MEMORANDUM

From:  ___[fill-in]____

To:
  Director, Contracting Office, Space and Naval Warfare Systems

Command (Attn:  SPAWAR 02-23E, File N00039-02-R-0006)

Subj:    SOURCE SELECTION AUTHORITY (SSA) DECISION, ____[insert program name]___ 

            SOLICITATION ______[insert number]____

Ref:  (a)  ____[insert program name]__ Source Selection Plan (SSP) Revision XXX, of __[date]___

         (b)  Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC) Amended Report, of ____[fill-in]___


   (c)  ____[insert program name]__  Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) Amended Report, 

                of ____[fill-in]___


   (d)  ____[insert program name]__  Cost Evaluation Team (CET) Amended Report, of 
                __[fill-in]___

1.  As stated in reference (a), the purpose of this memorandum is to execute a document summarize the rationale for my decision to award ___[fill-in w/ number]_____ contract(s) to ____[fill-in]_____ and ____[fill-in]____.

2.  Evaluation Criteria.

Section M-___[fill-in]_____ of the ____[insert program name]__  RFP states that:

[fill-in w/ mandatory requirements evaluation criteria]

Section M-4 of the ____[insert program name]__  RFP states that:



       [fill-in w/ relatively-ranked evaluation criteria]

3.  Evaluation Overview.
          Table 1 summarizes the SSAC’s ratings for each offeror’s FPR for all non-cost/price evaluation factors and subfactors:  

Table 1

	 
	Offeror A
	
	Offeror B
	

	Factor/Subfactor
	Initial Proposal

Rating
	FPR Rating
	Initial

Proposal 

Rating 
	FPR Rating

	Mandatory Requirements
	
	
	
	

	Past Performance
	
	
	
	

	Technical Approach
	
	
	
	

	   System Performance  

   and Design
	
	
	
	

	   Terminal Systems 

   Engineering
	
	
	
	

	   Software Development

   and Engineering
	
	
	
	

	   Technical Data and

   Computer Software

   Rights
	
	
	
	

	   Integration and Test
	
	
	
	

	Management 
	
	
	
	

	   Program 

   Management
	
	
	
	

	   Integrated
   Management
	
	
	
	

	   Development and 

   Production Phase 

   Transition
	
	
	
	

	   Key Personnel
	
	
	
	

	   Small Business 

   Participation
	
	
	
	


     Table 2 summarizes the results of the CET’s evaluation of offerors’ FPRs’ proposed costs/prices:

Table 2
	
	Offeror A
	
	
	Offeror B
	
	

	
	Initial 

Evaluated
	FPR

Proposed
	FPR

Evaluated
	Initial Evaluated
	FPR 

Proposed
	FPR 

Evaluated

	CLIN 0001
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CLIN 0002
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CLIN 0003
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CLIN 0100
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CLIN 0101
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CLIN 0102
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CLIN 0200
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CLIN 0201
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL SD&D
	
	
	
	
	
	


	TOTAL 

PRO-

DUCTION
	
	
	
	
	
	


	TOTAL 

T&M
	
	
	
	
	
	


	TOTAL COST/

PRICE
	
	
	
	
	
	


4.  Individual Proposal Assessment

The following discussion summarizes the strengths, weaknesses, significant weaknesses, and deficiencies contained in both offerors’ FPRs:

a.  ___[Offeror A]_____

     (1)  Mandatory Requirements.  

Rating: __[Pass/Fail]_________
[Indicate whether the offeror has satisfied these requirements.]  

     (2)  Factor 1 – Past Performance.  


Factor Rating:  __[insert]_____


[Although we should be able to summarize the content of the SSAC Report, the following instructions are provided as a reminder to ensure everything is covered.

Using the definition of the adjectival rating to be given for this factor contained in the SSP – which are different than for the other non-cost/price evaluation factors – explain in detail the basis for the rating as follows:  

First, state what past performance information was received (e.g., # of responses out of how many provided).  

Second, explain why we consider or do not consider the past performance information provided by the offeror’s FPR to be relevant given the definition of “relevant” in Sections L/M of the RFP. 

Third, explain our assessment of that relevant past performance.  Our rating of the offeror’s past performance must be consistent with (1) the supporting rationale, and (2) the adjectival definition of that rating contained in the SSP.]

     (3)  M-4.1.2.  Factor 2 – Technical Approach.  
Factor Rating:  ___[insert]______


[Although we should be able to summarize the content of the SSAC Report, the following instructions are provided as a reminder to ensure everything is covered.

Using the language in the definitions of the adjectival ratings discussed in the SSP, describe in detail the basis for the rating.  Clearly explain why the rating is consistent with the subfactor weighting scheme associated with this factor and the adjectival definition associated with that rating.  Since the identification of weaknesses, significant weaknesses and deficiencies relates to our assessment of the risk of unsuccessful contract performance the offeror’s FPR presents, this section should explain why specific weaknesses, significant weaknesses, or deficiencies we have discovered in an offeror’s FPR associated with every single subfactor increase the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  The rating must be consistent with (1) the supporting rationale, (2) the adjectival definition of that rating, and (3) the strengths/ weaknesses/significant weaknesses/deficiencies associated with each subfactor.    

For ease of reference, when discussing a specific subfactor, sentences should begin with introductions like “With respect to Subfactor 1 (System Performance and Design), Offeror A’ approach  . . . .” or “Regarding Subfactor 2 (Terminal Systems Engineering), Offeror B proposed . . . .”  Although this is a somewhat stilted, mechanical, and non-literary approach, it makes it easier for the reader to quickly (1) determine the relative importance of the comment being made because they can jump back to the 1st page to refresh their memory regarding the relative ranking of that evaluation subfactor, and (2) determine whether the narrative in this section discusses all subfactors.]

     (4)  [Follow the format and content of these instructions for each remaining factor.]

     (5)  Cost/Price.

(a)  System Development and Demonstration (SD&D) Phase.  

[Summarize what the SSAC Report says about how the CET conducted its cost analysis of FPRs in accordance with Section M of the RFP.]


In order to complete the cost realism analysis required by Section M of the ___[insert program name]____ RFP, the CET compared all Bases of Estimates (BOEs) (i.e., labor estimates) contained in the offerors’ cost/price proposals to both the Technical Approach and Management sections of each offeror’s FPRs to ensure that all work identified in the BOEs was consistent with the offeror’s technical and management approaches to performing the contract.  


The following discussion summarizes the results of the Government’s cost analysis and cost realism analysis of Offeror A’s FPR:  

                  (i)  CLIN 0001:  


      (ii)  CLIN 0002:

                  (iii)  CLIN 0100:

                  (iv)  CLIN 0101:


      (v)  CLIN 0102: 


      (vi)  CLIN 0200:


      (vii)  CLIN 0201:  


(c)  CLIN 0003 (Technical Data, Computer Software and Computer Software

                   Documentation Rights):  Price Analysis.


[Summarize the SSAC Report’s discussion of this matter.]

           (b)  Production and Deployment (P&D) Phase:  Price Analysis


[Summarize the SSAC Report’s discussion of this matter.]

           (c)  Time & Material (T&M):  Price Analysis 



[Summarize the SSAC Report’s discussion of this matter.]

b.  ___[Offeror B]_____



[Use the format recommended above.]  


5.  Discussion.
[For either situation, use the first person (e.g., “I believe that,” “it is my opinion that”):


For Competitive Range Determinations:  First, summarize the “discriminators” between proposals identified in the SSAC report.  Second, summarize the SSAC report’s recommendation regarding which offerors’ proposals are technically acceptable or susceptible of being made technically acceptable via discussions and explain why that is the case.  If more than one proposal is technically acceptable or susceptible of being made technically acceptable, and if we are going to nevertheless eliminate such proposals from the competitive range, we must consider the relative cost or price of that proposal to the government to decide which proposals are the most “highly rated” and should therefore be included in the competitive range.  In contrast, if a proposal is technically unacceptable, the cost of that proposal becomes irrelevant and need not be discussed further.    

Third, using the discriminators identified above, summarize the SSAC report’s recommendation regarding which proposals are the most “highly rated” proposals.  Note that it is permissible to establish a competitive range of one as long as that offeror (1) is the only technically acceptable offeror, or (2) has submitted a proposal that is substantially superior to all other proposals submitted to the Government.  


For Award Decisions:


First, summarize the “discriminators” between proposals identified in the SSAC report.  Make sure to discuss the relative risks between the proposals discussed in the SSAC report.  Second, using the relative ranking of evaluation factors and subfactors contained in Section M and the list of discriminators created above, conduct a cost-price/technical tradeoff analysis to arrive at a determination regarding which quotation should be selected for award.  In other words, determine whether one vendor’s technical approach/management approach/ past performance outweighs another vendor’s lower price.  (Of course, if this situation does not exist – e.g., Offeror A received better ratings for non-cost/price evaluation factors than Offeror B even though Offeror A proposed a lower evaluated cost/price than Offeror B – then no tradeoff analysis is possible.)  The identification of “discriminators” above should assist in completing such analysis.  Irrespective of whether a cost-price/technical tradeoff analysis is required, explain how cost was considered in arriving at the decision below.]  

6.  SSA Decision

          In accordance with reference (a), I have ensured that the entire ___[insert program name

]_____ source selection process was properly and efficiently conducted in accordance with that referenced document, the RFP, and applicable regulations.  I have carefully read and considered references (b), (c), and (d) in making my final source selection decision, and have ensured that the final source selection decision and supporting rationale (including this memorandum) are adequately documented before the contract award(s) are announced.  I have based my decision to award the ___[insert program name]_____ contract(s) on a comparative assessment of FPRs against all evaluation factors and subfactors listed in Section M, and my decision is based upon my independent judgment.  Accordingly, I hereby authorize award of the contract(s) to ___[fill-in]____ and ___[fill-in]____.

Signature: ________________________

Date:__________



      DR. ANDREW COX



 
      Executive Director


                  PEO(C4I & Space) and



      ___[insert program name]___ SSA

  










