by the Multiple Distinctions of Merit
Decision Rule

Situation:  You are reviewing an urgent requirement for the acquisition of a new disposable
protective clothing to be used by hazardous waste disposal and handling personnel.  This new
protective clothing is far superior to older materials in lightness, comfort, protection and durability.
Unfortunately, it is four times as expensive as the older clothing and very difficult and time-
consuming to manufacture in a consistent manner that meets specifications.  Market research
shows that at least nine different small specialized manufacturers appear capable of producing this
type of protective clothing, but it is not certain if any of them can produce the quantity required in
the time allowed.  The Government estimates that a total of at least 50,000 such protective suits are
required as soon as possible, but not later than six months from the date the contract is signed.  An
additional 50,000 disposable protective suits may be needed within 12 months.

The following factors have been proposed for evaluation of offers:

a.  Cost
b.  Compliance with quality control program (to ensure uniformity/consistency)
c.  Capacity (to produce suits within six months )

Task:  Based only on this information, which of these proposed factors (if any) might be
evaluated by the multiple distinctions of merit rule?
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)
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CLO 3/8, Determine Factors to be Evaluated by the Go/No-Go Decisional Rule

Situation:  Note—this situation is a continuation of the preceding situation.

Task:  Based only on the available information, which of the proposed factors might be evaluated
by the Go/No-Go Decisional Rule?



Developing Evaluation Factors

Classroom Learning Materials - Source Selection PE 3-21

CLO 3/9  Prepare for discussions with the requiring activity.

The following exercise is to provide practice in preparing for discussions with the requiring
activity.

Situation:  You are a contract specialist reviewing evaluation factors prior to a discussion with
the requiring activity.  The acquisition involves five very large waste water disposal pumps for
treatment and recycling of water at a Government facility.  This is part of a Government-wide
program to meet mandatory new national environmental standards.  Similar procurements within
the past five years have been very troublesome, with most of the pumps breaking down after only
12,000 hours of operation.  Market research shows there are only three known manufacturers of
these pumps in the United States.  One of these three manufacturers has provided all of the
replacement pumps under this program on the basis of lowest cost, over the past five years.  The
requiring activity is concerned that the new pumps should operate at least 25,000 hours MTBF
(mean time between failure), with interruption only for minor maintenance, such as lubrication or
filter replacement.  The requiring activity has proposed the following technical evaluation factors:

1.  Ease of Installation - (must be installed within 72 hours to replace existing
     pumps), worth 40% of the evaluation weight.

2.  Ease of Operation - (must not require more than 2 days of training per operator),
worth 30% of the evaluation weight

3.  Ease of Maintenance - (must require less than 15 minutes for filter change or
     lubrication), worth 30% of evaluation weight.

Task:  You are now preparing for your summary outline for discussions with the requiring
activity.  Based only on this information, what would you recommend?
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CLO 3/10, Incorporate Technical / Business Factors in the Solicitation.

Situation: A certain acquisition will be made for complex, large scale, high quality training
services support, to include engineering, logistics, production, maintenance, and manpower
technical services on a cost plus fixed fee basis.  The total estimated level of effort will be 275,000
labor hours.  The contract will be for one base year, plus four optional years.

The requiring agency insists on a quality assurance plan, in accordance with MIL-STD- 1397D, an
organization plan, resumes of key personnel and adequate resources, including a staffing and
recruiting plan, and a facility and equipment plan.

The SSA has decided this will be a “best value” acquisition and he is concerned that the successful
offeror must have the sufficient resources to meet the requirement.

In order to meet all the concerns, the requiring activity has proposed the following technical and
business factors for evaluation and incorporation into the solicitation, in descending order of
importance:

•  A - Technical Understanding
•  B - Management Approach (including a quality assurance plan, organization plan,
         security plan, and task management plan)
•  C - Resources (including resumes of key personnel and a staffing and recruiting plan)
•  D - Corporate Experience (including evidence of experience on similar projects)

Task:  Your assistant has drafted the attached description of the evaluation instructions for
incorporation into the solicitation and brought them to you for review.  Based only on this
information, would you approve the draft instructions for incorporation into the solicitation?  Does
this proposed draft provide enough information to the offerors on the application of the rating
factors?  If not, why not?

Proposed Evaluation Factors for Inclusion Into Section M of Solicitation:

Section M.....

“Evaluation Factors.  These factors are listed in descending order of importance.  It is noted
that Factor A is weighted two and one-half times as much as the individual weights for Factors B
and C, which are equally weighted.   Factor D is one-half the individual weight for Factors B and
C.  Cost (Factor E) is an evaluation factor, but is not weighted in the same manner as the four
technical factors.  If technical equivalency is established between offers at any time after receipt  of
proposals, award may be made solely upon total evaluated cost.

It is noted that exceptional features of innovations proposed will be evaluated to determine the
benefit to the Government, and if warranted, additional credit will be given the appropriate
technical proposal factor, excluding Corporate Experience.
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A.  Technical Understanding - The offeror’s technical understanding and approach will be
evaluated on the basis of the following:

1.  The level of understanding of, and the problems inherent in, performing the types of
tasks specified in the Statement of Work (SOW) in Section C.

2.  The quality, comprehensiveness, and feasibility of the methods or plans proposed to
accomplish the tasks specified in the SOW and the application of your understanding and corporate
experience to accomplishing the tasks.

B.  Management Approach - The offeror’s management structure and organization will be
evaluated on the basis of the following:

1.  The quality, comprehensiveness, and feasibility of the quality assurance plan will be
evaluated to ensure the requirements of MIL-STD-1379D are met.

2.  The quality, comprehensiveness, and feasibility of the contract accomplishment
strategy, including the security plan, approach for application of innovative quality leadership,
productivity enhancement, and cost reduction methods and techniques.

3.  The quality, comprehensiveness, and feasibility of the proposed organization plan,
including rationale for proposed organizational structure and levels of supervision; sources of
administrative support, and lines of communication will be evaluated.

4.  The quality, comprehensiveness, and feasibility of the task management plan.

5.  The quality, comprehensiveness, and feasibility of methods of approach to successfully
respond to workload fluctuations.

6.  The offeror’s ability to provide quality, leadership and to comply with written
instructions, as demonstrated by the quality, comprehensiveness, organization, and narrative
presentation in the submitted technical proposal.

C.  Resources.  The offerors’ proposed resources will be evaluated on the basis of the
following:

1.  The quality and depth of experience for labor categories for which resumes are
submitted.  Personnel capabilities, as evidenced by the submitted resumes, will be compared to the
desired qualifications set forth in Section C, para 5.0.  Those resumes for personnel with
qualifications in excess of the desired qualifications will receive additional credit if considered to be
of value to the Government.  Likewise, those resumes providing personnel whose qualifications
reflect less than the desired qualifications will receive a lower rating.  The minimum personnel
requirements listed in Section C, 5.0, will be considered mandatory for the labor categories for
which resumes are not required.
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2.  The quality, comprehensiveness, and feasibility of the staffing and recruiting plan for
providing and maintaining qualified personnel.

3.  The quality, comprehensiveness, and feasibility of the contractor’s support, concepts,
including the facility and equipment plan and phase-in plan.

D.  Corporate Experience.  The quality, comprehensiveness and applicability of experience in
performing work and solving problems on contracts of a similar nature within the past two (2)
years.  Note: More credit may be given for extensive experience.”



Developing Evaluation Factors

Classroom Learning Materials - Source Selection PE 3-25



Source Selection 4–1

CHAPTER  4

TECHNICAL EVALUATION

Chapter Vignette

After John had read the source selection plan completely,
he was somewhat puzzled about why he would be needed
to assist technical experts on the Source Selection
Evaluation Board.  Why weren’t they just given a plan like
this one to read and get on with the business of selecting
an offeror.  He asked Marcia the same question.  “Well,”
she said, “it is not that simple.  Even an excellent plan, like
the one you reviewed, must be applied in a consistent
manner.  The actions of the board members must be valid,
meet all the regulatory requirements, provide a complete
audit trail and furnish defensible recommendations which
will stand up to legal challenges.  That is not always easy.
Remember that the technical persons applying the evalua-
tion factors are not necessarily experts in the acquisition
process.  Your job will be to assist the contracting officer
in making sure that the evaluation process follows the
plan.”
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Course Learning Objectives

In this Chapter At the end of this chapter, you will be able to:

1. Instruct technical evaluators.

2. Analyze technical evaluation reports, and based on that
analysis, determine the need (if any) to:

• Continue fact finding

• Contact the technical evaluators for follow-up questions
on reports

• Accept the report

• Amend or cancel the RFP

• Continue with the acquisition

3. Brief the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) on
Procedures for reviewing and analyzing technical
proposals

4. Obtain and critique SSEB recommendations.
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SECT TITLE PAGE

4.1 Instruct Technical Evaluation Team (TET) 4-5

4.2 Sample Forms for TET 4-10

4.3 Obtain and Review Technical Report 4-18

4.4 Brief Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) 4-22

4.5 Review Source Selection Board’s Recommendations 4-28

Chapter Overview

Scope This chapter presents the procedures you the Contract Specialist or
Contracting Officer MUST follow to instruct the technical evaluators,
analyze their reports, and determine necessary follow up actions.  Recall
that awards are based either on “lowest price technically acceptable
proposal” or “best value.”  But, even if the award will be made on the
basis of “lowest price technically acceptable proposal,” you must still
instruct the technical evaluators, analyze their technical report and take
certain actions, based on your analysis.  For purposes of this chapter,
you will learn the steps necessary for evaluating a “best value” source
selection.

After your analysis of the technical report, you may determine that it is
necessary to perform one of the following:

• continue fact finding

• ask for added information

• accept the report

• amend or cancel the RFP, or

• continue with the acquisition

If you accept the findings of the technical evaluators, you will continue
to the next steps that may occur in a “best value” source selection:

• briefing and instructing the SSEB

• reviewing the SSEB recommendations

Topics in This
Chapter

This chapter includes the following topics:

(continued on next page)
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Chapter Overview (continued)

Chapter
Flowchart

The following flowchart shows the sequence of the major tasks in a
“best value” source selection.  These tasks will be discussed in this
chapter.

 

4.4  Brief Source
       Selection Board

4.5  Review Source
       Selection Board's
       Recommendations

4.1  Instruct Technical
       Evaluators

4.2 & 4.3  Obtain and
                Review Technical
                Report

When Award Is
Based on Best

Value

References You will need several key references and documents to perform the
actions discussed in this chapter.  These include:

• The Source Selection Plan, as approved by the SSA.

• The solicitation, including the Statement of Work (SOW) and
any technical specifications.

• Any special policy guidance or directives from your agency.

• The Independent Government Estimate (IGE), if necessary.

• Information on outside advisors if they are used in this
procurement.

• Technical evaluation reports.
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4.1  Instruct Technical Evaluators

Introduction This section discusses the procedures you will follow to instruct the
technical evaluators who evaluate the proposals submitted by the various
offerors.  The chairperson of the Source Selection Evaluation Board, or
the Contracting Officer advising the board, and in some instances, the
Contract Specialist, is responsible to provide specific instructions to the
technical evaluators.  You MUST provide instructions to the technical
evaluators, even when the award will be made on the basis of “lowest
price technically acceptable proposal.”

If the award will be made on the basis of “best value,” you must provide
a formal briefing to the source selection panel.  That briefing is
discussed in another section in this chapter.  (See Section 4.4)

When to
Instruct the
Technical
Evaluators

You must provide instructions to the technical evaluators before they
are permitted to see the offerors’ technical or business proposals.  Keep
in mind that the technical evaluators who evaluate proposals may or may
not be the same as those involved in the acquisition planning and
solicitation phases.

(continued on next page)
(continued on next page)
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4.1  Instruct Technical Evaluators (continued)

Format of the
Instructions

The instructions to the Technical Evaluating Team (TET) are
formal and written.  A copy is provided to each evaluator.  In addition to
the written instructions, you may provide a short oral briefing to the
team members and be prepared to answer any questions they may have.

Content The content of the instructions will depend on the nature of the
solicitation, but there are certain instructions which should be included
in any case.  These include:

• Clear and complete guidelines for evaluating the technical and
business proposals.

• A statement of all the responsibilities of the evaluators, including
responsibility for safeguarding data from unauthorized disclosure.

• A requirement  for the evaluators to factually support their
determinations and conclusions.

• A statement that any findings on technical acceptability or merit must
be based solely on provisions and clauses of the RFP.

• Supply the Evaluators with the forms to be used in the evaluation.
(Note: the actual forms to be used for technical evaluation will vary
by Government agency.  Samples of several evaluation formats are
provided in this chapter.  Realize that you may have to provide time
for the evaluators to be trained on the various forms.)

• A reminder to have Procurement Integrity Certificates and
nondisclosure forms for the acquisition on record.

A brief example of instructions is shown on the next page.

(continued on next page)
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4.1  Instruct Technical Evaluators (continued)

Sample
Instructions

The following is a brief example of instructions to the technical
evaluators.

INSTRUCTIONS TO TECHNICAL EVALUATORS

Goal of This Technical Evaluation

The goal of this technical evaluation process is to determine the offer(s) which is most favorable to the
Government.  This will be done by providing the SSA the maximum flexibility to make a selection
based on a complete and documented technical evaluation.

Guidelines for Evaluating Proposals

1. Each technical evaluator will read each technical/business proposal separately and completely.

2. Each evaluator will apply the evaluation factors, subfactors, and elements only against the
established standards.

3. Each proposal will be evaluated only against the evaluation criteria.  Proposals will NOT be
evaluated against one another.

4. If there are any clarifications, the technical evaluators will re-read all proposals and reapply the
technical evaluation criteria to all proposals.  If discussions are held, each evaluator will read each
BAFO and reapply the technical evaluation criteria to each BAFO.

5 The cost proposal, and other cost data, such as the Government “should cost” estimates will NOT be
provided to the evaluators.  This is done to preclude development of bias for or against an offer on
non-technical grounds.  It permits the evaluators to evaluate the proposals strictly on their knowledge
of the technical or business aspects.

6. Any findings on technical acceptability or merit must be based solely on provisions and clauses of
the RFP.  Factually support any determinations and conclusions.

7. All evaluations will be recorded only on the worksheets and forms provided for that purpose.

8 Each evaluator is personally responsible for safeguarding the information in the offerors’ proposals.
The information in the proposals will NOT be given to anyone outside the Source Selection
Evaluation Board.  All proposals will be handled in accordance with the markings thereon.

9. The technical evaluation team will provide a technical evaluation report  to the CO or SSEB at the
conclusion of the evaluation.  The report will include, at a minimum:

•  determinations and conclusions, including the acceptability of each proposal.

•  recommendations for further fact-finding (as appropriate)

•  any other recommendations or conclusions.

10. You are all reminded that you must have Procurement Integrity Certificates and nondisclosure forms
on record for this acquisition.

11. The suspense date for delivery of the technical evaluation report to the Contracting Officer is January
14, 1994.
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4.1  Instruct Technical Evaluators (continued)

Sample
Briefing
for TET

SAMPLE BRIEFING

Good Morning.  My name is_________________________________________.
I am the contracting officer for this acquisition.  In addition, I will be the advisor to
the Source Selection Evaluation Board.

1. I want to make sure that each of you on the TET fully understands the nature of
this complex acquisition.  As you already know, the purpose of this acquisition
is to obtain a world-wide executive paging system for all members of the senior
executive service, and other selected key persons, so they can be reached at any
time.  We anticipate a firm fixed price award based on best value to the
Government.  We are willing to pay more for better quality and more favorable
conditions.  Therefore, the technical evaluation will receive a greater weight than
the price.

2. I must emphasize the need to give the Source Selection Authority, Mr. Jonathan
Livingston, a sound basis in making the final source selection decision.  You
must provide findings, conclusions and determinations of acceptability or merit
which clearly point out the differences among the offers.  To do this, you MUST
closely follow the evaluation instructions for the technical and business
proposals and apply the evaluation factors uniformly and thoroughly document
the evaluation results.  This should produce a technical evaluation which points
out the strengths and weaknesses of each offer and the differences and tradeoffs
among all the offers.

3. Before you on the table are copies of the  documents you will use in this
evaluation.  I know you were already trained during the past week on the use of
these worksheets and scoring sheets.  All your worksheets and score sheets will
become part of the acquisition history file.  You are therefore reminded NOT to
destroy or throw away any of these documents.  You are also reminded of the
requirement to safeguard all documents connected with this acquisition.  You
will NOT take any of these out of this room.  Your recorder will collect all your
documents and papers at the end of each work day and secure them.  You are also
reminded NOT to discuss anything about this acquisition with anyone who is
not a member of this board.  You have been provided with the written
instructions which govern security of documents in this agency.

(Briefing continued on next page)
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4.1  Instruct Technical Evaluators (continued)

Sample
Briefing
for TET
(continued)

4. I know you already understand the evaluation factors that will be used and the
color code scoring system you will use for the evaluation.  Samples are before
you.  Remember, you must apply the evaluation factors to each proposal.  Be
sure your evaluations are both valid and reliable.  An evaluation is valid if it
measures exactly what it claims to measure.  An evaluation is reliable if the
evaluators agree on approximately the same score for that evaluation.  Do NOT
compare or rate proposals against one another.  Be sure that you specify the
exact reasons for your evaluation of each factor and subfactor.

5. Since this acquisition is technically complex, it may become necessary for you
to do considerable research in order to understand some aspects of an offeror's
proposal.  If so, take the time to do so, but remember the milestones in this
project.  If you require outside expertise for assistance, let me know as soon as
possible.

6. If you do not understand some element of a technical proposal and you think that
clarification or additional information is required, document the specific concern,
so I can request clarification later, or raise the matter in discussions with the
offeror.

7. Remember that you MUST fully document all your concerns and questions.  We
MUST have full documentation to support the award decision and for debriefing
the unsuccessful offerors and in case of any challenges.

8. You MUST provide a technical evaluation report to me not later than January
19, 1994,  The further actions in this acquisition will depend on my analysis of
your report.  Are there any questions?
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4.2  Sample Forms

Sample Forms The following sample forms are all internal documents and are similar to
those commonly used by technical evaluators.  They are self-
explanatory, but if you have never used such forms, take several
minutes to review them.  These forms include:

• Clarification Request (CR)—used to identify additional
information that the CO may need from an offeror.  Remember,
only the CO can request information from an offeror.

• Inter-Area Information Transfer—used to request transfer
of information from one group of evaluators such as technical to
cost.

• Strong/Weak Points—may be used to explain the particular
strong or weak points of any offer and is a “feeder” to the
Deficiency Notice.  Strong points exceed the minimum standard.
Weak points do not meet the minimum standard.

• Deficiency Report—identifies any deficiency which should
be corrected by the offeror if discussions are held.

• Risk Assessment—discusses level of risk.

• Evaluation Narrative—provides evaluation in narrative
format.

Relationship of
Forms

You will note that these forms are intended to be used as a group, to
provide an “audit trail,” and that they have a clear relationship to one
another.

Practice Using
Forms

If the evaluators have never used such forms, you must allow time for
them to practice and understand the forms.  The information entered on
each form must be the consensus for all the evaluators and each
evaluator must be willing to stand behind that information.

(continued on next page)
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The next six pages show examples of the following
Sample Forms:

• Clarification Request

• Inter-Area Information Transfer

• Strong/Weak Points

• Deficiency Report

• Risk Assessment

• Evaluation Narrative
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION Chapter 4

CLO 4/1—Instruct technical evaluators.

The following practical exercise is to provide practice in the preparation of instructions to technical
evaluators.

Situation:  You are scheduled to instruct technical evaluators in the preparation for their
evaluation of technical proposals.  The solicitation is for training services to (1) develop the
curriculum and all necessary training materials for a 5-day training course on the new Load and
Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) for bridges on federal property, and (2) to conduct up to ten
regional pilot training courses and revise course materials and course schedules, and (3) to conduct
up to 50 regular course presentations.

This solicitation is urgent because of recent highly publicized bridge failures on federal property
which have resulted in a number of fatalities and injuries.  However, there is considerable evidence
that many Government engineers are not sufficiently familiar with the application of LRFD during
routine bridge inspections.  This is despite several highly criticized “refresher” courses in bridge
inspection techniques over the past several years.

Assume that you have been given the following:

1. A copy of the solicitation (extracts are attached)
2. A copy of the agency's instructions (Standard Operating Procedures) prepared earlier

(an extract is attached).
3. Copies of the technical proposals (simulated)

Task:  Given only this information, prepare a briefing outline and be prepared to present a
briefing (NOT to exceed ten minutes) to the technical evaluators.
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)
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PART I

SECTION B - SUPPLIES OR SERVICES AND PRICES/COSTS

The contractor shall furnish all necessary facilities, materials, and personnel and shall perform all services
necessary to develop the curriculum and all necessary training material to conduct a series of training courses on
Load and Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) for bridges on federal property.

The total estimated amount for the performance of Tasks A,B, C, D, F, and H is $                          which consists of
the estimated cost of $                       , and a fixed fee of $                            .
The firm fixed price for the pilot presentations in Task E is $                             at $                          per presentation
(maximum of 10 courses).  The firm fixed price for the course presentations in Task G is $                         at        
$                        per presentation (maximum of 50 courses).  (The minimum number of courses that will be
ordered is 25.)

All travel shall be reimbursed at cost in accordance with the Travel and Per Diem clause (reference Section G).
Travel and per diem shall not exceed $                         .

A cost-reimbursement contract is anticipated as a result of this solicitation.

SECTION C - DESCRIPTION/SPECIFICATIONS/STATEMENT OF WORK

STATEMENT OF WORK

CONTRACT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this requirement are: (1) to develop a curriculum and all necessary supporting training materials
for a 5-day training course on Load and Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) for bridges on federal property, (2) to
conduct up to ten regional pilot training courses and revise course materials and course schedules, and (3) to
conduct up to 50 regular course presentations.

SCOPE OF WORK

A technical working group of bridge and civil engineers shall be convened to assist with determining the course
curriculum and interpret the application of pertinent LRFD specifications.  The course outline and detailed
schedule shall be developed including topics to be covered and length and depth of coverage for each.  All course
training materials  including visual aids, example design problems, instructors' guides, student notebook and
pertinent design specifications shall be developed or provided.  Pilot courses using draft courseware materials shall
be conducted.  Course materials shall be revised based on comments received at the pilot courses.  Up to 50 course
presentations shall be conducted.  Course materials shall be periodically revised, based on results of the course
presentation.

DELINEATION OF CONTRACTOR TASKS

In order to accomplish the contract objectives, the Contractor shall, as a minimum, perform the following Tasks:

1.   Select representatives of federal, state, or local agencies in consultation with the COTR to serve as a technical 
      working group (TWG) to evaluate the need for training in the LRFD method of bridge design and to review
      the draft course outline, schedule and materials.
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2.   Attend the Trial Design Meeting in Washington, D.C.  The meeting is tentatively scheduled to be conducted in
      October or November of 199X.  The COTR will furnish the exact time, date, and location of the meeting well
      in advance.

3.   Develop a Plan to meet with the technical working group and the COTR two times for the purpose of
      providing comments and recommendations on the direction of the project and the content of the course
      materials as described in Task C below.  Each meeting shall be approximately 1-1/2 days in length.

4.   Furnish five copies of the plan to the COTR on or before 1 month following the effective date of the contract,
      Furnish a copy to the Contracting Officer.  The Government will review the plan and the COTR will provide
      written comments thereon within 2 weeks following receipt.  The Contractor shall revise the plan to reflect the
      Government's review comments.

TASK B - Develop Course Outline and Schedule

1.   Develop a training course outline and schedule.  The training course outline and schedule shall address the
      overall course objectives and the proposed approach and techniques for presenting the course.  It shall be
      broken down into major subject areas and subunits outlining the instructional and learning objectives of each
      subject area and shall  present the proposed presentation length.  The course outline shall provide for active
      participation of the attending individuals.

      The training course shall, as a minimum, cover the following topics:

      a.   Introduction/background of the new LRFD Bridge Design Code.
      b.   Loads, load factors, and structural analysis.
      c.   Concrete structures.
      d.   Steel structures.
      e.   Abutments, piers, and walls.

      Foundations shall not be covered as a part of this training course.

2.   Furnish eight copies of the training course outline and schedule to the COTR on or before 1 month following
      the effective date of the contract.  Furnish one copy to the Contracting Officer.  The Government will review
      the course outline and schedule and the COTR will provide written comments thereon within 3 weeks
      following receipt.  Revise the course outline and schedule to reflect the Government's review comments.

3.   The Contractor shall provide eight copies of the revised course outline and schedule to personnel attending
      the first Technical Working Group (TWG) meeting in Task A.

4.   Upon completion of the TWG meeting, the COTR will provide to the Contractor additional written comments
      on the course outline and schedule.  The Contractor shall revise the course outline and schedule to reflect the
      comments.  Submit three copies of the final course outline and schedule to the COTR within 2 weeks
      following receipt of the comments.  Submit one copy to the Contracting Officer.

(continued on next page)
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TASK C - Technical Working Group Meetings

Schedule TWG meetings at appropriate times in the project schedule for the purposes of: (1) reviewing and
finalizing the course outline, schedule and depth and manner of coverage of each approved topic; and (2)
conducting an in-depth review of the drafts of all of the course materials including visual aids.  The schedule and
agenda for each meeting shall be as approved under Task A.  It is anticipated that the first meeting will be
conducted prior to the completion of Task B and that the second meeting will be held approximately 1 month
followng the submittal of all draft materials.

The contractor shall be responsible for making all arrangements for the attendance of non-Federal Technical
Working Group members at the meetings.

Do not proceed with Task D until receipt of written authorization from the Contracting Officer.

TASK D - Develop Course Material

1.   Upon receipt of written authorization to proceed with Task D, develop the following course material in
      accordance with the outline approved in Task b.  The course material shall, as a minimum, include:

      a.  Example Design Problems
           (1)   Prepare classroom exercise problems to illustrate the application of LRFD method of design to a 
                   variety of bridges.

      b.  Student Workbook
           (1)   Develop a workbook that shall include, as a minimum, the following:
                   (a)   General course information, including a class schedule,introduction, table of contents, and course
                           objectives.
                   (b)   Title, time allocation and objectives for each session.
                   (c)   A glossary of all relevant terms.
                   (d)   Suggested reading assignments.

           (2)   The student workbook shall contain both an outline and detailed text of the technical material
                   presented in each session.  It shall provide space for supplementary note taking and annotation.  This
                   will provide the student with an opportunity to retain the formal course material with additional
                   information acquired during discussions.

                   Illustrative examples (such as example design problems) and reference materials as well as a table of
                   contents) and/or index shall be included to assure the workbook’s future usefulness.

                   Copies of visual aids such as tables and charts shall be included as well as color photographs to ensure
                   complete and effective coverage of the subject matter.  Copies of the visual aids shall be of
                   professional quality.

            (3)   The workbook shall be developed to be a stand-alone document.  It shall be designed so that the
                    participants will have a valuable, user-oriented reference that will provide specific guidance on bridge
                    design and inspection, using the LRFD method.  The workbook shall utilize SI (modern metric) as the
                    principal system of measurement.

(continued on next page)
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      c.   Instructor's Guide

            (1)   The Instructor's Guide shall support the Workbook and provide all additional information needed by
                    an instructor of the course.  It shall tie text material, visual aids, classroom exercise problems, etc, into
                    a logical sequence.  The Instructor’s Guide shall be organized in a manner similar to the Workbook
                    and shall be self-contained.

            (2)   The Instructor’s Guide shall thoroughly describe the procedures for setting up and teaching the course.
                    It shall contain lesson plans and lecture notes for teaching each session.  Supporting materials shall
                    either be incorporated directly or cross-referenced.  Case histories shall be described in detail.

            (3)   The same sequence for presenting the course shall be used in the Instructor’s Guide as it is in the
                    Workbook with lecture notes annotated by additional materials to cover points that may come up
                    during discussions.

                    The Instructor's Guide shall contain, as a minimum:
                       (a)   Title
                       (b)   An introduction describing the format used.
                       (c)   Training objectives and suggested teaching methods.
                       (d)   Course Outline
                       (e)   A lesson plan for each session, which shall include:
                              (i)        Training objectives
                              (ii)       Lesson outline
                              (iii)      List of references
                              (iv)      Inventory of visual aids and equipment needed.
                              (v)       Time allocation
                              (vi)      Instructions for presenting the material and tailoring it for different groups.
                              (vii)     A plan to evaluate the effectiveness of each lesson in meeting its stated objectives.
                              (viii)    Lesson lecture notes.
                              (ix)      Cross-references to visual aids and handouts.
                              (x)       Answers to typical questions, pitfalls to avoid and major lecture points.
                              (xi)      Example testing problems and solutions.
                       (f)   Instructions for evaluation of the course and a copy of the National Highway Institute Course
                              Evaluation Form (Attachment No. 8)
                      (g)   Copies of any pertinent reference materials that may be of assistance to instructors.

      d.   Visual Aids

            For each session, the most suitable type of visual aid (or combination of aids) and a narrative of one or two
            sentences for each visual aid shall be developed and or provided to support and reinforce the subject
            material.  This shall include selecting slides, selecting or shooting photographs for use in the Workbook,
            and preparing graphs and tables for the Workbook and for overhead transparencies.  All visual aids shall be
            of professional quality.

           (1)   Graphic material shall be simple in design and have large bold lettering.

           (2)    Slides and overheads shall be designed to be viewed without strain from a distance of 30 feet in a
                   normally lighted room.

(continued on next page)
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2.   On or before 15 weeks after authorization to proceed with Task D, furnish to the COTR three copies of the
      draft course materials (including one set of complete visual aids).  One copy of the draft course materials
      (excluding visual aids) shall be furnished to the Contracting Officer.  The draft course materials shall, as a
      minimum, include:
      a.   Classroom Exercise Problems.
      b.   Workbook.
      c.   Instructor's Guide
      d.   Visual aids, including narratives.

3.   The Government will review the draft course materials and the Contracting Officer will provide written
      comments thereon to the Contractor within 8 weeks following receipt.  Revise the draft course materials to
      reflect the Government’s review comments.  Submit two copies of the revised course materials (including a
      copy of the revised visual aids) to the COTR within 8 weeks after receipt of the Government’s review
      comments.  One copy of the revised course materials (excluding visual aids) shall be provided to the
      Contracting Officer.

TASK E - Pilot Presentations

1.   Utilizing the draft training materials developed under Task D, conduct up to ten pilot course training course
      presentations.  The actual dates and locations will be established later.  The Government will give the
      Contractor at least 45 days prior written notice as to the exact date and location of each pilot.  The schedule for
      the pilot courses will begin approximately 4 weeks after the submittal of the revised draft of all the course
      materials.

2.   The course material shall be presented in a sequence consistent with the Workbook and Instructor’s Guide.
      There shall be enough variation between lecture, visual aids, and design problems to capture and hold the
      students’ interest.

3.   The course will be hosted by a federal, state, or local agency.  The host agency will furnish the training facility
      and will be responsible for selecting and inviting the participants.  Approximately 40 participants will be
      invited to attend.  The Contractor will not be responsible for making, or paying for, the travel arrangements for
      these participants.

      For the pilot courses, the Contractor shall, as a minimum, be required to:
      a.   Establish contact with the local coordinator at least 30 days prior to the course starting date to determine
            local conditions that may affect the length or content of the course.  This may include, but not be limited to:
            (1)   Adjusting the class hours to match local work hours or preferences.
            (2)   Adjusting the presentation to allow increased/decreased emphasis on certain sessions to accommodate
                    local concerns or problems of interest to host agency personnel.
      b.   Arrange for all proposed instructors to be at a pilot course location with each presenting a significant
            portion of the course.  The principal instructor shall present at least one third of the sessions in the pilot
            presentation.
      c.   Secure advance written approval from the Contracting Officer for the use of each instructor,  Remove any
           instructor who performs unsatisfactorily, as determined by the Contracting Officer, and replace each
           removed instructor with an instructor approved by the Contracting Officer.
      d.   The Government reserves the right to disapprove, for use in future presentations, any previously
            approved instructor.  Written notice of such disapproval will be provided to the Contractor by the
            Contracting Officer within 14 days after the course at which the disapproved instructor last taught.  Each
            replacement instructor shall also be approved in writing by the Contracting Officer.

(continued on next page)
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     e.    Provide a minimum of two backup instructors whose qualifications are equal to those of the proposed
            instructors.
      f.    Transport all training aids to the course location.  This shall include all items to be used by the instructors, 
            such as overheads, slides, video tapes, etc.
      g.   Prepare a daily schedule for each course and furnish a copy to each participant.
      h.   Print 50 copies of the Workbook and transport them to each pilot course location.  All photographs
            included in the text shall be printed so as to be easily recognizable.
      i.    Utilize a Course Evaluation Form (Attachment No. 9) provided by the Government to obtain feedback         
            from the course participants.  Provide one copy of the completed forms to the COTR with a summary of
            the scores and comments within 1 week after each pilot.  Provide one copy of the summary to the
            Contracting Officer within 1 week after each pilot.
       j.   List all participants and provide one copy of to the Contracting Officer within one week after each pilot.

TASK F - Final Course Material

1.   After completion of the pilots, the Government will review the training course materials.  The Contracting
      Officer will provide to the Contractor within 30 days after the last pilot course, written comments on both the
      pilot presentations and the course material.  The Contractor shall revise the training materials to reflect the
      Government's review comments.

2.   Provide to the COTR within 30 days following receipt of the Government's review comments one reproducible
      copy and two additional copies of the revised training course materials (including Workbooks and Instructor's
      Guides) plus one reproducible set of any visual aids.  Provide one copy of the transmittal letter to the
      Contracting Officer.

3.   In addition to delivering “hard copies,” all training materials shall be furnished on IBM-PC compatible
      diskettes (MS DOS).  The fields that comprise the text-based material shall be in WordPerfect 5.1.

Approval of the final training course material will be provided in writing by the Contracting Officer within 30
days after receipt.

Tasks A through F shall be completed on or before 18 months after the effective date of the contract.

The contractor shall not proceed with Task G without written authorization of the Contracting Officer.

TASK G - Course Presentation

1.   Upon receipt of written authorization from the Contracting Officer to proceed with Task G, conduct up to 50
      complete 5-day (40 hour) course presentations.

2.   The Contractor shall be responsible for the same procedures and conditions as required for course presentations
      in Task E with two exceptions: (1) printing and shipping the participant material will be the responsibility of
      the Government , and (2) the Contractor shall be responsible for furnishing two instructors, approved by the
      Government, for the entire length of each presentation.

3.   The actual location and time of each presentation will be determined by the Government in consultation with
      the Contractor, based on requests from the state and local agencies.  The Government will give the Contractor  
      at least 30 days prior written notice as to each course date and location.  All presentations shall be made within
      approximately 39 months after the authorization to proceed with Task G.  Courses will not be scheduled at a
      rate of more than 2 per month without  prior approval of the Contractor.

(continued on next page)
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4.   A roster of the course participants, completed participant course evaluation form, and a summary of the scores
      and comments shall be provided in a course presentation report and delivered to the COTR within 15 days after
      completion of each presentation.  Provide one copy to the Contracting Officer.

TASK H - Summary Report

1.   On or before 30 days following completion of Task G, or upon being informed by the Contracting Officer that
      no more courses will be scheduled, the Contractor shall prepare and provide to the COTR, three copies of a
      draft report that briefly summarizes the dates, locations and numbers of participants for all courses.  The
      Contractor's recommendations for revisions to the course and/or training material and recommendations for
      further training needs shall be included.  Provide one copy to the COTR.

2.   The Government will review the draft summary report and the Contracting Officer will provide comments to
      the Contractor within 15 days after receipt.  The Contractor shall revise the draft summary report to reflect the
      Government's review comments and shall deliver to the COTR five copies of the final summary report within
      15 days after receipt of the Government's comments.  Provide one copy of the final summary report to the
      Contracting Officer.

3.   If revisions or replacements are made to any of the original visual aids used to present the course, a complete
      set of the final, revised visual aids numbered to correspond to the appropriate course sessions shall be
      furnished to the COTR at this same time.  The Contractor shall include in the report the steps or the plan the
      State agencies have taken or plan to take to implement the rating system or mitigation techniques and what
      benefit each State has received from these courses.
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PARTS II & III

INTENTIONALLY OMITTED
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PART IV

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARATION OF PROPOSAL

In responding to this solicitation, please submit your proposal in separate parts as follows:

A technical dissertation describing in detail how you would proceed if awarded a contract .  Include the following
elements in your technical proposal (see also the statement of work and the technical evaluation criteria):

A.   Technical and management approach.

B.   Assumptions, deviations and exceptions (as necessary).

C.   Identify technical uncertainties, and make specific proposals for the resolution of any uncertainties.

D.   An organized workplan setting forth a specific schedule of the work to be performed as outlined in Section C, 
       STATEMENT OF WORK.  The workplan shall be in such a form as to establish a firm schedule of dates for:
       1.   The start and completion of all activities.
       2.   Related requirements of manpower.
       3.   Other resources assignable to each activity.

E.   A general history of the research segment of your firm and a description of your experience in comparable
      studies.

F.   It is the Government’s view that the course should be approximately 5 days in length.  However, the offeror
      should offer whatever it considers to be appropriate for such a training course.  Should the course presentation
      time change after conducting the pilot courses, the cost will be changed (increased or decreased) based upon
      the hourly cost  for conducting the presentations.

G.   The proposal shall name all potential instructors,  In the event the Contractor finds it necessary to make
       changes in the professional staffing (instructors) during the performance of this contract, prior written
       approval from the Contracting Officer shall be obtained.

STAFFING PROPOSAL

Provide the names of all personnel and the positions they will occupy as related to this project.  The estimated
professional and technical staffing shall be provided in staff-months.  Biographical summaries of key personnel
shall also be included.

NOTE:  The staffing information shall be provided on a task by  task basis by discipline in accordance with the
format identified as Attachment 2, Section J.

The principal investigator shall devote a minimum of 30 percent of his/her normal working time for the completion
of Tasks A through F.

The following disciplines and/or expertise are believed to be necessary for the successful completion of this
project:
                  1.   Bridge Engineering
                  2.   Training Development/Instruction

(continued on next page)
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The Government’s estimate of staffing is shown below.  The estimates are advisory.  The estimates should be used
as a general guide and not be considered as a maximum or minimum limit by the offerors in preparing the
proposal.

TASK/LABOR                A     B      C      D       E       F        G       H      TOTAL

Principal Instructor          32    40    30    360    624    40     2640     4        3770

Co-Instructor                   10    10     24    240    624   20     2640     2         3570

Clerk Typist                     12    12      8    100      36    24      120      4          316

Admin. and Graphics       10    10    20      80      72    36        60      2          290

LABOR ESTIMATE  (person-hours)
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EVALUATION CRITERIA

A.   Technical proposals will be evaluated on the following criteria, with each factor being of equal importance:

       1.   Offerors Demonstration of Sufficient resources to Complete the Contract Requirements Satisfactorily and
             on Schedule.

             a.   Recent practical experience of the Principal Instructor (P.I.) in bridge design using the American
                   Associations of State Highway and Transportation Officials Standard Specifications for Highway
                   Bridges.  Familiarity with the new LRFD method.  The educational backgrounds and level of effort
                   proposed for the instructor will also be considered.

             b.   Recent relevant experience of the P.I. and other professionals in developing and teaching short courses
                   (up to 5 days) for the purpose of training practicing highway and bridge engineers.  This includes
                   developing understandable, useful training materials.  The level of effort of each staff member will be
                   considered.

       2.   Offerors Demonstrations of Technical Competence and Organization.

             a.   Effectiveness and completeness of the technical proposal in illustrating the offeror’s understanding of
                   bridge design and how the new specifications will impact the future design of bridges.

             b.   Effectiveness of the technical proposal in demonstrating the offeror’s ability to produce clear,
                   informative and easy to understand training material.

             c.   Effectiveness of the technical proposal in demonstrating an understanding of the training objectives
                   and how existing materials will be used to meet those objectives.

B.   Cost

       In addition to the criteria listed above, relative cost will be considered in the ultimate award decision.
       Cost/price proposals will be analyzed to assess realism and probable cost to the Government.  The proposed
       costs may be adjusted, for the purpose of evaluation, based upon the results of the cost realism assessment.

C.   Past Performance

       Past performance will be reviewed to assure that the offeror has relevant and successful experience and will be
       considered in the ultimate award decision.  Past performance will be considered a “Go/No-Go” factor and will
       not receive a point score.

D.   Basis for Award

       The Government will accept the offer that is considered the most advantageous to the Government.  Of the
       three factors, (A) technical, (B) cost, and (C) past performance, technical and cost are considered the most
       important with technical and cost being considered equal.  Past performance is of less importance than
       technical or cost.

SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD
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Standard Operating Procedure

for

Safeguarding  Documents During Proposal Evaluation

1.   Purpose.  The purpose of this standard operating procedure is to provide guidance and ensure conformity in the
      handling of documents in the custody of technical evaluation teams or other personnel involved in the
      evaluation of proposal information.

2.   Scope.  This SOP applies to all personnel involved in the preparation or handling of solicitations, proposals
      and contract documents in this agency.

3.   Procedures.  The Contracting Officer or his/her representative will insure that, as a minimum, the following
      procedures are followed during evaluation of proposals received from offerors:

      a.   All offerors’ proposals will be secured in a locked room at the end of the working period.  The access to
            that room will be controlled after normal work hours on weekdays and on weekends. The access key will
            be controlled by the contracting officer or his/her representative.

      b.   Personnel involved in the evaluation of proposals, or otherwise in the custody of offerors' proprietary
            information, will not remove such documents from the work space provided and will not remove personnel
            notes or transcripts from the space provided until authorized to do so by the contracting officer or his/her
            representative.

      c.   Personnel assigned to evaluate proposals, or otherwise assisting in any way in the evaluation or handling of
            such proposals, will not divulge or discuss in any way the contents of offeror proposals outside the work
            space provided for this purpose, nor with any person not a member of the assigned evaluation group or
            panel, unless as authorized by the contracting officer, or as specified by special markings or covers on the
            proposals.

      d.   Personnel assigned to evaluate technical and/or business management proposals will NOT be given access
            to offerors' cost proposal information, unless specifically authorized by the contracting officer.

      e.   In addition, the contracting officer may impose such reasonable restrictions as he/she finds necessary in the
            handling of offerors' proposal information for a specific solicitation action.
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PRACTICAL EXERCISE

CLO 4/2 - Analyze technical evaluation reports.

The following practical exercise is to provide practice in analyzing technical reports and
determining the appropriate follow-up actions (if any).

Situation:  (This is a continuation of the previous practical exercise and the same documents
apply.)  After your briefing to the technical evaluators, they proceed to evaluate the technical
proposals.  They appeared to be having a difficult time and twice requested extensions of the
suspense date to provide provide the technical evaluation report to the Contracting Officer.
Finally, you receive the report.

Task:  Review and analyze the following technical evaluation report (page PE 4-17).  Specifically
determine any need to:

• Cancel the RFP
• Amend the RFP
• Continue Fact-finding
• Contact the technical evaluators for follow-up questions on the report
• Establish Government technical negotiation objectives
• Find a proposal acceptable or unacceptable
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)
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1.   The following technical evaluation report is provided following review and evaluation of the technical
      proposals received in response to the above solicitation.

2.   We evaluated a total of only six technical proposals.  This was less than we had expected to receive and we
      have concluded that may be due to the difficulty in meeting the Government's requirements in this solicitation.
      This is discussed below in more detail.  The following matrix summarizes information on the technical
      proposals we evaluated:

Offeror                                      Rating                                                            Comments

Archwell Corp.                      Acceptable                  Strong demonstration of sufficient resources to complete
                                                                                   requirements satisfactorily and on schedule (Factor 1) and on
                                                                                   the demonstration of Technical Competence (Factor 2).
                                                                                   Impressive record of past performance on similar projects.

Bowes, Inc                             Acceptable                  Sufficient demonstration of understanding of the training
                                                                                   objectives, but high estimates of staffing requirements.

Lifter Corp.                            Acceptable                  Not much recent relevant experience in developing
                                                                                   professional instruction courses, but strong resume for
                                                                                   proposed Principal Instructor.

Spanrite                                  Acceptable                  Strong resumes for the Principal Instructor and other proposed
                                                                                   instructors, but overall demonstration of understanding for use
                                                                                   of existing materials is not totally clear.

Truss & Merry                       Unacceptable              Strong demonstration of resources (Factor 1)and good
                                                                                   resumes, but no record at all of past performance in                   
                                                                                   development and presentation of instruction.  ("No-Go").

Uplift Associates                  Unacceptable              This seems to be a training company with no engineering
                                                                                   experience in house.  No record of similar (relevant) work.

3.   We believe that a major reason that we did not receive more proposals is the language of the solicitation,
      especially the evaluation criteria (Section M - “Offeror's Demonstration of Sufficient Resources to Complete
      the Contract Requirements Satisfactorily and on Schedule”).  The first sentence in Paragraph 1b seems to be
      too restrictive.  It implies that the instructor and other professional engineers must be the ones who develop
      and present the training materials.  Also, why the emphasis on “short courses?”  We were surprised that no
      schools (colleges) of engineering responded and we think it was because of the wording of the paragraph.
      Certainly, some of the professors of engineering are the most qualified at presenting the LRFD method, but no
      university or college submitted a proposal.  Instead, the offers came from engineering firms.  We suspect that
      full time professors of engineering cannot leave the campus for the extended periods of time required by the
      solicitation.

TECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT

SOLICITATION # XXXX61-94-R-00115

January 23, 199X

(continued on next page)
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4.   Note that we did not consider two of the proposals (Truss & Merry, and Uplift) to be acceptable.  These
      offerors did NOT show any record of past performance that was “relevant AND successful.”  The project
      summaries they submitted were impressive ("successful"), but they did NOT document work on projects related
      to bridge engineering ("relevant").  Since this was a “Go/No-Go” factor, we did not award points for it, but we
      believe this essentially should eliminate them from further consideration.  We did notice that Truss & Merry
      provided a strong “demonstration of resources” and strong resumes.  In fact when we compared their proposal
      to the one from Archwell Corp., we found that the personnel were very comparable.

5.   Despite this, we did conclude that the first four offerors appeared capable of meeting the requirements and were
      responsible offerors.

                                                                                      John Bruecke
                                                                                     John Bruecke

                                                                                     Pierre Du Pont
                                                                                     Pierre Du Pont

                                                                                     Lola S. Ferryman
                                                                                     Lola S. Ferryman, Ph.D.
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CLO 4/3 - Brief the SSEB on Ranking Technical Proposals.

This practical exercise is to give you practice in briefing the SSEB on ranking technical proposals.

Situation:  (This is a continuation of the previous practical exercise and the same documents
apply.)  You have read the technical evaluation report and you have satisfied yourself that the
technical evaluators acted properly in concluding that two of the technical proposals were NOT
really acceptable.  You also concluded that they did NOT compare proposals against one another.

However, you are now required to obtain a ranking (from highest to lowest) of the acceptable
technical proposals.  This is to provide the Source Selection Authority a clear picture of the
technical capabilities of the remaining offerors and provide maximum flexibility if he/she needs to
make tradeoffs between technical factors and price.

Task:  Given only this information, prepare a briefing outline and be prepared to present a
briefing (not to exceed ten minutes) to the SSEB instructing it to rank the technical proposals.
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)



Technical Evaluation

Draft Classroom Learning Materials - Source Selection 10/4/94 PE 4-21

PRACTICAL EXERCISE

CLO 4/4 - Obtain and critique the SSEB’s recommendations.

This practical exercise provides practice in the critique of recommendations that you will receive
from a Source Selection Board.

Situation:  You have a requirement to obtain the rankings of technical proposals from the SSEB.
Earlier, you presented a briefing to the team explaining the requirement.  You have now received
the attached report.

Requirement:  Review and critique the attached report and rankings.  Specifically, make sure
that:

1. The rankings are based solely on the RFP evaluation factors and the scoring procedure from
the Source Selection Plan.

2. All ranking factors have been applied.

3. The proposals have not been rated against each other when technically evaluated

4. The basis for evaluation is provided.

5. Each proposal’s technical evaluation presents the strengths and weaknesses of the proposal
measure against the RFP technical evaluation factors.

6. A summary, matrix or quantitative ranking of each technical proposal is presented in relation to
the best possible evaluation score.

7. A summary of findings is presented in the technical evaluation.
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1.   The following technical report is presented for ranking the proposals received in response to the referenced
      solicitation.  These rankings are based on the application of ranking factors as stated in the RFP and the
      scoring procedures as stated in the Source Selection plan, dated November 22, 199X.

2.   It should be noted that this board took special care NOT to rate the proposals against one another, in
      accordance with the instructions received from the Contracting Officer.

3.   The basis for evaluation is as follows.  We applied the evaluation factors stated in Section M of the RFP.
      These included:

      a.   Offeror's Demonstration of Sufficient Resources to Complete the Contract Requirements
            Satisfactorily and on Schedule.  This factor included the following two subfactors: (40 points)

           (1)   Recent practical experience of the Principal Instructor (PI) in bridge design using the American
                   Associations of State Highway and Transportation Officials Standard Specification for Highway
                   Bridges.  Familiarity with the new LRFD method, educational background and level of effort proposed
                   for the P.I. (20 points)

           (2)   Recent relevant experience of the P.I. and other professionals in developing and teaching short courses
                   (up to five days) for the purpose of training practicing engineers.  This includes developing
                   understandable, useful training materials, and a consideration of level of effort of each member.
                   (20 points)

      b.   Offeror's Demonstration of Technical Competence and Organization.  This included the following
            three subfactors: (60 points)

            (1)   Effectiveness and completeness of the technical proposal in illustrating the offeror's understanding of
                    bridge design and how the new specification will impact the future design of bridges. (20 points)

            (2)   Effectiveness of the technical proposal in demonstrating the offeror's ability to produce clear,
                    informative and easy to understand training material.(20 points)

            (3)   Effectiveness of the technical proposal in demonstrating an understanding of the training objectives
                    and how the existing materials will be used to meet those objectives. (20 points)

      c.   Past Performance.  This factor was rated as either “Go/No-Go” and was not awarded any points.
            However, we did find that two of the offerors (Truss & Merry and Uplift) were NOT acceptable on this
            factor and were therefore awarded a lower overall score.

TECHNICAL REPORT ON RANKING OF PROPOSALS

SOLICITATION # XXXX61-94-R-00115

February 22, 199X

(continued on next page)



Technical Evaluation

Draft Classroom Learning Materials - Source Selection 10/4/94 PE 4-23

  

4.   The strengths and weaknesses of each proposal are as follows:

      a.   Archwell Corp. had the strongest proposal overall.  This proposal finished highest in score on all the point
           rated factors and was acceptable on past performance.

     b.   Bowes, Inc. finished well on Factor 1, but was relatively weak on understanding of the training objectives
           and explaining this understanding coherently (subfactor 2.3).  For this reason, we scored them below
           Archwell.

     c.   Lifter Corp. scored well on most subfactors, but showed little recent experience in developing professional
           instruction courses (subfactor 1.2).  Largely for this reason, we could not score them as high as the two
           preceding proposals.  The proposed resume for the Principal Instructor was quite strong.

     d.   Demonstration of Technical Competence for Spanrite was scored considerably lower than the other
           proposals in this evaluation.  This was a major weakness and lowered the overall score considerably.

     e.   Truss and Merry showed a fairly strong demonstration of resources (Factor 1), and good resumes but no
           record of past performance in development and presentation of instruction (subfactor 1.2).

     f.   Uplift Associates showed little strength in any area or factor.  They did not submit any record of experience
           in preparing training materials for engineering applications of any kind.  We could find no record that they
           ever did work similar to that required in this project. 

5.   Summary of Findings:  Our evaluation lead us to the finding that at least four of the six offerors we evaluated
      appear to be able to meet the Government's requirement.  Two of these (Archwell, and Bowes, Inc.) appear to
      have greater technical strengths and resources available to perform the work in question.  We did find that two
      of the offerors (Truss & Merry and Uplift Associates) do not appear to have a suitable record of relevant and
      successful past performance and the selection of either one of these will present a higher risk to the
      Government.

6.   The following matrix summarizes our findings and rankings.

Summary Matrix of Rankings Based on Technical Factors

Rank Offeror
Factor 1

1.1 (20) 1.2 (20)
Factor 2

2.1 (20) 2.2 (20) 2.3 (20)
Factor 3

(Go/No-Go) Score

1

2

3

4

5

6

Archwell
Corp.

Bowes
Inc.

Lifter
Corp.

Truss &
Merry

Uplift
Assoc.

Spanrite

20

19

18

17

18

10

19

19

9

17

11

10

19

18

17

14

14

14

19

18

17

14

14

12

19

14

17

13

14

12

Go

Go

Go

Go

No-Go

No-Go

96 + Go

71 -  No-Go

88 + Go

78 + Go

75 + Go

58 - No-Go
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Source Selection 5–1

CHAPTER  5

COMPETITIVE RANGE

Chapter Vignette

Marcia  informed John that a number of competent and
capable offerors was expected to submit proposals on the
upcoming solicitation.  “It is very likely that there will be
intense competition on the technical, business, and cost
factors,” she said.  “I don’t know if we will determine a
clearly superior offeror right away.  We may need some
time to establish the competitive range, but in a high
dollar, complex procurement like this one, we do not
want to rush and possibly eliminate an offeror who may
not be the most highly evaluated in one area.
Sometimes, a winning offeror doesn’t get the highest
score in any one area, but provides the greatest overall
value to the Government only when all factors are con-
sidered together.  The goal is to make sure that every
offeror in the competitive range really deserves to be
there in order to provide the Government  a good pool of
offerors from which to select that one offer which is
most advantageous to the Government.
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Course Learning Objectives

In this Chapter At the end of this chapter, you will be able to:

1. Establish the Competitive Range

2. Hold discussions with offerors in the competitive range.

3. Notify offerors outside the competitive range.

4. Determine whether to award without discussions.
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Chapter Overview

Scope This chapter presents information to help you determine the competitive
range.  The events described in this chapter occur after the evaluation of
the offerors’ proposals.

Award
Without
Discussion

FAR 15.610 &
FAR 52.
215-16

By this point in the source selection process, you will probably have
eliminated at least some of the proposals from further consideration.
You may even have determined that it seems possible to award to one of
the offerors without holding discussions with other offerors.

The FAR provision, Contract Award, most often included in
solicitations, allows award without discussion in certain situations.
However, you must be extremely careful when following the award
without discussion method.  This method is discussed later in this
chapter.

Award With
Discussion

You MUST establish the competitive range consisting of only
those offerors who have a reasonable chance of being selected.  These
are the offerors with whom you will hold discussions.
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Chapter Overview

Chapter
Flowchart

The following flowchart depicts the major actions and events in this
chapter.

 

Conduct discussions
with the offeror

2–3  Establish the
        competitive range.

1  Determine whether to
    award without discussions

Award without
discussion?

YES

NO

4  Notify offeror that the offer
    will receive no further
    consideration

Offer still within
range?

NO

Treat offers in accordance
with FAR 15.610

YES
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SECT. TITLE PAGE

5.1 Terminology for Competitive Range 5-6

5.2 How to Establish the Competitive Range 5-8

5.3 How to Hold Discussions with Offerors in the
Competitive Range 5-13

5.4 How to Notify Offerors Outside the Competitive Range 5-17

5.5 How to Determine Whether to Award Without
Discussions 5-20

Chapter Overview
(continued)

Topics covered
in this Chapter

This chapter includes the following topics:

References In order to perform the procedures described in this chapter, you
should refer to the following references:

• the Statement of Work,

• the Source Selection Plan,

• the results of the evaluation, including any rank order listing of the
evaluation panel's findings, such as technical memos on
acceptability,

• Reports from a Cost Evaluation Panel (if applicable),

• FAR Parts 3, 9, 15, 17, 32, 47, and 52,

• The various offers.

• Any inquiries or requests for information from any offeror, and

• Similar or related acquisition histories.
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5.1  Terminology for Competitive Range

Competitive
Range

  FAR  15.609

The competitive range is the determination of those offerors that have a
reasonable chance of receiving the contract.

Note:  As a result of discussions, offerors may be eliminated later from
the competitive range.

Discussions

  FAR 15.601

Once you establish a competitive range, you generally hold oral or
written discussion with all  offerors within that competitive range.  If
you hold discussions with one, you must have discussions with all.

There is no definitive statement that exactly specifies what a
“discussion” is.  However, the usual test as to whether a “discussion”
has occurred is to determine whether an offeror has been given an
opportunity to revise or modify its proposal.  If an offeror has been
afforded the opportunity to materially revise or modify its proposal, then
discussion has occurred.

The FAR states that discussion means any oral and/or written
communication between the Government and an offeror, (other than
communications conducted for the purpose of clarifications),whether or
not initiated by the Government, that

(a)  involves information essential for determining the
acceptability of a proposal, or

(b)  provides the offeror an opportunity to revise or modify its
proposal.

Discussions/

Negotiations

The terms “discussions,” “negotiations” and “clarifications” are often
used interchangeably as if there were no difference among them.
However, neither term is the same as clarification.
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5.1  Terminology for Competitive Range (continued)

Clarifications

  FAR 15.601

“Clarification” is only for the correction of minor irregularities,
informalities or clerical mistakes in the proposal.

Do NOT confuse clarification with discussion!  If you ask an offeror for
more than simple corrections to a proposal, you are probably engaging
in discussions.

The FAR states that  clarification means communication with an
offeror for the sole purpose of eliminating irregularities, informalities,
or apparent clerical mistakes in the proposal.

Deficiencies

 FAR 15.601

The FAR states that deficiency means any part of a proposal that fails
to satisfy the Government’s requirements.
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5.2  How to Establish the Competitive Range

Introduction Remember, it is in the Government’s best interest to maximize
competition.  Usually, it is in the best interest of the Government to
maintain the largest optimum pool of offerors as long as possible to
promote price and cost competition.  Therefore, you will have to be
careful about deciding to award without discussions, even if one offer
appears clearly superior to the others on technical criteria.  Avoid the
temptation to eliminate offers for small irregularities.

This section discusses the procedures you should follow to establish the
competitive range.

If there is only one offer with a realistic chance of selection, then
there is no need to carry on discussions with the other offerors.

However, if there are at least two offers with a reasonable
chance of being selected, then you generally conduct
discussions.

Establish the
Competitive
Range

The competitive range is the starting point to determine the offerors with
whom you will hold discussions.  The goal here is to include all those
offerors who have a reasonable chance of being selected.  Remember,
the FAR states that when there is a doubt as to whether a proposal is in
the competitive range, the proposal should be included.
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5.2  How to Establish the Competitive Range (continued)

Eliminate
Unacceptable
Offers

  

  Comp Gen
  B-228494

Eliminate those offers which were found to be technically
unacceptable and determined not capable of being made
acceptable.

Review the findings and conclusions of the technical evaluators.  (See
Chapter 4.)  Remember, you can exclude a technically unacceptable
proposal from the competitive range, even if it offered the lowest price.
(See for example Comptroller General Decision B-228494, Matter of Data
Resources, February 1, 1988.)  Even though price was low, the offer
was determined technically unacceptable.

Retain Acceptable
Offers with
Reasonable
Chance

Reasonable Chance.  You must include a proposal in the competitive
range when it has a reasonable chance of being selected for award
considering both cost/price and technical.  The key word here is
“reasonable”.

Example of “Reasonable Chance.”  Suppose an offer was clearly
acceptable according to all the technical factors in the evaluation, but there
was some question as to whether the offeror had underestimated the time
required to complete the work.  You could conclude that this offer still
had a reasonable chance of selection for award, because the offeror
should be given the chance to explain the estimate of the time required.

However, if an offeror grossly underestimated the time or the level of
effort required, you might conclude that the offeror did not understand the
requirement and did not have a reasonable chance of being selected and
would not include the offer in the competitive range.
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5.2  How to Establish the Competitive Range (continued)

Considerations in
Establishing the
Competitive
Range

If you are selecting on the basis of “best value,” you should consider:

• The number of offers in the competitive range.

• The nature of the technical deficiencies.  If they are reasonably
correctable, retain the offer in the competitive range.  If the technical
deficiencies are great or major, and require major revisions, then you
may eliminate that offer.  This is a judgement call and you may have
to consult with technical experts.

• The Government estimate and whether the cost/price is reasonable and
compares with the other competitive range offerors.

• Whether there is an opportunity for significant cost savings
by considering the proposal.  If there is, you should probably retain
that proposal in the competitive range.

Narrowing the
Competitive
Range

Be careful here.  Do NOT eliminate so many offers that you are left only
with a very few, or only one.  Some areas for consideration are:

• A proposal was excluded through a “close call” on acceptability

• There is a significant opportunity for cost savings by considering
excluded proposals

• The inadequacies of the RFP contributed to the technical deficiencies
in the excluded proposals

• The information deficiencies could have been corrected by
discussions.

(continued on next page)



Competitive Range

Source Selection 5–11

5.2  How to Establish the Competitive Range (continued)

Example of
How to
Determine the
Competitive
Range.

Suppose that you began with 30 offerors.  Ten were eliminated as
technically unacceptable, leaving 20.  Of these 20, assume that you had
eliminated the five with the highest prices, leaving 15 offers.  You could
then decide to establish either a narrow initial range or a wide initial range.
You would establish the narrow or wide competitive range, based on:

• The offerors’ technical proposals.

• The offerors’ price proposals.

Example of
Narrow
Competitive
Range

First, suppose that you decided to establish a narrow competitive range.
You might want to do this if you were convinced that only a very few of the
offers were really favorable on technical grounds or price.  In this case, you
might want to eliminate all but a few of the 15 offers, leaving just three or
four.

The advantage of establishing this narrow competitive range early on is that
it could make the final selection faster and easier, since you would only
have a small number of offers to consider for final selection and award.

However, the disadvantage of establishing a narrow competitive range is
that you might eliminate some potentially favorable offers.  That would
reduce your flexibility later.  Be careful here.  Do not establish a competitive
range so narrow that you eliminate some truly favorable offers.

(continued on next page)
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5.2  How to Establish the Competitive Range (continued)

Example of Wide
Competitive
Range

On the other hand, suppose that, based on technical and price offers, you
decided to establish a wide competitive range.  In this case, you might
decide to include several offers that seemed marginal on cost or technical
grounds, but which might be improved to become truly favorable offers.
Here, you might decide to establish a wider competitive range, to include
seven or eight of the 15 remaining offers.

The advantage of establishing a wider competitive range is that you  create a
larger pool from which to select the most favorable offer.  You might want
to do this, for example, if you are convinced that some of the marginal
offers can be easily improved and made really favorable to the Government.
Remember also that you can always narrow the pool of offerors later by
establishing a narrower competitive range.

The disadvantage of establishing a wider competitive range initially is the
risk that you might include some offers that are not truly favorable or that
cannot be improved.  A wider initial competitive range means that you have
more offers to consider and slows the final selection process.
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5.3  How to Hold Discussions with Offerors in the Competitive Range

Oral vs.
Written
Discussions

Remember that discussions with offerors can be either written or oral.
It is usually to your advantage to have both written and oral discussions.
That is because it is usually easier during oral discussions to make sure
that the offeror fully understands your concern about deficiencies.  Both
the Government and the offeror can ask questions face-to-face and be
sure that both parties understand each other’s concerns.  However you
should confirm discussions in writing and keep exact minutes from any
oral discussions.  Whether written or oral, discussions are supposed to
be “meaningful” and you are advised to fully and carefully document
the record of every discussion.

“Meaningful”
Discussions

 FAR 15.610

Discussions with any offeror must be “meaningful.”  That means that
during the discussion, you must advise the offeror of all areas in which
the proposal is “deficient” and provide that offeror a reasonable
opportunity to correct those deficiencies and submit a corrected
proposal.

This means that when you hold an oral or written discussion with an
offeror, you must make sure that you :

• Identify all deficiencies in the proposal

• Specify all deficiencies to the offeror

• Provide a reasonable time for revision

• Make a complete record of the discussion

• Hold discussions with all other offerors in the competitive range.

Objective of
Discussions

The objective of discussions/negotiations is to correct deficiencies
identified in the technical evaluation report and any cost/price report and
any other minor informalities.  This is also the appropriate time to
review terms and conditions.

(continued on next page)
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5.3  How to Hold Discussions with Offerors in the Competitive Range
(continued)

Avoid
Technical
Leveling,
Technical
Transfusion,
and
Auctioneering

During your discussion with any offeror, remember that you MUST
avoid technical leveling, technical transfusion and
auctioneering.

Technical
Leveling

  FAR 15.610

Technical Leveling.  The FAR states that technical leveling is
helping an offeror to bring its proposal up to the level of other proposals
through successive  rounds of discussion.

You can see that technical leveling is much like “coaching” an offeror on
how to become more competitive by improving its proposal.  This is
barred because it penalizes the offerors who have done a more diligent,
competent or inventive job in preparing a proposal.

Technical
Transfusion

  FAR 15.610

Technical Transfusion.  The FAR states that technical
transfusion means the Government disclosure of technical
information pertaining to a proposal that results in improvement of a
competing proposal.

You can see that technical transfusion can violate confidentiality,
disclose offerors’ proprietary information and destroy the competitive
process.  This can be a major cause for serious claims against the
Government.

Auctioneering

 FAR 15.610

Auctioneering.  The FAR states that Auction Techniques
includes:

• Indicating to an offeror a cost or price that it must meet to obtain
further consideration;

•Advising an offeror of its price standing relative to another offer; and,

• Otherwise furnishing information about other offerors’ prices.

(continued on next page)
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5.3  How to Hold Discussions with Offerors in the Competitive Range
(continued)

Plan and
Rehearse

There are dangers in discussions.  If you are not  careful, you can easily
make statements during discussions which can be interpreted as
unallowable or prohibited or in violation of restrictions against technical
leveling and technical transfusion.

Also, unsuccessful offerors may later claim during protests that they
were misled during discussions.  For these reasons, it is strongly
recommended that you plan and thoroughly rehearse your discussions
before you meet each offeror.

Prepare a written script and agenda and stick to them.  It is important
that you maintain control of the discussions.

It helps if you select a place, such as a conference room free from
interference to promote discussions.  Usually, it is preferable to meet at
a Government facility and restrict the numbers of persons attending
from both sides.  This reduces the chances that someone will say the
wrong thing.  Remember that you should do most of the talking and
listening, so it is a good idea to have someone else record the minutes of
the discussions.

If at all possible, one member of the SSEB should play the part of the
offeror during rehearsal and ask the most likely questions expected from
the offeror.  This can help you find and correct shortcomings in the
Government’s presentation.
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5.3  How to Hold Discussions with Offerors in the Competitive Range
(continued)

Plan and
Rehearse
(continued)

The following table summarizes the recommended procedures you
should follow in preparing for your discussions with an offeror.

Preparation for Discussions

1. Write a script and stick to it.

2. Establish an agenda and stick to it.

3. Clearly specify the purpose of the discussion meeting.

4. Limit the number of participants on both sides.

5. Choose a location conducive to discussion.

6. Establish ground rules and enforce them.

7. Rehearse.
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5.4  How to Notify Offerors Outside the Competitive Range

Introduction This section discusses the procedures that you should follow to notify
those offerors whose proposals fall outside the competitive range.  You
should follow these procedures anytime an offeror’s proposal falls
outside the competitive range, whether it is the initial competitive range,
or when you have subsequently narrowed the competitive range.

As a result of the revision of proposals, you may further eliminate and
notify offerors that their proposals are unacceptabe and that their
proposals are no longer being considered for award.

The purpose of notifying offerors outside the competitive range is to
inform them that a decision has been made not to consider their
proposals further.  This should prevent them from spending any more
valuable time, money and other resources on this project.  You should
realize that on some complex acquisitions, an offeror may spend literally
millions of dollars and several labor years of valuable time, involving
productive and high cost personnel such as proposal writers, engineers,
researchers and scientists.

(continued on next page)
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5.4  How to Notify Offerors Outside the Competitive Range (continued)

Formal
Notification

Once you have decided that it is necessary to notify offerors outside
competitive range, remember that you must make a formal notification,
in writing.  Telephone calls alone are NOT acceptable.

Contents Your written notice to each offeror outside the competitive range should
include at least the following information:

• A statement that a determination has been made NOT to consider
their proposal any further.

• The basis for determining that the proposal is NOT acceptable.

• That revisions to the proposal will NOT be considered.

Example On the next page is an example of a notification to an offeror that its
proposal is outside the competitive range.

(Topic continued on next page
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5.4  How to Notify Offerors Outside the Competitive Range (continued)

Example
(continued)

U. S. Government Agency

June 5, 199X

Mr. John Davies

Excello-Davies Corporation

2311 Park Place

Derry, MA 02121

Dear Sir:

Re: Solicitation DTGH 61-95-R-00108 and your

proposal.

This is to inform you that your proposal in response

to the referenced solicitation was evaluated and

eliminated from further consideration.  Your proposal

was found to be not within the competitive range.

Revisions will not be considered.  No further action is

required on your part.  However, you may request a

debriefing if you wish.  To do so, please contact Ms.

Emma Smith at (602) 737-4173.

Thank you for your participation in this acquisition.

Sincerely,

Erica Lewis
Erica Lewis

Contracting Officer
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5.5  How to Determine Whether to Award Without Discussions

Introduction This section discusses how you will determine to award a contract to an
offeror without discussions.

Definition of
Discussions

  FAR 15.601

You will recall that FAR 15.601 defines “discussions” to include any
oral or written communication between the Government and any offeror
that involves information which is essential to determine acceptability of
an offer, or which provides the offeror an opportunity to revise or
modify a proposal.

Remember, however, that apparent clerical mistakes and ambiguities in
offers may be corrected prior to establishing the competitive range.  You
can contact an offeror and seek clarification without a formal
“discussion” having occurred.

Discussions
Are Generally
Encouraged

  FAR

  52.215-16

  10 U.S.C.
  2305(b)(4)

  FAR
  52.215-16

Generally, discussions are encouraged in order to make sure the
prospective offerors understand the requirements and are truly
responsive.  This is especially true for acquisition of developmental
items or when there is considerable risk that any offeror can meet the
requirements.  NASA, for example, encourages discussions for these
acquisitions when there is a significant risk.

On the other hand, discussions may not be essential for many
acquisitions when the technical risk is quite low or when there is a
strong chance that proprietary information might be revealed to another
offeror.

For example, DOD has restrictions on entering discussions and BAFO
without approval of the next higher level.  This is partly to minimize the
danger of technical leveling.

The law does provide for award without discussions after evaluating
competitive proposals (10 U.S.C. 2305(b)(4)).

FAR 52.215-6 also provides for award without discussions.  However,
certain conditions must exist before you decide to award without
discussions.

(continued on next page)
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5.5  How to Determine Whether to Award Without Discussions
(continued)

Conditions for
Award without
Discussions

You should determine that all of the following conditions are met before
award without discussions can occur.

Conditions for Award without Discussions

• there is one lowest-cost proposal within the competitive
range (at least two offerors in the competitive range and it is
possible to have two identical price offers.)

• the lowest-cost proposal meets all the Government’s
minimum requirements, for price and technical factors, even
if it is NOT the highest ranked on technical factors.

• the lowest cost offeror’s past performance is satisfactory and
the offeror is NOT suspended, debarred or otherwise
ineligible

If all of these conditions exist, you can determine to award without
discussions.

However, if you are concerned that best value is a major concern, you
may still wish to enter discussions.

When Only
One Offer Is
Competitive

In some acquisitions, you may find that only one offer is competitive on
technical and price factors.  In this case, there is no true competition and
you may decide to award without discussions, but you should first
make sure that the necessary conditions are present.  That is, you must
confirm that:

1. The offer is acceptable on cost.  (Note:  Even though there is only
one cost proposal in the competitive range that cost must still be
acceptable to the Government.)  Compare the cost to the “should
cost” data in the Independent Government Estimate.  If the offeror’s
cost is too high, you should probably NOT award without
discussions.

(topic continued on next page)
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5.5  How to Determine Whether to Award Without Discussions
(continued)

When Only
One Offer Is
Competitive
(continued)

2. The offer really meets all the Government’s technical factors for
minimum acceptability.  You will need to consult with the technical
evaluators to be sure.  Unless you and they are certain that the offer
meets all technical and business management requirements, you
should NOT award without discussions.

3. The offeror’s past performance is satisfactory.  You must make a
subjective judgement that the offeror has consistently provided
quality supplies and services to customers.

In order to make this determination, you can check with present and
past customers in the private sectors, other government agencies,
consumer protection agencies, better business bureaus and former
subcontractors.

Once you have determined that the conditions for award exist, then
you may decide to award without discussions.

Decision
Table—Award
Without
Discussions

The following decision table summarizes the choices for award without
discussions.

IF... THEN... OTHERWISE...

1. There truly is a competitive range (at

least 2 offerors remain in the

competitive range)...

AND

2. There is a lowest cost proposal in the

competitive range...

AND

3. That lowest cost proposal truly meets

all technical requirements, and

presents an acceptable risk...

AND

4. That offeror’s past performance is

satisfactory and the offeror is NOT

otherwise barred...

You may choose to award

without discussions

You should probably

conduct discussions
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Summary

This chapter presented information on the actions that you
must perform to narrow the competitive range during the
source selection process.  The next chapter presents the
final actions you will perform in the source selection pro-
cess, up to and beyond the contract award.
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COMPETITIVE RANGE Chapter 5

CLO 5/1 - How  to establish the competitive range.

The purpose of this practical exercise is to provide practice in establishing the competitive
range before discussions.

Situation:  You are a contract specialist working with evaluators from the Source Selection
Evaluation Board (SSEB) on an acquisition of engineering services to survey a remote, long
term storage area for possible ground contamination by PCBs and submit a report.  Due to the
sensitivity of this matter, a Source Selection Authority (SSA) was appointed.  She has insisted
that offerors demonstrate the ability to begin as quickly as possible and complete the project
within 60 calendar days.  She is concerned that the evaluation of proposals may require more
than 30 days, because of the sensitivity and expected complex nature of the proposals.

The board eventually evaluated seven proposals in response to the solicitation.  Three offerors
appeared to present a higher technical risk, because they might be unable to begin as soon as
required by the Government (within three days after award) and/or complete within 60 calendar
days.  You have access to the following information in the attached extracts:

1.  An extract from the RFP showing the Go/No-Go factor for this acquisition.

2.  The factors for ranking proposals.

3.  An extract from the Source Selection Plan.

4.  Extracts from sample proposals.

5.  Extracts of a report from the SSEB including findings on technical acceptability and
rankings.

6.  A Report from the Cost Evaluation Board on “should cost” data.

7.  Excerpts from acquisition histories with respect to offerors which have submitted
“marginal” offers.

  You decided that only the lowest priced offer (from Epsilon) was really technically
unacceptable because it did not have a reasonable chance of selection when both technical
and price were considered.  You concluded that there was sufficient true competition
remaining and are now ready to establish the competitive range.

Task:  Establish the competitive range, further eliminating any of the remaining offerors, as
appropriate.
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EXTRACT 1 “Go/No-Go” Factors for this Acquisition

The following technical evaluation factor is considered to be “Go/No-Go.”  That is to say,
proposals which do NOT adequately demonstrate this factor will NOT be further considered
for award.

1.  Technical Approach.  The offeror’s technical approach must clearly explain how the
offeror will accomplish the work, beginning not later than three (3) calendar days after
contract award and completing not later than sixty (60) calendar days after contract award.
This will include removal of sample water from at least five (5) test borings made to a depth
of at least 500 feet and a full and a complete explanation of any decontamination or
purification methods used or proposed before the water is returned to the ground.  The most
common method for this work is the so-called “pump and clean” technique.
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EXTRACT 2 Factors for Ranking Proposals.

The following factors will be used to rate proposals:

1.  Technical Approach.  The offeror’s technical approach must clearly indicate the
methodology to be employed and must clearly state that the offeror will begin the required
work within three (3) calendar days after contract award and will complete the work,
including submission of a report with recommendations, not later than 60 calendar days after
contract award.

2.  The Business Plan.  This document shall explain in sufficient detail just how the offeror
proposes to manage and control the project.  This must include controls and procedures for
the supervision of subcontractors, if applicable, and for meeting the Government’s
requirements, especially the requirement for beginning not later than three calendar days
after contract award and completing not later than sixty calendar days after contract award.
The business plan must include project summaries to indicate successful related experience
in similar projects within the past five years.

3.  Cost.  Although cost shall not be the primary factor in this acquisition, cost shall be
considered to have an absolute value.  The Government reserves the right to award to an
offeror based on factors other than the lowest cost.  The Government also reserves the right
to award based on initial offers.
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EXTRACT 3 Source Selection Plan.

RATIONALE FOR THE EVALUATION CRITERIA.

This acquisition is considered very time-dependent.  The Government will have an urgent
requirement to apply cleanup to a number of sites controlled by this agency.  However, this
cleanup cannot begin until the initial survey data is obtained, studied, confirmed and
provided to a number of other Government agencies which also have primary interest in the
status of this and other facilities.  Depending on the survey and the subsequent
recommendations, there may also be considerable impact on the budget requirements for
follow-up actions by this agency and other agencies.  For these reasons, the evaluation
criteria for this acquisition must provide for selection of that offeror who is best able to meet
the requirement for a quick but effective survey of the property.

There appear to be a number of offerors who have successfully demonstrated the ability to
perform similar surveys on short notice for the Government and private sector within the past
year, and there appear to be only several competing technologies to accomplish the
Government’s requirements.  These technologies are rather well understood among a small
group of potential offerors.  The most common and best understood technology is the “pump
and clean” technique.  However, it is important to note that the specific physical conditions
(rock layers, lateral seepage, amount of contamination, etc.) at each site may be different and
affect the cost of completion greatly.

We recommend that the evaluation factors include emphasis on the technical approach (70
points maximum) and business factors (30 points maximum), rather than the price or cost
alone as the major determining factor for award.

NEGOTIATION OBJECTIVES

We recommend that the technical negotiation objectives, as well as the basis for award,
include consideration  of the Government’s urgent requirement to begin and complete this
survey project on time (within 60 calendar days after award).  We strongly believe that this
objective is technically feasible and reasonable.
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EXTRACT 4 Extracts from Sample Proposals.

The following information is extracted from the various proposals received:

1.  Able Engineering Corporation:  “...Able Engineering Corporation proposes to establish
an on-site laboratory from our own resources and conduct all drilling, testing and analysis
on- site, using our own highly trained personnel.  We emphasize that all required personnel,
including the chief engineer, will be available immediately on the day of contract award and
will be on-site within 24 hours at the latest, with all necessary equipment, including drilling
equipment from one of our regional centers.  In this manner, we are confident that we shall
be able to begin and complete the project in accordance with the Government’s stringent
time requirements, using standard “pump and clean” technology which we pioneered....”

2.  Brown Engineering Services:  “...Brown Engineering Services is confident that we can
relocate our team of highly trained professionals to the required site within 48 hours at the
latest, establish the initial surface survey, and bring drilling equipment on site within 72
hours after contract award.  The chief engineer will arrive on-site not later than 72 hours after
contract award.  We will apply standard “pump and clean” technology, with which we are
very familiar to minimize project risk and complete the project on time....”

3.  Cormorant Engineering, Inc.: “...Cormorant Engineering, Inc. has considerable recent
experience in this type of “short fuse” reaction to ground water and contamination surveys.
This valuable experience enables us to assure the Government that we will once again be
able to meet the urgent requirement for an early start and completion.  We propose to do this
by establishing an on-site field facility within three days after contract award to perform
every aspect of the project, including the initial surface survey, the drilling, analysis and even
the writing of recommendations for the report.  Only by ensuring such on-site presence
immediately after contract award can we be so confident of our ability to meet these urgent
milestones, using standard “pump and clean” technology with which we have many
thousands of hours of experience....”

4.  Delta Technical Services:  “...Delta Technical Services is proud to announce that it can
and will meet all requirements proposed by the Government for an early start and
completion.  This includes the requirement to start within 3 calendar days after contract
award and complete within 60 calendar days after award.  We will provide all engineering
services directly from our well-equipped, state-of the-art laboratory and headquarters, which
is located only 22 miles away from the site.  This will provide for “same day” analysis of
samples.  The actual drilling services will be professionally performed by our subcontractor,
Eastern Drilling, Inc., which also has experience in such projects, including experience with
“pump and clean” applications.....”

(extracts continued on next page)
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CLO 5/1 (cont)

5.  Epsilon Sciences, Inc.:   “...Epsilon Sciences, Inc.  understands the urgency of the
Government’s requirement to complete this project within 60 days after contract award.  We
strongly recommend that we be allowed to perform a “front end” or preliminary survey
within 15 days after contract award.  This preliminary survey will insure that no subsequent
time is wasted on the unnecessary drilling which will follow.  We strongly believe that this
preliminary survey is essential to permit completion within the Government’s time
frames....”

6.  Foxglove Technical Corp.:  “...Foxglove Technical Corp. proposes to use Acme Drilling
Corp. and Vista Field Laboratory Services to perform certain carefully selected key tasks in
this project.  Acme has extensive oil and gas drilling experience in the Southwest and
offshore.  This will permit our Foxglove technical staff to concentrate on the analysis and
writing phases of the project and ensure that we comply with the Government’s milestones
for completion.  Our subcontractors will apply the so-called “pump and clean” technology
under the watchful eyes and close supervision of our own engineering staff.  We will comply
with all Government requirements and specifications on this project....”

7.  Goode Engineering:  “...Goode Engineering fully understands the Government’s
requirement to begin 3 days after contract award.  We will accomplish this crucial milestone.
and propose to complete all the required work within 60 working days after the contract is
awarded.  In order to accomplish this, we will use the accepted and standard “pump and
clean” method to raise the water and sediment samples for analysis and evaluation .  We are
quite confident that we can begin the work quite soon after the award of contract....”
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EXTRACT 5 Extracts of a Report from the SSEB Including Findings on
Technical Acceptability and Rankings.

This board was required to rate the offers on the basis of technical approach and the business
plan.  The cost data was not provided to us.  Based on our application of the technical
evaluation factors, we found that the following four offerors are technically acceptable and
present the lowest overall technical risk.  The point totals received during technical
evaluation are shown in parentheses.

1.  Able Engineering Corporation:  In addition to complying with all requirements of the
RFP, Able Engineering submitted the most impressive examples of recent project summaries
showing successful completion of similar work.  It should be noted that Able Engineering
has a highly respected in-house training program and has also offered commercial training
programs to a number of smaller companies in the technology applications concerned with
this type of project.  (94 of 100 possible points.)

2.  Brown Engineering Services:  Although Brown Engineering Company did not submit as
many project summaries as Able for this type of work, this offeror does have a technical
approach which appears to meet all the Government’s requirements and does have significant
recent experience in this type of work.  (88 of 100 possible points.)

3.  Cormorant Engineering, Inc.:  In our opinion, while this offeror did submit a
technically acceptable proposal, it was not as strong technically as the two offers discussed
above (Able and Brown).  Cormorant did offer evidence of two similar projects within the
past year, but one of these was as a subcontractor to Able.  (83 of 100 possible points.)

4.  Delta Technical Services:  We believe that Delta’s offer, at best must be considered as
technically marginal.  Delta completed only one similar project in the past four years.  (70 of
100 possible points.)

We found that the following offerors appear to present a higher technical risk for the reasons
indicated:

•  Epsilon Sciences, Inc.:  The technical approach did not clearly specify that the work
could be started within three days after contract award.  Indeed, the technical approach
proposed by this offeror stated that a preliminary survey was recommended and that it could
not be started for at least 15 days after contract award.  Given the importance of an early
start, we do not think this offeror can complete the required work on time.  Further, a review
of the project summaries did not indicate a great deal of experience with similar or related
work.  (64 of 100 points.)

(extract continued on next page)
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•  Foxglove Technical Corp.:  The technical approach proposed by this offeror
requires the use of two subcontractors, neither of which seems to have much experience in
this field and one of which does not appear to be technically qualified to perform such work.
Further, although this offeror claims to be able to complete the project within 60 days, as
required, it does not mention the ability to begin within three days after contract award, as
required in the RFP. We could find no evidence of related project experience in the
summaries provided.  (62 of 100 possible points.)

•  Goode Engineering:  This offeror did not clearly specify the technology to be used
to accomplish the required work although it did indicate that it would be able to begin
promptly within three days after contract award.  Further, this offeror indicated that it could
complete the work within sixty working days (not calendar days).  This is considerably
longer than intended by the RFP.  The project summaries provided by this offeror did not
indicate a strong background in this type of work.  (60 of 100 possible points.)
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EXTRACT 6 Extract From A Report from the Cost Evaluation Board on “Should
Cost” Data versus Offers.

1.  Based on available information from market research and similar projects performed for the
Government within the most recent 24 month period, the Government estimated the cost
elements for this proposed acquisition to be as follows:

LABOR $515,000

OTHER DIRECT COSTS $325,000

Subtotal - Direct Costs $840,000

INDIRECT COSTS (@ 85%) $714,000
FEE (@ 7.5 %) $116,550

TOTAL  $1,670,550

The following summarizes the various cost proposals received:

Offeror Direct Costs Indirect Costs Fee(Est.)    Totals

Able
Engineering
Corp. $850,000 $722,500 $117,938 $1,690,438

Brown 
Engineering
Services $845,000 $718,250 $117,244 $1,680,494

Cormorant
Engineering,
Inc. $805,000 $684,250 $111,694 $1,600,944

Delta
Technical
Services $807,000 $719,950 $114,522 $1,641,472

Epsilon
Sciences,
Inc. $400,000 $480,000 $   66,000 $   946,000

Foxglove
Technical
Corp. $882,000 $749,700 $122,378 $1,754,078

Goode
Engineering $838,000 $712,300 $116,273 $1,666,573
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EXTRACT 7 Excerpts From Acquisition Histories With Respect to Offerors
Which Have Submitted “Marginal” Offers.

Based on market research, it was learned that the following offerors have in the past
submitted offers which were found to be “marginally acceptable” based on the technical
evaluation factors used in the various proposals.

Delta Technical Services has submitted four similar offers in the past year.  Two of these
were for almost identical similar work and both were considered as technically marginal.
Neither project was awarded to Delta this year.

Epsilon Sciences, Inc.  submitted one proposal earlier this calendar year for similar work. It
was rated as technically marginal.  Epsilon has a recent history of underestimating the cost of
similar projects and has two cost overruns on similar projects and was eliminated in a BAFO
last year.

Foxglove Technical Corp. submitted one similar proposal in the past two years.  It was
considered as technically marginal, but Foxglove was eliminated primarily on cost.
Foxglove has a history of high cost which has made them less competitive on a number of
engineering projects.

Goode Engineering has submitted three offers for similar projects in the past year.  All three
have been considered technically marginal.
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CLO 5/2 - How to hold discussions with offerors in the competitive range.

This practical exercise provides you practice in identifying those offers which are within the
competitive range for discussions and how to hold discussions.

Situation:  (Note - This is a continuation of the preceding problem and the same conditions
apply.)  You still have the documents furnished earlier, including:

1.  The technical evaluation report for the proposals.

2.  The technical evaluation factors stated in the solicitation.

Task:  Identify those offers (if any) which are clearly within the competitive range (BOTH
technical and cost) for this solicitation and prepare a discussion agenda.
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)
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CLO 5/3  How to notify offerors outside the competition range.

Situation:  You determined to hold discussions only with the four offerors which received the
highest technical ranking.

Task:  Determine if and how a notice must be furnished to any of the offerors outside the
competitive range.

 

P
 R

 A
 C

 T
 I 

C
 A

 L
   

E 
X

 E
 R

 C
 I 

S 
E



Competitive Range

PE 5-14 Classroom Learning Materials - Source Selection

 
P

 R
 A

 C
 T

 I 
C

 A
 L

   
E 

X
 E

 R
 C

 I 
S 

E

CLO 5/4 - Determine if award may be made without discussions.

The following practical exercise is to provide you with practice in deciding whether to award to
the lowest price, technically acceptable offeror without further discussions with other offerors.

Situation:  Given the information in CLO 5/1:

Task:  Determine if award may be made to the lowest price, technically acceptable offeror
without discussions.
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CHAPTER  6

SELECTION AND AWARD

Chapter Vignette

John wondered if the large number of expected offerors
would lead to a requirement for “Best and Final Offers.”
“That is quite possible,” Marcia told him.  “You should
always be prepared for a BAFO requirement in a high
dollar, complex acquisition.  But, even if there is no
BAFO, you must still document critical actions, such as
evaluation or recommendations (for those agencies that
permit  recommendations), the final source selection, and
any debriefings.  Unless these actions are properly
carried out and fully documented, you may increase the
risk of a protest by unsuccessful offerors.  Unfor-
tunately, that can happen rather easily; fortunately, there
are some standard procedures and precautions you can
follow to minimize the risk and protect the Government.”
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Course Learning Objectives

In this Chapter At the end of this chapter, you will be able to:

1. Identify the basic steps in conducting discussions.

2. Prepare a written request for best and final offers.

3. Determine the overall ranking/rating of each best and final offer.

4. Determine the need to reopen discussions.

5. Prepare the final source selection package for the SSA.

6. Describe the elements in assembling a contract.

7. Document the award and identify related records.

8. Issue award notice(s).

9. Prepare for debriefings.

10. Conduct individual debriefings for offerors.

11.  Properly prepare written documentation of the debriefing.
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Chapter Overview

Scope The requirement to conduct discussions begins when you determine
which offerors are in the competitive range.  See Chapter 5 for a
discussion of the competitive range.  This chapter discusses how to:

• Conduct and document discussions.

• Request Best and Final Offers (BAFO).

• Evaluate BAFOs.

• Determine the need to reopen discussions.

• Prepare the award decision package.

• Prepare the contract.

• Document the award.

• Issue award notice(s).

• Prepare for debriefings.

• Conduct the debriefings.

• Document debriefings.

Introduction This chapter presents the information you will need to proceed through
discussions, best and final offers, preparation of the award decision,
preparation of the contract, documentation of the award, and
debriefings.  These are all major events in the source selection process.

When these procedures are completed, the contract administration phase
can begin.  However, it is important that the events and procedures in
this chapter be carried out correctly to protect against delays and
minimize protests against the Government.
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Chapter Overview (continued)

References In order to perform the procedures discussed in this chapter, you will
need the following:

• The Request for Proposal (RFP)

• Any amendments, revisions, clarifications or explanations issued by
the Government in response to preaward inquiries

• The documents from the Source Selection Evaluation Board’s
evaluation, such as technical reports giving technical acceptability and
rankings/ratings.

• Prenegotiation Plan.

• Any notes or other records of discussions or requests for clarifications
which you have held with any of the offerors.

• Any requests for best and final offers (BAFOs).

• Those offers remaining in the competitive range.

• Any site survey/pricing/audit reports which you may have requested.

• Any BAFOs submitted by offerors.
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SECT TITLE PAGE

6.1 Conducting and Documenting Discussions 6-6

6.2 Requesting Best and Final Offers 6-14

6.3 Evaluating Best and Final Offers 6-18

6.4 Preparing Awards 6-20

6.5 Documenting the Award and Related Records 6-24

6.6 Conducting Debriefings 6-27

Chapter Overview (continued)

Topics in This
Chapter

This chapter includes the following topics:
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6.1  Conducting and Documenting Discussions

Introduction You may find it necessary to carry on extensive discussions with
offerors after you have determined the competitive range.  During such
discussions, you may learn more about the offerors’ abilities to respond
to the requirements.

The focus of this chapter, by itself, will not make you a skilled
negotiator.  That requires considerable observation and practice.  The
Federal Acquisition Institute offers courses that will help you become
proficient in negotiation.  The following courses are recommended:

• Cost Analysis

• Price Analysis

• Negotiation Techniques

• Negotiation Procedures

This chapter presents the knowledge you must have to award a contract,
including the requirements to thoroughly document all discussions, and
debriefings.

Conducting
and
Documenting
Discussions

You learned in Chapter 5 that once you have determined that it is
necessary to conduct discussions with an offeror, you should follow a
set procedure to conduct and document the discussions.  This set
procedure is intended to make sure that you comply with all regulations
and to provide an audit trail in case there is ever any question that the
award was not made properly.

Control over
Discussions

A key to successful discussions is control.  If you are responsible for
discussions, you must maintain control over the planning, conduct and
documentation of the discussions.  This control begins before you
schedule the first discussion, when you first determine the discussion
objectives.  This may be some time before the actual discussions begin.

(continued on next page)
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6.1  Conducting and Documenting Discussions (continued)

Understand the
Discussion
Objectives

Once you determine that discussions are necessary, the next thing you
must do is make sure that you fully understand the discussion
objectives.  The discussion objectives are established as soon as
possible and documented.  Many agencies use a Prenegotiation Plan or
Memorandum.

These objectives are the subject matter that you will discuss with the
offeror(s) during each discussion session.  In order to make sure that
you understand the discussion objectives, you should carefully review
the technical reports and/or the evaluation summary and the references
on Page 6–4.

In most cases, the discussion objectives will be clear and very
straightforward.  Usually, the discussion objectives will be to make sure
that the offeror(s) can deliver the supplies or services required in the
RFP in the manner as they are stated in the proposals and to clear up any
question or deficiencies which arose during the evaluation.

(continued on next page)
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6.1  Conducting and Documenting Discussions (continued)

List All
Deficiencies to
be Discussed

Make sure you fully understand all the deficiencies to be discussed with
each offeror.  Remember, during the discussion, you must identify the
specific deficiency to the offeror and explain why it is a deficiency.  In
some cases, the offeror may truly not realize that the deficiency exists or
may deny that the matter in discussion is really a deficiency, especially if
the deficiency will be expensive to correct.

Make sure that you fully identify each deficiency and are able to explain
the nature of the deficiency, but do not suggest how the offeror can
correct or improve the proposal.  If you do, you can easily get into
technical leveling (helping an offeror bring a proposal up to the level of
other proposals by pointing out weaknesses) or technical transfusion
(providing solutions to a deficiency from a competitor’s proposal).
Remember that both of these practices are prohibited.

Anticipate
Questions

Usually, you will also be able to anticipate most of the questions that the
offeror may ask.  Prepare your answers in advance.

Review the
Prenegotiation
Plan

Remember, if your agency requires a Prenegotiation Plan, you should
review the plan and make sure each team member understands his/her
role and tactics in the discussions.  Depending on the scope and
complexity of the discussions, you may allow time for rehearsals.

Review
Agenda

Review the agenda as discussed in Chapter 5.  It will help you maintain
control over the time and pacing of the discussions.  If necessary, you
can always modify the agenda during actual discussions, but it is a
valuable starting point.

(continued on next page)
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6.1  Conducting and Documenting Discussions (continued)

Sequence of
the Discussion

Usually, it is better to schedule the sequence of discussion so that the
technical areas are addressed first, followed by the cost/price areas.  The
reason for this is that a change in a technical area can have impact in the
cost area.  Therefore it is useful to understand technical matters first.
Within the technical area, it is useful to first restate the deficiencies, then
clarifications, and then terms and conditions.  A typical sequence of
discussion is therefore:

• Technical Areas:
- Deficiencies
- Clarifications
- Terms and conditions

• Cost/Price Area

(continued on next page)



Selection and Award

6–10 Source Selection

6.1  Conducting and Documenting Discussions (continued)

Schedule
Discussions
and Brief the
Team
Members

Once you are confident that you understand what is to be discussed, you
should schedule the discussions and brief any other members of the
team.  In some cases, there will be one or more persons, usually
technical specialists, who will be part of the Government’s discussion
team.  You must brief these persons on their role on what to say and
what NOT to say during discussions.

Remind the team members that there are some things they must NOT do
during discussions.  These include:

• Never indicate to offerors that they will win an award

• Never give an offeror an advantage by disclosing information to
him/her only

• Never disclose the Government’s cost estimates

• Never allow a deadline to affect the discussion strategy

Just prior to the actual discussions, you should again brief the team
members on their roles, on the discussion objectives and on any special
ground rules you have established, such as who is to speak.  Usually,
the fewer persons who speak for the Government, the
better.  However, it may be necessary to specify that one or more
technical specialists will discuss key technical matters at specified points
in the discussions.
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6.1  Conducting and Documenting Discussions (continued)

Select an
Adequate
Facility

Be sure to select an adequate facility for discussions.  Usually, it is
better to hold discussions at a Government facility than at the offeror’s
facility.  At a Government facility you can have more control over the
starting time, ending time, and other arrangements.  You also have
easier access to all your files and supporting documents.  Of course,
you also save on travel time and costs.

Reserve the facility and make sure there are arrangements to avoid
interruptions and to record the minutes of the discussions.  If you are in
charge of the discussions, you can make notes, but it is better to
designate another person as a recorder to concentrate on keeping the
minutes to obtain a full record for documenting the discussion.

Notify
Offeror(s)

As soon as possible, notify the offeror(s) of the time, place, and any
other details, such as security clearance requirements that need to be
completed prior to the meeting.  The Contracting Officer should also
advise the contractor as to the maximum number of contractor personnel
acceptable at the meeting.  You may want to provide a facsimile (FAX)
message of the agenda, especially if you expect complex discussions
and want the offeror to come well prepared.
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6.1  Conducting and Documenting Discussions (continued)

Opening
Statement

The opening statement should establish your control over the conduct of
the discussion and establish a positive environment.

Use the following checklist to plan your opening statement:

• Introduce each person

• Explain the extent of each person’s role

• Briefly provide a synopsis of the procurement

• If appropriate, discuss the results of any factfinding

• Explain the purpose of this discussion

• Stress the Government’s intention to be fair and the mutual interest of
both parties.

Conduct
Discussions

Conduct the discussions in accordance with the prenegotiation
objectives and the agenda.  Make sure that you maintain control of the
discussions.  Present the deficiencies as accurately as possible.

Identify
Offeror’s
Negotiation
Tactics and
Strategy

Be aware that you must listen carefully to what the offeror is saying and
how it is said to identify the offeror’s negotiation tactics and strategies.
Be prepared to select and apply the correct strategy and tactics for the
Government side.  Maintain control of the personnel on the Government
side and introduce them into the discussions at the points called for in
the prenegotiation objectives.  Remember, you are negotiating from a
position of strength, not from a position of weakness.

(continued on next page)
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6.1  Conducting and Documenting Discussions (continued)

Document
Discussions in
Progress

Make sure that the person designated as the recorder is accurately
documenting the discussions in progress and is able to “capture” all the
concerns, uncertainties and deficiencies.

You may decide to take a brief break from the discussions several times
to make sure all the main points are being captured and recorded
correctly and to refresh your memory about the progress on the major
points and negotiation objectives.

Maintain
Competitive
Discussions

The objectives for clarifying deficiencies are to allow offerors to:

• correct deficiencies;

• better understand the requirement; and,

• submit the best overall proposal to the Government.

Conclude
Discussions

You must decide when to bring the discussions to a conclusion.
Ideally, you should have completed all items on the discussion plan and
agenda.
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6.2  Requesting Best and Final Offers

Introduction This section discusses the procedures for requesting Best and Final
Offers (BAFOs).  You must request BAFOs at the conclusion of the
discussions.  When you request BAFOs, you must:

• Decide whether to eliminate any additional offeror(s) from the
competitive range (if allowed by the individual agency policy.) based
on the results of your discussions.

• Prepare a written request for the BAFOs  establishing a common cut-
off date.

• Determine if any BAFO is late and should be rejected

• Evaluate BAFOs

Decide
Whether to
Eliminate
Additional
Offerors

FAR
15.1001(a)
and (b)(1)

Based on the results of your discussions with the offerors, you may
decide that one or more of the offerors should be eliminated at this point
from further consideration.  For example, if the discussions with one of
the offerors did not reach agreement about price or technical terms, or if
you became convinced that an offeror really did not seem capable of
meeting the Government’s requirements, you might decide here to
eliminate that offeror.

However, if you eliminate an offeror, you must inform that offeror in
writing that its proposal will not be considered further.  Follow the
instructions as provided in the FAR.
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6.2  Requesting Best and Final Offers (continued)

Prepare a
Written
Request for
BAFOs

You must prepare a written request for BAFOs.  The written request
must be sent to all those offerors who are still within the competitive
range.  Remember, a request for BAFOs allows the offerors to modify
any aspect of their proposals.  This means that the Government MUST
review and evaluate the BAFOs using the same evaluation factors that
were previously announced in the RFP.

Contents of a
Written
Request for
BAFOs

 FAR 15.611

 FAR
 52.215-10

You must include in a written request for BAFOs at least the following
information:

• A notice that discussions are concluded

• A notice that best and final offers are requested

• A common cutoff date and time specified for receipt of best and final
offers

• Notice of late proposals provision, Late Submissions, Modifications,
and Withdrawals of Proposals

(continued on next page)
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U.S. Government Agency

January 4, 199X

Robinson Widget, Inc.
Mr. Ben Friday
1234 Mulligan Square
Anywhere, MA 00011

Dear Sir:

Re:  RFP 97-1234567-TLC.

This is to inform you that the Government has concluded discussions with
all offerors.

It is hereby requested that you submit your “Best and Final Offer” in re-
sponse to the RFP.  In order to receive consideration, best and final offers must be
received at Room 200, Main Administration Building, not later than 4:00 PM,
Eastern Standard Time, on January 25, 199X.

Be advised that any best and final offer received after the specified time and
date will be subject to the Late Submissions, Modifications, and Withdrawals of
Proposals provision of the RFP.

Sincerely,

J. P. Dubose

J. P. Dubose

6.2  Requesting Best and Final Offers (continued)

Example of a
Written
Request for
BAFOs

The following is a sample of such a written request for offerors to
submit best and final offers.



Selection and Award

Source Selection 6–17

6.2  Requesting Best and Final Offers (continued)

Determine if
BAFOs Are
Late and
Should Be
Rejected

The BAFOs must be received, handled, and secured with the same care
and under the same restrictions as the original proposals.

In some cases, the offeror may be late in submitting the BAFO.  When
this happens, you must decide if the BAFO is late and, if so, reject the
BAFO.

Be careful here.  Be sure that if a BAFO is received late, it is really the
fault of the offeror and not the Government’s fault before you reject the
BAFO.
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6.3  Evaluating Best and Final Offers

Introduction The Government MUST follow the same procedures in evaluating the
BAFOs as were followed in the technical evaluation of the original
proposals.  This will require that the technical evaluators carefully read
each BAFO and apply the evaluation factors stated in the RFP.  See
Chapter 4 for a discussion of technical evaluation factors.

Identify and
Resolve
Mistakes in
BAFOs

Sometimes there are mistakes in a BAFO, just as there can be a mistake
in an original offer.  You will have to read each BAFO to check for such
mistakes.  If you find what appears to be a mistake in a BAFO, you
must resolve that mistake before you accept the offer.  Check for
mistakes in both the price-related factors and the technical evaluation
factors.

Rejection of
All Offers

In some cases, you may decide to recommend to the SSA that all offers
be rejected.  You can decide to recommend rejection of all offers when:

• All the technically-qualified offers are unreasonable in price

• The proposals were not independently arrived at in open competition

• For any other reason that cancellation is clearly in the Government’s
interest

Need to
Reopen
Discussions

 FAR
 15.611(c)

In some cases, you may determine that there is a need to reopen
discussions.  The offeror(s) may propose a completely new technical
approach in the BAFO and the technical evaluators.  If any substantive
questions arise, you may have to open a new round of discussions to
obtain the information you will need to recommend a source selection.
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6.3  Evaluating Best and Final Offers (continued)

Notify SSA If you do NOT have grounds to recommend rejection of all offers, and
once you have finally evaluated or ranked each BAFO, you must notify
the SSA that you will be ready to present a decision briefing and report
of findings.
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6.4  Preparing Awards

Introduction This section discusses the actions you must take in documenting
awards, including preparing award documents.

Report of
Findings

Usually, the chairperson of the SSEB must prepare a Report of
Findings to accompany the decision briefing.  The report explains the
SSEB’s basis for each offeror’s rating/ranking.  The following topic
shows the contents you should include in the report of findings.

Contents of
Report of
Findings by
SSEB for SSA

The report of findings by the SSEB for the SSA contains the following:

• Table of Contents

• Brief description of product or services required  (This may include
the entire acquisition plan or portions of the plan.)

• Listing of names, functional titles, and assignment of all SSEB
members and others who participated in the evaluation process

• Chronology of major events in the acquisition process

• Alphabetical listing of offerors who submitted proposals

• Description of methodology for evaluating proposals, including
rating/ranking

• Reasons for elimination of any proposals before the beginning of the
evaluation process

• Rationale to determine the competitive range and basis for elimination
of any proposals at that breakpoint

• Method used to verify experience and performance record of offerors
in the competitive range, and results, including major contracts
performed for the Government

(continued on next page)



Selection and Award

Source Selection 6–21

6.4  Preparing Awards (continued)

Decision
Briefing

If you are the chairperson of the SSEB, you must usually prepare,
rehearse and present a formal decision briefing to the SSA.  The briefing
must be clear, logical, and must fully document the rationale for
rating/ranking each offer.  Frequently, legal counsel will also attend the
decision briefing.

Your decision briefing may not necessarily duplicate the level of detail
that you include in the report of findings.  Also, you do not have to
follow the exact same sequence in the briefing as you did in the report of
findings.

Decision
Briefing
Sequence of
Topics

The length and sequence of the decision briefing will depend on the size
and complexity of the solicitation and evaluation.  However, the
following topics are recommended:

• A description of the major aspects of each proposal in the competitive
range to present an overview and understanding of the offeror’s
approach

• Estimated cost of each proposal with comments on the validity,
probable cost to the Government, and explanation for any variance
between proposed cost and most probable cost

• SSEB’s rating/ranking of proposals with cost considerations and a
summary of significant differences among proposals

• Information on the offerors’ financial capabilities as needed to perform
under the proposed contract

• Any other information you think may be relevant to the decision-
making process

Approval by
SSA

The SSA reviews the SSEB’s findings and any other necessary
information, selects an offeror and signs the Source Selection
Statement.  The SSEB chairperson and legal counsel usually assist in
the preparation and also sign.  The Source Selection Statement should
contain at least:

• a brief description of the procurement

• names of organizations submitting proposals

• the selection decision and rationale

(continued on next page)
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6.4  Preparing Awards (continued)

Preparing the
Price
Negotiation
Memorandum

FAR 15.808

The Price Negotiation Memorandum is a document you must prepare in
accordance with FAR to record all the issues that were identified during
the procurement.  This document will be used for both immediate and
future reference, so take great care in writing it.  Some agencies include
the Price Negotiation Memorandum information in the Report of
Findings.

The exact contents of the price negotiation memorandum will depend on
the nature of the procurement, but you should at least include the
following information:

• Purpose of the negotiation

• Description of the acquisition, including appropriate identifying
numbers (e.g. RFP No.)

• Name, position and organization of each person representing the
contractor and the Government in the negotiation

• Current status of the contractor’s accounting, estimating,
compensation, and purchasing systems (to the extent that these
systems affected the evaluation of offerors and/or discussions)

(topic continued on next page)
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6.4  Preparing Awards (continued)

Preparing the
Price
Negotiation
Memorandum
(continued)

• If certified cost and pricing data were required, the extent to which the
contracting officer:
- relied on the data submitted and used in negotiating the price

• For price negotiations over $100,000 (for DoD, $500,000), any
exemption or waiver requiring cost or pricing data and the basis for
claiming or granting it

• For price negotiations under $100,000, the rationale for requiring cost
or pricing data, if such had been required

• Summary of the contractor’s proposal, recommendations from the
field pricing report, and the reasons for any pertinent variances from
such recommendations.  Where the determination of price
reasonableness was based on cost analysis, include for each major
cost element:
- the contractor’s proposal
- the field report’s recommendation (if any)
- the Government’s negotiation objective
- the amount considered negotiated as part of the price

• The most significant facts or considerations controlling the
establishment of the prenegotiation price objective and the negotiated
price, including the rationale for any differences between the two.

• Basis for determining the profit or fee prenegotiation objective and the
profit or fee negotiated
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6.5  Documenting the Award and Related Records

Introduction This section discusses the actions you must take in:

• making the award decision

• preparing the contract and related documents

Making the
Final Award
Decision

The final award decision, of course, belongs to the SSA.  Once the SSA
has accepted any recommendations of the panel and makes the award
decision, you are finally ready to prepare the contract.  Please note that
the SSA may select someone other than the recommended offeror.

Include
Negotiated
information in
the Contract

Remember, you MUST include in the contract those terms and
conditions that were agreed upon with the winning offeror during any
negotiations.  For example, if you negotiated a change of any kind to the
design specifications or the performance specifications, you MUST
include this information in the contract.  An example of such a change
would be a change to the delivery schedule of the amounts of supplies
or services.  The contract MUST accurately convey all that was
negotiated and agreed to and establish an effective date.

(continued on next page)



Selection and Award

Source Selection 6–25

6.5  Documenting the Award and Related Records (continued)

Uniform
Contract
Format

Usually, you will use the Uniform Contract Format.  It is crucial
that you include in the contract the conditions established and approved
during the evaluation of the winning offeror’s proposal.  The following
table shows the numbered parts and lettered sections of the uniform
contract format.

PART I — THE SCHEDULE

A. Solicitation/Contract Form

B. Supplies or Services and Prices/Costs

C. Description/Specifications/Work Statement

D. Packaging and Marking

E. Inspection and Acceptance

F. Deliveries or Performance

G. Contract Administration Data

H. Special Contract Requirements

PART II — CONTRACT CLAUSES

I. Contract Clauses

PART III — LIST OF DOCUMENTS, EXHIBITS, AND OTHER
ATTACHMENTS

J. List of Attachments

PART IV — REPRESENTATIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

K. Representations, Certifications, and other Statements of Offerors or
Quoters

L. Instructions, Conditions, and Notices to Offerors or Quoters

M. Evaluation Factors for Award

Note:  Sections L & M apply to the RFP and are NOT
included in the resultant contract.

(continued on next page)
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6.5  Documenting the Award and Related Records (continued)

Documenting
the Award

In addition to preparing the contract, you must thoroughly document the
records related to the award, showing how and why the selected offeror
was chosen.  This should include a documentation of the strengths and
weaknesses of all the offers and any additional information gained
during discussions.  Most of this kind of information will be available in
the information provided by the technical evaluators.

In some complex procurements, this documentation can be very bulky
and fill several boxes or file drawers.

The minimum information that you need to document the award
should include:

• A description of the acquisition

• The names of the offerors

• A summary of the strengths and weaknesses of each proposal and
offeror

• The reasons why the selected contractor provides the greatest
probability of satisfying the Government’s requirements.  (This
information is available in the decision briefing prepared for the SSA.)

You may need this information for later use in preparing, presenting,
and documenting debriefings to unsuccessful offerors.
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6.6  Conducting Debriefings

Introduction This section discusses the actions you must take in:

• preparing the debriefing

• conducting the debriefing

• documenting the debriefing

Preparing the
Debriefing

In preparing for a debriefing, you must make three basic determinations:

• What can be discussed

• What cannot be discussed (because of restrictions)

• Who will do the talking (such as technical experts)

Remember that each offeror is treated individually, so you must be
prepared for each debriefing.

What Can Be
Discussed

You will begin preparation for a debriefing by creating an agenda with
the items to be discussed.  The items that you should place on the
agenda may include any item related to the acquisition, as long as it is
authorized for disclosure by the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

(topic continued on next page)
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6.6  Conducting Debriefings (continued)

What Can Be
Discussed
(continued)

As a general rule, this means that most questions received from an
offeror may be discussed, unless these questions concern material not to
be disclosed under the FOIA, or concern material which is proprietary
or confidential.  You can ask for such questions from each offeror in
writing in advance.  This gives you a chance to screen the questions to
make sure they can be properly answered at each respective debriefing.
However, you can also be sure that some questions will be asked at the
debriefing for the first time, including some questions which should not
be answered because of certain restrictions.

You could, for example, discuss a question about the evaluation factors
that were used, such as why a particular technical evaluation factor was
considered as more important than another.  However, you do NOT
disclose certain information about the tradeoff decisions made by the
SSA in the final source selection decision.

You might also mention that a winning offeror was selected because it
presented a more suitable or superior technical proposal.  However, if
that technical proposal presented information which was proprietary or
confidential, you could not discuss the details or content of the
proposal.

What
CANNOT Be
Discussed

 FAR
 15.1003(b)

Remember, you CANNOT discuss in the debriefing any item which is
not authorized for disclosure by the FOIA, or which is proprietary or
confidential.  You must be careful therefore to make sure that you screen
all questions from the offeror to be certain you are not about to discuss
proprietary or confidential information which any offeror has entrusted
to the Government.

FAR 15.1003(b) says that you shall NOT reveal:

• Trade secrets

• Privileged or confidential manufacturing processes and
techniques

• Privileged or confidential commercial or financial information

(continued on next page)
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6.6  Conducting Debriefings (continued)

Who Does the
Talking

In addition to what will be discussed, you will also have to decide who
will discuss what.  It is generally the case that the fewer persons who
speak for the Government at a debriefing, the better.  However, in some
procurements, the questions may be so technical that you must select
some technical experts to present at least part of the debriefing.

Tell the technical experts what they can and CANNOT say.  You may
have to assign them time limits.  Define their roles carefully and control
the time and extent of their presentations.  If the presentations are
expected to be difficult, allow the technical experts time to rehearse their
debriefing presentations and critique them as necessary.

Once you have determined the agendas and who will speak, announce
the agendas and times and places for the debriefings.  Select a location
that is large enough to accommodate the offeror’s representatives.

Conducting the
Debriefing

Once you have determined what is to be discussed and who will do the
talking, you are ready to conduct the debriefing.  Remember to stick to
the agenda and prevent any disclosure of proprietary or confidential
information.  Introduce the technical experts as they are required, but
most of the debriefing will usually be conducted by the contracting
officer.

Documenting
the Debriefing

Make a record of what is said and by whom for each debriefing.  You
may choose to have a recorder present, or to take notes yourself, but it
is necessary to fully document the debriefing.  This is necessary in case
there is a protest later or in case an offeror claims that its questions were
not properly answered.

After the debriefing, file all the documentation along with all the other
materials connected to the source selection, in case there is a protest over
the award, or for future reference for similar procurements.  This
completes the procedures for source selection.
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SELECTION AND AWARD Chapter 6

CLO 6/1 - Correctly identify the basic steps in conducting discussions.

The following practical exercise is to provide you with practice in identifying the steps for
conducting discussions.

Situation:  You are a contract specialist concerned with preparing for discussions with offerors
for an acquisition of 5,000 sets of telephone paging equipment (“beepers”) in a “best value”
acquisition.  There were originally fourteen offerors, but seven were found to be “not
acceptable” in the technical evaluation process.  Two additional offerors were eliminated
because of defective pricing.

Task:  What is the correct sequence of the steps you should follow in conducting discussions
with the offerors?
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)
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CLO 6/2 - Prepare a written request for best and final offers.

The following practical exercise is to help you prepare a written request for best and final offers.
However, instead of actually writing the request, you will be asked here to evaluate a draft
written request.

Situation:  You are a contracting officer concerned with the procurement of fire safety training
services for a federal agency.  Discussions were held with four different offerors to determine
they fully understood the Government’s requirements and there were no issues remaining
unresolved.  All four offerors appear to be fully capable of performing the required training.  The
offerors were alerted by telephone call that a formal written request for BAFOs would follow.  A
contract specialist was instructed to prepare a letter request for best and final offers.  He has
never done this before, so you are determined to check his first draft letter for mistakes before it
is sent to any of the offerors.

Task:  Review the attached draft letter.  Would you approve it?   If not, why not?  Be specific.
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DRAFT
Agency Letterhead

3008 Washington Circle
Suite 500

Washington, D.C. 20405

September 19, 1999

Acquisition Directorate
AD-211

CDD-Rink Corporation
ATTN: Ms. Lois Brenner
P.O. Box 619490
DFW Airpost, TX  75206-9490

Dear Ms. Brenner:

Re: MDA903-99-R-0099, “Procurement of Fire Safety Training.”

This letter is to confirm our telephone request of September 17 for a “best and final”
offer from your firm.  All discussions have been concluded.  You are hereby offered the
opportunity and are requested to submit applicable price/cost, technical or other revisions to your
proposal.  Any additional revision you wish to make to your proposal must be fully documented.

Your response must arrive at this office (Room 1234) not later than 4:00 PM.

Be advised that any best and final offer received after the specified time and date will be subject
to the LATE SUBMISSIONS, MODIFICATIONS, AND WITHDRAWALS  OF PROPOSALS
PROVISION OF THE RFP.

Please indicate any restrictions to be placed on information contained in your proposal
under the provisions of the “Freedom of Information Act.”  In addition, ensure that your proposal
includes any appropriate restrictive legends.

Sincerely,

Roberta La Flamme
Roberta La Flamme
Contracting Officer
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(Page provided for answer to previous exercise)
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CLO 6/3 - Determine the overall ranking/rating of each best and final offer.

The following practical exercise is to provide practice in the determination of the overall ranking
of each best and final offer in a sample procurement.

Situation:  You are a member of a source selection evaluation board.  You are evaluating four
BAFOs on a “best value” procurement of fire safety training and certification services for
facilities engineering personnel who must routinely handle flammable substances.  The
following table summarizes information extracted from the Source Selection Plan and the scores
applied to the four best and final offers.  Review the following table and, based only on the
following information determine the overall ranking of each of the best and final offers.

Task:  Which offeror would you recommend to the SSA for award?  Why?

                                                                                                                                                                                    
            Offeror                         Technical Approach               Business                        Cost               

Acme Training, Inc. 79 of 80 points 16 of 20 points $2,025,999

Ajax Fire Control 78 of 80 points 15 of 20 points $2,022,600

Fire Prevention, Inc. 75 of 80 points 12 of 20 points $2,195,000

Industrial Safety 60 of 80 points 12 of 20 points $2,525,000
Institute
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CLO 6/4 - Determine the need to reopen discussions.

The following practical exercise is to provide practice in the need to reopen discussions.

Situation:  You are an advisor to a source selection evaluation board rating offers for purchase
of out-of-agency training services to train Government claims investigators in the application of
investigative practices through computer-based training (CBT).  This is a “best value”
acquisition and is urgently required to train new claims investigators.  The SSA says he is very
concerned that, despite the relatively low expected cost of this procurement, the Government
must select a competent offeror.  He insisted that offerors indicate familiarity with the agency’s
regulations.

The SOW therefore specifies that the offeror must be familiar with your agency’s regulations
and requirements and submit, as part of the offer, a case study solution to a hypothetical, but
typical, agency claim investigation case.  The sample case study is designed to test offeror
familiarity with agency requirements and regulations.  This sample case study is so important
that it will count for 90 of 100 points on the non-cost factors.

Twenty offerors initially submitted offers.  Most were quickly eliminated on the basis of very
low technical scores on the solution to the sample claim investigation case.  The 20 initial
offerors were then further reduced to four following discussions.

The four remaining offerors were then requested to submit best and final offers which were rated
on the original evaluation factors in the RFP.  The following table summarizes the critical
information resulting from the BAFO evaluation of the final four offerors.

Task:  Based only on the following information, would you recommend award?  Would you
recommend reopening discussions?  If not, what are your actions?

                                                                                                                                                                                  
            Offeror                           Sample Case Study            Management                      Cost             

Ace Investigators. 30 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $4,025,000

Alert Security, Inc 30 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $4,029,600

Commercial Investigators, 28 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $4,195,000
Inc.

Delta Security Institute 14 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $2,925,000
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CLO 6/5 Prepare the final source selection package for the SSA.

The following practical exercise is to provide practice in preparing the source selection package
for the SSA.

Situation:  (Note - this is a continuation of the preceding situation and the information
from that practical exercise still applies here.)  After further discussions with the final four
BAFO offerors, you concluded that, based on the best available information, there was still
doubt that any of the offerors fully understood the technical requirements (sample case study and
agency regulations).  You decided that it was in the best interest of the Government NOT to
recommend award immediately, but to issue an amendment to the solicitation and conduct
another technical evaluation.

Based on your new round of discussions, you concluded that, indeed, the offerors had NOT
really understood the agency’s regulations as applied to the sample case study.  You then
requested in writing another round of best and final offers.  All four offerors again submitted best
and final offers.  The source selection evaluation board again evaluated the offers, based on the
evaluation factors stated in the RFP.  The information in the following table is extracted from the
BAFOs and the final report from the source selection evaluation board.

Task: Based only on this information, what would you recommend to the SSA as the final
source selection decision?

                                                                                                                                                                                    
               Offeror                        Sample Case Study            Management                     Cost               

Ace Investigators 80 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $3,850,000

Alert Security, Inc 80 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $3,750,000

Commercial Investigators, 50 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $4,000,000
Inc.

Delta Security Institute 39 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $2,600,000
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CLO 6/6, 6/7 and 6/8 - Describe the elements in assembling a contract.
Document the award and identify related records.
Issue award notice(s)

The following practical exercise is to review the steps you should follow in order to assemble a
contract with the offeror who is in line for the award.

Situation:  The SSA accepted your recommendation to award a contract to Alert Security, Inc.
He prepared and signed a Source Selection Statement  to document the formal selection.  You
must now begin to assemble the contract.

Task:  Describe the procedures you must follow and the documents you should use.
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CLO 6/9- Prepare for debriefings.

The purpose of this practical exercise is to help you review the procedures you should follow to
prepare for a debriefing for offerors.

Situation:   After you prepared the contract for award, you were surprised to learn that the
unsuccessful offerors were requesting (in writing) a debriefing.  You had never before conducted
a debriefing, so you met with the members of the source selection evaluation board to organize
your preparation.  The board members had hoped this acquisition was over and done with and
they were not in a good mood after learning that they might still have to face some hostile
questioning from offerors.  Since this entire acquisition had already been more complex than you
expected, you were not sure what questions might arise at the debriefing.  You checked your
files and obtained copies of:

• the best and final offers,

• the final report from the source selection evaluation board,

• the SSA’s comments and decision, including the Source Selection Statement awarding the
project to Alert Security, Inc.,

• the award documentation,

• extracts from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), and

• a listing of proprietary and confidential information in the proposals.

Task:  Given only this information:

1. Does the attached summary from the source selection report contain sufficient detail to
explain the selection, or is more narrative required?

2. Should you require that technical personnel attend the debriefings?

3. If technical personnel will attend, what roles should they play and what limits should be
placed on their participation?

4. What are the most likely issues to be discussed?

5. What information about this acquisition MAY NOT be disclosed during the debriefings?
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EXTRACT FROM THE FINAL REPORT OF FINDINGS OF THE SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION

BOARD CONCERNING THE BEST AND FINAL EVALUATION

September 1, 199X

1.  The following information is presented as a Report of Findings and is based on the final
evaluation of the “best and final offers” submitted in response to Solicitation No. DTFH91-
94-R-0012345.  A total of four offerors were invited to submit best and final offers.  These
included Ace Investigators, Alert Security, Inc., Commercial Investigators, Inc., and Delta
Security Institute.  All four submitted best and final offers which were evaluated by the
source selection evaluation board.

2.  Responsiveness of Offerors.  Based on our evaluation of the BAFOs, it was apparent that
all four of the offerors significantly improved their technical proposals (the sample case
study required in the solicitation).  However, two of the offerors, Ace Investigators and Alert
Security, Inc., still scored much higher than either of the two remaining offerors on the
sample case study, and are therefore considered to be more responsive to the overall
technical requirements of the solicitation.  Both of these offers tied in the overall technical
evaluation and in the evaluation of the management  proposal.  It is emphasized that the
source selection evaluation board applied the same technical evaluation factors as were
applied during the evaluation of the original proposals from these offerors.  Based only on
the technical evaluation, it was concluded that either Ace Investigators or Alert Security, Inc.
appear fully responsive and equally capable of performing the work required by the
Government for this solicitation.

3.  Cost Offers.  The offerors’ cost proposals were not known to the technical evaluators at
the time of the BAFO evaluation.  However, all cost offers were found separately to be
realistic and within the range considered by the Independent Government Estimate (IGE).
The IGE established a cost of $3,500,000 as the minimum realistic price and $4,000,000 as
the maximum realistic price, based on market research factors and costs of similar
procurements within the past 24 months.

4.  Summary of Rankings.  The following table summarizes the technical rankings and adds
the cost offers from each of the respective offerors.
                                                                                                                                                                                 
         Offeror                           Sample Case Study            Management                     Cost               

Ace Investigators 80 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $3,850,000

Alert Security, Inc 80 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $3,750,000

Commercial Investigators, 50 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $4,000,000
Inc.

Delta Security Institute 39 of 90 points 10 of 10 points $2,600,000
                                                                                                                                                                                 

(extract continued on next page)
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EXTRACT FROM THE FINAL REPORT OF FINDINGS OF THE SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION

BOARD CONCERNING THE BEST AND FINAL EVALUATION (continued)

5.  Findings.  Based on the technical evaluation summarized above and the cost offers, we
concluded that the offer submitted by Alert Security, Inc. was the most advantageous to the
Government, since it was lower in cost than the offer submitted by Ace Investigators, Inc.,
while meeting the technical requirements and management requirements.

(signed)
Bill Brennan
Chairperson, Source Selection Board
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JOB AID

MATERIAL NOT TO BE DISCLOSED
UNDER THE

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT (FOIA)

Under the provisions of the Freedom Of Information Act (FOIA), information may be requested
and disclosed under the following conditions:

1 A specific request for release of information under the FOIA must be made in writing and
describe the requested information with reasonable accuracy.

2. Technical or scientific data, or cost data developed by a contractor, subcontractor or offeror,
exclusively at private expense, and such data developed in part with federal funds and in part
at private expense, where the contractor, subcontractor or offeror has retained legitimate
proprietary interest in such data in accordance with 10 U.S.C. 2320-2321, may NOT be
released, except under special exemptions which must be determined by legal authorities.
This includes any software or computer records electronically-stored data, as well as paper
records of such information.

3. Unless otherwise exempted, internal advice, recommendations, and subjective evaluations
that are reflected in records pertaining to the decision-making process of an agency, whether
within or among agencies may NOT be released.  This includes records of agency
evaluations of other offerors, the release of which may provide a competitive advantage to an
offeror in an on-going proposal action.

4. Records pertaining to the attorney-client privilege and the attorney work product privilege
may NOT be released.

5. Information about an individual contained in a Privacy Act system of records may NOT be
released.

6. Information which, if released, would violate other existing laws, may NOT be released
without special exemptions .  Examples of such laws include:

•  5 USC 552a - Privacy Act.
•  17 USC 101 - Copyright Act.
•  18 USC 793 - Gathering, Transmitting or Losing Defense Information.
•  18 USC 794 - Gathering or Delivering Defense Information to Foreign

   Governments.
•  18 USC 1905 - Trade Secrets Act.
•  28 USC 1498 - Patent and Copyright Cases.

7. If there are any questions concerning whether an item may released, ask legal counsel in
your agency.
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CLO 6/10 - This practical exercise is to help you determine how to limit discussion to those
deficiencies and conditions specific to the proposals, stated in business terms.

Situation:   You spent considerable time preparing for the debriefing and decided to take along
several of the technical experts who had evaluated the sample case study.  All were highly
experienced agency investigators, but they were not experienced in contracting.  You advised
them on what to say and not to say.  At the debriefing, you made a brief opening statement,
introduced each person present, and announced the authority of each Government person and
his/her area of expertise.  You also had a recorder present. You provided a brief explanation of
the award and asked if there were any questions for individual debriefings of offerors.

Task:  What answers should you provide to the following questions?

1. From Delta Security Institute:  Why was this procurement not based on lowest cost alone?

2. From Delta Security Institute (a small business):  Why was this not a small business set-
aside?

3. From Delta Security Institute:  Why was the technical proposal so heavily dependent on the
ability to understand and provide a sample case study solution?

4. From Delta Security Institute:  Why didn’t we win?

5. From Commercial Investigators, Inc.:  We were sure we had a very strong management
proposal which was a sure “tie breaker.”  Why didn’t we win?

6. From Ace Investigators:  During discussions, we were told that we had relatively few
technical difficulties which we tried very hard to clear up.  We worked very hard on our
proposal and even lowered our cost proposal significantly.  How could anyone underbid us
and why didn’t we win?
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CLO 6/11 - Identify properly prepared documentation of debriefing for unsuccessful
offeror(s).

The purpose of this practical exercise is to provide you practice in identifying properly prepared
written documentation of individual debriefing for unsuccessful offeror(s).

Situation:   You have concluded the individual debriefings for the unsuccessful offerors.  In
accordance with your instructions, the recorder prepared a draft written documentation of the
debriefing.

Task:  Review the following sample draft documentation and determine whether it is acceptable
or, if not, what changes are necessary.  Be specific.
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SAMPLE DRAFT DOCUMENTATION OF A DEBRIEFING

FOR AN UNSUCCESSFUL OFFEROR

October 23, 199X

Record of Debriefing for Delta Security Institute

A debriefing was held 9:00 AM in Building 43 On October 23, 199X for representatives of
Delta Security Institute, a small business firm, as requested in writing by the company
president, Mr. Harold Woozey, in a letter dated October 1, 199X, concerning Solicitation No.
DTFH91-94-R-0012345, and the subsequent proposal and best and final offer submitted by
Delta Security Institute.

The following persons were present:

Mr. Harold Woozey, President, Delta Security Institute (479) 333-9999
Ms. Delta Woozey, Corporate Counsel (479) 333-9990

Mr. Thomas Mann, Agency Contracting Officer (393) 898-9087
Ms. Roberta Gagne, Recorder (393) 898-7768

Minutes:

The debriefing began promptly at 9:00 AM.  The undersigned made a brief opening
statement and introduced all persons present and explained the functions and authority of
each Government representative who was present.  The particular strengths and deficiencies
of the proposal and best and final offer submitted by Delta Security Institute were briefly
discussed by the undersigned.

I informed Mr. Woozey that he could ask any questions and that I would answer them as
permitted by the FARs.  The following is a record of those questions and the answers
provided.

1.  From Mr. Woozey, Delta Security Institute:  “I am sure that no one else could match our
costs.  Why was this procurement not based on lowest cost alone?”

Answer:  The Government reserves the right to solicit proposals and make awards based on
factors other than price alone.  In this particular case, the Government considered that it was
in its best interest to solicit and award on the basis of “best value” because of a great concern
that the offeror demonstrate familiarity with the agency’s regulations and special
investigative requirements.

(sample documentation continued on next page)
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2.  From Mr. Woozey, Delta Security Institute (a small business):  “Why was this not a small
business set-aside?”

Answer:  The Government also reserves the right to determine when it is in its own best
interest to solicit and award on the basis of a small business set-aside or whether to expand
competition to a wider group of offerors in order to increase the chances of obtaining the
desired supplies or services.  Since this was a best value acquisition, the Government was
properly determined to expand competition.

3.  From Mr. Woozey, Delta Security Institute:  “Why was the technical proposal so heavily
dependent on the ability to understand and provide a sample case study solution?”

Answer:  The Government considered that the demonstrated ability to understand and apply
special knowledge of the Government’s requirements and regulations was critically
important to selection of the offer most advantageous offer to the Government.  This was
done by requiring all offerors to submit a sample case study solution to demonstrate
understanding of the Government’s requirements and regulations.

4.  From Mr. Woozey, Delta Security Institute:  “Why didn’t we win?”

Answer:  Referring specifically to the offer from Delta Security Institute, the technical offer
was not evaluated as highly as the winning offer.  The award was made to that offer (Alert
Security, Inc.) which was the most advantageous to the Government on the basis of “best
value” after considering all factors.

Since there were no further questions, I thanked all present for their time.  The debriefing
ended at 9:20 AM.

Thomas Mann

Thomas Mann
Agency Contracting Officer
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Acronyms

Acronyms–1

BAFO... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Best and Final Offer

CICA.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Competition in Contract Act

DFAR... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation

DOD.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Department of Defense

FAP ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Federal Acquisition Process

FAR... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Federal Acquisition Regulation

HCA ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Head of Contracting Authority

RFP ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Request for Proposal

SOW .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Statement of Work

SSA ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Source Selection Authority

SSAC ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Source Selection Advisory Council

SSEB ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Source Selection Evaluation Board

SSP ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Source Selection Plan

TET ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Technical Evaluation Team
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PRIMARY ORGANIZATION EXAMPLE: 

SOURCE
SELECTION

AUTHORITY (SSA)

SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION TEAM (SSET)

SIMPLIFIED ORGANIZATION EXAMPLE:

* "TECHNICAL" in this context refers to teams necessary to evaluate the proposal for other than cost (price) 
  and contract matters.  Examples might be Engineering, Logistics, Management, Testing, etc.
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A–4 Source Selection
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SOURCE SELECTION ORGANIZATION

Example 4



Appendix

Source Selection A–5

COMPTROLLER GENERAL DECISIONS

Relative Importance of Subfactors

Comp. Gen. B-247116  (5/5/92)

An award to the low priced, technically acceptable offeror rather than a technically superior,
higher cost offeror is improper where the record fails to establish how the decision was
consistent with the RFD’s evaluation scheme, which stated that technical merit was more
important than price.

Comp. Gen. B-243018, B-243019, B-243021  (6/28/91)

An award to a higher-priced, technically superior offeror was improper where the agency's
technical evaluation was flawed and the price evaluation method effectively gave no weight to
price, and the protester—the low-priced offeror—might have been the successful offeror despite
technical deficiencies had evaluations been properly conducted.

Comp. Gen. B-244385  (10/8/91)

Where a solicitation provides that technical merit is four times more important than cost, an
agency may not award to a technically inferior proposal that offered a relatively small advantage
without giving a “cogent” explanation.

Comp. Gen. B-244546  (10/25/91)

Where the solicitation provides that technical superiority was more important than cost, an
agency may not award to the low-cost, technically acceptable offeror without addressing
technical merit.
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Glossary–1

ACC-AGE

ACCEPTANCE (1) The act of accepting an offer.

(2) The act of an authorized representative of the Government by
which the Government, for itself or as agent of another,
assumes ownership of existing identified supplies tendered,
or approves specific services rendered as partial or complete
performance of the contract.1

ACQUISITION The acquiring by contract, with appropriated funds, of supplies or
services (including construction) by and for the use of the Federal
Government through purchase or lease, whether the supplies or
services are already in existence or must be created, developed,
demonstrated, and evaluated.  Acquisition begins at the point when
agency needs are established and includes the description of
requirements to satisfy agency needs, solicitation and selection of
sources, award of contracts, contract financing, contract
performance, contract administration, and those technical and
management functions directly related to the process of fulfilling
agency needs by contract.2

ACQUISITION PLAN A plan for an acquisition which serves as the basis for initiating the
individual contracting actions necessary to acquire a system or
support a program.3

ACQUISITION
PLANNING

The process by which the efforts of all personnel responsible for
an acquisition are coordinated and integrated through a
comprehensive plan for fulfilling the agency need in a timely
manner and at a reasonable cost: includes development of an
overall strategy for managing the acquisition.4

AGENCY One party, known as the principal, appoints another party, known
as an agent, to enter into a business or contractual relationship
with a third party.  In Government contracting, the:

• Government is the principal.

• Contracting officer (CO) is the agent.

• Third party is the contractor

1See FAR 46.101.
2See FAR 2.1.
3See FAR 7.104 and 1.105
4See FAR 7.101



2–Glossary

AGR-AUC

AGREEMENT Negotiated understandings on terms and conditions that will be
incorporated in forthcoming contracts between the two.  By
definition, and agreement does not contain all the elements
necessary to be considered a contract.  See Basic Agreement and
Basic Ordering Agreement.

AMENDMENT A change (correction, deletion, or addition) to any information
contained in an IFB or RFP (or previous amendment thereto). The
amendment becomes part of the solicitation and any resulting
contract.7

ANTI-DEFICIENCY
ACT

A law prohibiting the obligation of money in advance of any
appropriation or in excess of the amount of an available
appropriation.

APPROPRIATION Authority to obligate public funds that will result in immediate or
future outlays.

ASSESSMENT
CRITERIA

Areas of consideration common to more than one evaluation
factor.

AUCTION A negotiation tactic prohibited under FAR 15.610. Prohibited
auction techniques include:

• Indicating to an offeror a cost or price that it must meet to
obtain further consideration.

• Advising an offeror of its price standing relative to another
offeror (however, it is permissible to inform an offeror that its
cost or price is considered by the Government to be too high
or unrealistic).

• Otherwise furnishing information about other offerors'
prices.8

7See FAR 14.208 and 15.410.
8See FAR 15.610(d).
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AUD–CLO

AUDIT A review of a company's accounting procedures, accounting
practices, books, records, documents, and other evidence related
to (a) cost or pricing data or (b) costs claimed to have been
incurred or anticipated to be incurred in performing a contract.9

AUTHORIZATION
LEGISLATION

A law which permits the establishment or continuation of Federal
programs and agencies.  Authorizing legislation is normally
required before the enactment of budget authority, and such
authority is normally provided in a separate appropriations act.

BEST AND FINAL
OFFER (BAFO)

In competitive negotiations, proposals prepared by offeror in the
competitive range following completion of discussions and receipt
of a written request for BAFOs from the contracting officer.10

BEST VALUE
CONCEPT

The concept that allows award to the offeror providing the greatest
value to the government in terms of trade-off between price/cost
and technical/business merit.  One or more of the factors other
than cost or price are evaluated using multiple distinctions of
merit.

BOARD OF
CONTRACT APPEALS
(BCA)

An instrumentality of a Federal department or  agency which hears
contractor appeals of contracting officer decisions on claims
arising under or relating to a contract subject to the Contract
Disputes Act.

CLAIM A written demand or written assertion by one of the contracting
parties seeking, as a matter of right, the payment of money in a
sum certain, the adjustment or interpretation of contract terms, or
other relief arising under or relating to the contract.11

CLARIFICATION A communication with an offeror for the sole purpose of
eliminating irregularities, informalities, or apparent clerical
mistakes in the proposal.

CLOSEOUT The process for closing out the contract file following physical
completion (i.e. discharge) of a contract. 12

9See FAR 52.215-2.
10See FAR 15.611.
11See FAR 33.201.
12See FAR 4.804.
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COD–CON

CODE OF FEDERAL
REGULATIONS (CFR)

Codification of rules published in the Federal Register by the
executive departments and agencies of the Federal Government.

COMMERCE
BUSINESS DAILY

A publication of the U.S. Department of Commerce in which
Government agencies are required to announce (IFBs and RFPs)
procurement invitations, contract awards, and sales of surplus
property.  A new edition of the CBD is issued every business day.
Each edition contains approximately 500-1,000 notices.  Each
notice appears in the CBD only13

COMPETENT An agent for a contracting party who, at the time of agreement to a
contract, is:

• Of sound mind,

• Free of the influence of drugs or alcohol, and

• Otherwise legally authorized to enter into the agreement on
behalf of the party.

COMPETITIVE
RANGE

All proposals that the CO determines have a reasonable chance of
being selected for award, based on cost or price and other factors
that were stated in the solicitation.  Unless the CO decides to
award without discussions, the CO must conduct written or oral
discussion with all responsible offerors who submit proposals
within the competitive range.14

CONTRACT A mutually binding legal relationship obligating the seller to
furnish supplies or services (including construction) and the buyer
to pay for them.15

CONTRACT CLAUSE A term or condition used in contracts or in both solicitations and
contracts, and applying after contract award or both before and
after award.16  Clauses state the rights and obligations of the
parties to a contract.

CONTRACT
MODIFICATION

Any written change in the terms of a contract.  Unilateral
modifications are signed only by the CO; bilateral by both
parties.17

13See the Reader’s Guide in the CBD. 16See FAR 52.101(a).
14See FAR 15.609 and 15.610. 17See FAR 43.101 and 43.103.
15See FAR 2.1.
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CON–COS

CONTRACT
SCHEDULE

The complete statement of the requirement in the solicitation,
including not only the Statement of Work and Specifications but
also the terms and conditions with respect to packaging and
marking, inspection and acceptance, deliveries or performance,
contract administration data, and other special contract
requirements.  The Schedule includes Sections A through H the
Uniform Contract Format.18

CONTRACT TYPE (1) The name of the compensation arrangement established by
the terms and conditions of the contract, such as Firm Fixed
Price.  Fixed Price Redeterminable, Cost Plus Award Fee,
Cost Plus Fixed Fee, or Cost Plus Incentive Fee.19

(2) The name of the ordering arrangement established by the
terms and conditions of an indefinite delivery contract, such
as Definite Quantity, Indefinite Quantity, or Requirements.20

CONTRACTING The purchasing, renting, leasing, or otherwise obtaining supplies
or services from nonfederal sources.21

CONTRACTING
ACTIVITY

An element of an agency designated by the agency head and
delegated board authority regarding acquisition functions.22

CONTRACTING
OFFICER (CO)

An agent of the Government (see “agency”) with authority to enter
into, administer, or terminate contracts and make related
determinations and findings.23

COST The amount of money expended (outlay) in acquiring supplies or
services.  The total cost of an acquisition includes:

• The dollar amount paid to the contractor under the terms and
conditions of the contract.

• Any direct costs for acquiring the supplies or services not
covered in the contract price (shipping).

• Any cost of ownership not covered in the contract price (fuel
costs.

• The Government's overhead for awarding and administering
the contract.

18See FAR 14.201-2, 14.201-9(b), and 15.406-2. 21See FAR 2.1.
19See FAR 16.101. 22See FAR 2.1.
20See FAR 16.501(a). 23See FAR 2.1.
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COS–COS

COST ANALYSIS The review and evaluation of the separate cost elements and
proposed profit of (a) an offeror's or contract's cost or pricing
data and (b) the judgmental factors applied in projecting from the
data to the estimated costs in order to form an opinion on the
degree to which the proposed costs represent what the cost of the
contract should be, assuming reasonable economy and
efficiency.24

COST OR PRICING
DATA

All facts as of the date of price agreement that prudent buyers and
sellers would reasonably expect to affect price negotiations
significantly.  Cost or pricing data are factual, not judgmental, and
are therefore verifiable.  While they do not indicate the accuracy of
the prospective contractor's judgment about estimated future costs
or projections, they do include the data forming the basis for that
judgment. Cost or pricing data are more than historical accounting
data; they are all the facts that can be reasonably expected to
contribute to the soundness of estimates of future costs and to the
validity of determinations of costs already incurred.

Examples of cost and pricing data:

• Vendor quotations.

• Information on changes in production methods and in
production or purchasing volume.

• Data supporting projections of business prospects and
objectives and related operations costs.

• Unit-cost trends such as those associated with labor efficiency.

• Make-or-buy decision.25

24See FAR 15.801.
25See FAR 15.801.
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COS–DIS

COST
REIMBURSEMENT
CONTRACTS

Contracts that provide for payment of allowable incurred costs, to
the extent proscribed in the contract.  These contracts establish an
estimate of total cost for the purpose of obligating funds and
establishing a ceiling that the contractor may not exceed (except at
its own risk) without the approval of the contracting officer.26

DEBRIEFING Informing unsuccessful offerors of the basis for the selection
decision and contract award.  This information includes the
Government's evaluation of the significant weak or deficient
factors in the offeror's proposal.27

DECISIONAL RULE Methodology of how you evaluate the factors and subfactors.

DEFENSE
REGULATORY
ACQUISITION
COUNCIL (DARC)

A council comprised of representatives of the Secretary of
Defense, the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, the Defense
Logistics Agency, and NASA.  Among other responsibilities, this
council, along with the Civilian Acquisition Council (CAAC),
maintains the FAR.

DEFICIENCY Any part of a proposal that fails to satisfy the Government’s
requirements.

DESIGN
SPECIFICATION

A purchase description that establishes precise measurements,
tolerances, materials, in process and finished product tests.
Quality control, inspection requirements, and other specific details
of the deliverable.

DISCHARGE OF A
CONTRACT

The obligations incurred by the parties when they entered into the
agreement are excused, and the parties are no longer bound to
perform as promised.

DISCUSSIONS Any oral or written communication between the Government and
an offeror, (other than communications conducted for the purpose
of minor clarification) whether or not initiated by the Government,
that (a) involves information essential for determining the
acceptability of a proposal, or (b) provides the offeror an
opportunity to revise or modify its proposal.28

26See FAR 16.301-1.
27See FAR 15.1003.
28See FAR 15.601.
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ELE–FAC

ELEMENTS OF A
CONTRACT

Elements that must be present in a contract if it is to be binding.
These include:

• An Offer

• Acceptance

• Consideration

• Execution by competent parties

• Legality of purpose

• Clear terms and conditions

EVALUATION
CRITERIA

The methodology for evaluating proposals including the factors
and significant subfactors, the relative importance of the factors
and significant subfactors to one another and the measurement of
such factors in terms of evaluation standards.

EVALUATION
FACTORS

Descriptions of those aspects of an offer that are evaluated to
assess which offer provides the proposal to best meet the
Government’s requirements as described in the solicitation.  See
also Cost/Price Factors and Technical Factors.

EVALUATION
MATRIX

A chart which helps in developing the solicitation by cross
referencing the evaluation areas against the factors and subfactors.

EVALUATION
STANDARDS

A predetermined level of merit against which proposals are
measured.  Standards are usually a statement of the minimum level
of compliance with a requirement which must be offered for a
proposal to be considered acceptable.

EXCUSABLE DELAY Delay in performing, or failure to perform a contract, arising from
causes beyond the control and without the fault or negligence of
the contractor.29

EXECUTIVE ORDER
(EO)

An order issued by the President that establishes policies to be
followed by executive agencies.

FACTFINDING The process of identifying and obtaining information necessary to
complete the evaluation of proposals.  If a prospective bidders
makes inquires relative to other than readily available general
information, it may be necessary to obtain specific information by
communication with technical or other personnel in order to
determine the appropriate response. This may include factfinding
sessions with offerors as provided in FAR 15.807a.

29See FAR 52.249-8(c).
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FED–FIX

FEDERAL
ACQUISITION
REGULATION (FAR)

Uniform policies and procedures for acquisition by executive
agencies.  The FAR is jointly prescribed, prepared, issued and
maintained by the Department of Defense, the General Services
Administration, and the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration.

FEDERAL
ACQUISITION
REGULATORY
COUNCIL

A council composed of the Administer for Federal Procurement
Policy, the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator of National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, and the Administrator of
General Services. Under the Office of Federal Procurement Policy
Act, this council assists in the direction and coordination of
Government-wide procurement policy and procurement regulatory
activities.

FEDERAL REGISTER
(FR)

A daily Government publication that informs the public of
proposed rules, final rules, and other legal notices issued by
Federal agencies.

FEDERAL
SPECIFICATIONS
(FED SPECS)

Specifications and standards that have been implemented for use
by all Federal agencies.  GSA lists them in the index of Federal
Specifications, Standards, and Commercial Item Descriptions.30

FIRM FIXED PRICE A contract that establishes a price not subject to any adjustment on
the basis of the contractor's cost experience in performing the
contract.31

FIXED PRICE
CONTRACT

A contract that establishes a firm price or, in appropriate cases, an
adjustable price.  Fixed-price contracts providing for an adjustable
price may include a ceiling price, a target price (including target
cost), or both.  Unless otherwise specified in the contract, the
ceiling price or target price is subject to adjustment only by
operation of contract clauses providing for equitable adjustment or
other revision of the contract price under stated circumstances.
See also Firm Fixed Price Contract.32

30See FAR 10.001.
31See FAR 16.202-1
32See FAR 16.201.
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FUL–GOV

FULL AND OPEN
COMPETITION
(FAOC)

FAOC means that all responsible sources are permitted to compete
(although some sources may be excluded as provided in FAR
6.2).33

FUNCTIONAL
SPECIFICATION

A purchase description that describes the deliverable in terms of
performance characteristics to satisfy the intended use.

GENERAL
ACCOUNTING
OFFICE (GAO)

An office within the legislative branch that serves as “the
watchdog for the Congress.”  Among other things, the GAO
makes decisions on protests filed with it relative to any agency's
handling of solicitations, audits agency programs and management
and makes recommendations on protests.  These decisions are
referred to as Comptroller General Decisions because the
Comptroller is the head of GAO.

GENERAL SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION
BOARD OF
CONTRACT APPEALS
(GSBCA)

The GSBCA is a board which, among other responsibilities, has
statutory authority to hear protests filed with it relative to an
agency's handling of solicitations for acquisition of automated data
processing (ADP) equipment or related resources.

GO/NO-GO FACTORS Factors where no additional credit is granted for exceeding a
minimum standard of acceptability.  Go/No-Go Factors are also
called Pass-Fail factors.

GOVERNMENT
PROPERTY

All property owned by or leased to the Government or acquired by
the Government under the terms of the contract. It includes both
(1) Government-furnished property and (2) property acquired or
otherwise provided by the contractor for performing a contract and
to which the Government has title.34

GOVERNMENT
FURNISHED
PROPERTY

Property in the possession of, or directly acquired by, the
Government and subsequently made available to the contractor.34

33See FAR 6.003
34See FAR 45.101
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HEA–MUL

HEAD OF THE
CONTRACTING
ACTIVITY (HCA)

The official who has overall responsibility for managing the
contracting activity.

LOWEST PRICE,
TECHNICALLY
ACCEPTABLE
PROPOSAL

All of the evaluation factors, except price, are, in effect, evaluated
on a “Go, No-Go” basis.

MARKET RESEARCH Collecting and analyzing information about the entire market
available to satisfy agency needs to arrive at the most suitable
approach to acquiring, distributing, and supporting supplies and
services.35

METHOD OF
PROCUREMENT

The process employed for soliciting offers, evaluating offers, and
awarding a contract.  Federal contracting officers use one of the
following methods for any given acquisition:

• Small Purchase

• Sealed Bidding

• Negotiation

• Two-Step Sealed Bidding

MILITARY
SPECIFICATIONS
(MIL SPECS)

Specifications and standards maintained by DoD and published in
the DoD Index of Specifications and Standards.36

MULTIPLE
DISTINCTIONS OF
MERIT

Factors where additional credit is granted or factors that establish a
method to rank offers other than on a “pass-fail” basis.

35See FAR 10.001
36See FAR 10.001
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NEG–PER

NEGOTIATION (1) A bargaining process between two or more parties seeking to
reach a mutually satisfactory agreement or settlement on a
matter of common concern.

(2) A method of procurement prescribed in Part 15 of the FAR
that includes the receipt of proposals from offerors, permits
bargaining, and usually affords offerors an opportunity to
revise their offers before award of a contract.  Bargaining-in
the sense of discussion, persuasion, alteration of initial
assumptions and positions, and give-and-take - may apply to
price, schedule, technical requirements, type of contract, or
other terms of a proposed contract.37

OBLIGATION OF
FUNDS

Legally binding commitments, such as contract awards, made by
Federal agencies during a given period that will require outlays
during the same or some future period.

OFFER A legally binding promise, made by one party to another, to enter
into a contractual agreement, if the offer is accepted.  In sealed
bidding, offers made in response to Invitations To Bids (IFBs) are
called “bids.”  In negotiated acquisitions, offers made in response
to a Request for Proposals (RFP) are called “proposals.”38

OFFICE OF FEDERAL
PROCUREMENT
POLICY (OFPP)

An organization within the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) that provides leadership and direction to Federal
procurement programs.

OFFICE OF
MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET (OMB)

An office that recommends and monitors Federal programs and
funding levels, develops and issues Government wide policy
guidance on management concerns, and reviews proposed
regulations.

PERFORMANCE
SPECIFICATION

A purchase description that describes the deliverable in terms of
desired operational characteristics.  Performance specifications
tend to be more restrictive than functional specifications, in terms
of limiting alternatives which the Government will consider and
defining separate performance standards for each such alternative.

37See FAR 15.102
38See FAR 2.1
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PRE–PRO

PREAWARD INQUIRY Questions and comments from prospective offerors about
specifications, terms, and conditions in a solicitation received prior
to the opening date of the IFB or closing date of the RFP.39

PREBID/PROPOSAL
CONFERENCE

A meeting held with prospective offerors before bid opening or
before the closing date for submission of proposals. Generally,
the purpose of such meetings is to brief the offerors and explain
complicated specifications and requirements.40

PRICE (1) A monetary amount given, received, or asked for in
exchange for supplies or services.

(2) Cost plus any fee or profit applicable to the contract type.
Price analysis includes comparing the various bid prices;
comparing current bid prices with prices previously paid;
and other price analysis techniques.41

PRICE ANALYSIS The process of examining and evaluating a proposed price without
evaluating its separate cost elements and proposed profit.42

PRICE-RELATED
FACTOR

When evaluating offers for award, any factor applied in
identifying that offer which would represent the lowest total cost
to the Government.  Examples include costs of inspection,
transportation, and the cost of making multiple awards.  Any
price-related factors must have been stated in the IFB.43

PROCUREMENT
ACTION LEAD TIME
(PALT)

The time between (1) acceptance of a PR by the contracting officer
and (2) award of the contract.

PROCUREMENT
PLANNING

Upon acceptance of the Purchase Request, the plan developed by a
CO for soliciting offers, evaluating offers, and awarding a
contract.

68See FAR 14.211 and 15.413
69See FAR 14.207 and 15.409
70See FAR 15.801
71See FAR 15.801
72See FAR 14.201-8
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PRO–REP

PROPOSAL
PREPARATION
INSTRUCTIONS

The proposal preparation instructions provide offerors with
directions for preparing responses to the requirements in this
consistent format.

PROTEST A written objection by an interested party to a solicitation,
proposed award, or award of a contract.  Interested parties include
actual or prospective offerors whose direct economic interests
would be affected by the award of a contract or by the failure to
award a contract.44

PURCHASE
DESCRIPTION

Describe the essential physical characteristics or functions required
to meet the Government's minimum need.45

QUALITATIVE
STANDARD

A qualitative standard relates to quality or kind.  it does not relate
specifically to quantity.

QUALITY The extent to which the contract's deliverable satisfies the actual
minimum needs of the end users.

QUALITY
ASSURANCE (QA)

Functions, including inspection, performed to determine whether a
contractor has fulfilled the contract obligations pertaining to quality
and quantity.46

QUANTITATIVE
STANDARD

A quantitative standard relates to terms of quantity or a
measurement of quantity.

RATING/SCORING
INSTRUCTIONS

Instructions given to each evaluator on how to rate or score
evaluation factors.

RATING/SCORING
METHOD

A method of rating/scoring an evaluation factor in relationship to
its corresponding standard such as numerical, adjective, color, etc.

REASONABLE COST A cost is reasonable if, in its nature and amount, it does not exceed
that which would be incurred by a prudent person in the conduct
of competitive business.47

REPORT OF
FINDINGS

A Report of Findings explains the SSEB’s basis for each offeror’s
rating/ranking.

44See FAR 33.101
45See FAR 10.101
46See FAR 46.101
47See FAR 31.201-3
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REQ–RES

REQUEST FOR
PROPOSALS (RFP)

The solicitation in negotiated acquisitions.

RESPONSIBLE
OFFEROR

An offeror that meets the General and any Special Standards
established under FAR 9.104.48  To be determined responsible
under the General Standards, a prospective contractor must—

• Have adequate financial resources to perform the contract, or
the ability to obtain them;

• Be able to comply with the required or proposed delivery or
performance schedule, taking into consideration all existing
commercial and governmental business commitments;

• Have a satisfactory performance record;

• Have a satisfactory record of integrity and business ethics;

• Have the necessary organization, experience, accounting and
operational controls, and technical skills, or the ability to
obtain them (including, as appropriate, such elements as
production control procedures, property control systems, and
quality assurance measures applicable to materials to be
produced or services to be performed by the prospective
contractor and subcontractor);

• Have the necessary production, construction, and technical
equipment and facilities, or the ability to obtain them; and

• Be otherwise qualified and eligible to receive an award under
applicable laws and regulations.

RESPONSIVE A bid that complies in all material respects with the IFB.49

48See FAR 9.101
49See FAR 14.301(a)
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RIS–SOL

RISK The probability of not attaining the goals for which the party
entered into a contract.  For the contractor (seller), the principal
business or financial risk is an unexpected loss of money on the
contract.  For the Government, the principal risk are that:

• The total cost of the acquisition will be higher than expected or
unreasonable in relation to the actual costs of performance.

• The contractor will fail to deliver or will not deliver on time.

• The final deliverable will not satisfy the Government's actual
need, whether or not “acceptable” under the terms and
conditions of the contract.

• The Government's need will change prior to receipt of the
deliverable.

RELIABLE FACTOR A reliable factor is one which can be applied consistently by the
source selection evaluators in a uniform manner to rate each
proposal the same way with minimum variation among the
evaluators.

RELATIVE
IMPORTANCE

An explanation of the relative importance of each factor, subfactor
and element to each other.

SERVICE CONTRACT A contract that directly engages the time and effort of a contractor
whose primary purpose is to perform an identifiable task rather
than to Furnish an end item of supply.50

SOLICITATION
PROVISION

A team or condition used only in solicitations and applying only
before contract award.  Provisions provide information to
prospective offerors on such matters as:

• Preparing and submitting offers.

• The evaluation of offers and the offeror's right to protest
award.51

50See FAR 37.101
51See FAR 52.101(a)
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SOL–SOU

SOLE SOURCE
ACQUISITION

A contract for the purchase of supplies or services that is entered
into or proposed to be entered into by an agency after soliciting
and negotiating with only one source.52

SOLICITATION A document requesting or inviting offerors to submit offers,
Solicitations basically consist of (a) a draft contract and (b)
provision on preparing and submitting offers.

SOURCE SELECTION The process of soliciting and evaluating offers for award in a
competitive negotiated environment.

SOURCE SELECTION
AUTHORITY (SSA)

The Government official in charge of selecting the source.

SOURCE SELECTION
ADVISORS

Personnel responsible for providing source selection advice to the
SSA and SSEB

SOURCE SELECTION
ADVISORY COUNCIL
(SSAC)

High level agency personnel that oversee the functioning of the
SSEB and that may make recommendations to the SSA.

SOURCE SELECTION
EVALUATION BOARD

Specialists who are responsible for assisting the Contracting
Officer in developing the source selection plan and for evaluating
proposals in accordance with the source selection plan and the
RFP.

52See FAR 6.003
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SOU–STA

SOURCE SELECTION
PLAN

A plan containing at a minimum the following:

•  description of the organization structure

•  identify members of the boards or advisors

•  proposed presolicitation activities

•  summary of the acquisition strategy

•  statement of proposed evaluation factors and any significant
subfactors, & their relative importance

•  description of the evaluation process, methodology, and
techniques to be used

•  schedule of significant milestones.

SOURCE SELECTION
STATEMENT

The statement specifying the source selected by the SSA for the
acquisition and the rationale behind the selection.

SPECIFICATION A description of the technical requirements for a material, product,
or service that includes the criteria for determining whether the
requirements are met.53

STANDARD A document that establishes engineering and technical limitations
and applications of items, materials, processes, methods, designs,
and engineering practices; includes any related criteria deemed
essential to achieve the highest practical degree of uniformity in
materials or products, or the interchangeability of parts used in
those products.54

53See FAR 10.001
54See FAR 10.001



Glossary–19

STA–SYN

STANDARDS OF
RESPONSIBILITY

Standards which measure whether the offeror is able to provide
the supplies or services.  FAR 9.103 requires a determination of
responsibility.  The Go/No-Go decisional rule applies.

SPECIAL
STANDARDS OF
RESPONSIBILITY

Special standards are established to minimize performance risk
which is not adequately addressed by normal standards of
responsibility.

STATEMENT OF
WORK (SOW)

The complete description of work to be performed under the
contract, encompassing all specifications and standards established
or referenced in the contract.  The SOW constitutes Part C of the
Uniform Contract Format.

STATUTE A law enacted by the legislative branch of Government and signed
by the President; identified by a public law number.

SUBCONTRACT Any contract entered into by a prime contractor with any
subcontractor to furnish supplies or services for performance of a
prime contract or a subcontract.

SUBCONTRACTOR Any supplier, distributor, vendor, or firm that furnishes supplies
or services to or for a prime contractor.56

SUPPLIES All property except land or interest in land, including (but not
limited to) public works, buildings, and facilities; ships, floating
equipment, and vessels together with parts and accessories;
aircraft and aircraft parts, accessories, and equipment; machine
tools; and the alteration or installation of any of the foregoing.57

SYNOPSIS (1) A brief description of the supplies and services to be
acquired by contract.  It also provides prospective offerors
with information on obtaining a copy of the IFB or RFP
from the responsible contracting office.  Synopses are
published in the Commerce Business Daily (CBD).58

(2) A notice of award published in the Commerce Business
Daily (CBD).59

56See FAR 44.101
57See FAR 2.1
58See FAR 5.201
59See FAR 5.301
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T EC–VAL

TECHNICAL
EVALUATION
REPORT

The document which records this information for review by the
contracting officer, SSEB, or SSA.

TECHNICAL
FACTORS

Factors other than price-related used in evaluating offers for
award.  Examples include technical excellence, management
capability, personnel qualifications, prior experience, past
performance, and schedule compliance.60

TECHNICAL
LEVELING AND
TRANSFUSION

Negotiation tactics prohibited under FAR 15.610. Technical
leveling means helping an offeror to bring its proposal up to the
level of other proposals through successive rounds of discussion,
such as by pointing out weaknesses resulting from the offeror's
lack of diligence, competence, or inventiveness in preparing the
proposal.  Technical transfusion means disclosing technical
information supplied by one offeror (or otherwise pertaining to
that offer) to other, competing offerors.61

TERMS AND
CONDITIONS

All language in a solicitation and contract, including amendments,
attachments, and referenced clauses and provisions.

UNIFORM
CONTRACT FORMAT

A format for preparing solicitations and contracts prescribed in
FAR 14.201-1 and 15.405-1.

VALID FACTOR A valid factor is one which measures what it claims to measure.

60See FAR 9.104-2 and 15.605
61See FAR 15.610(d)
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