ADDENDUM TO SOURCE SELECTION ADVISORY COUNCIL REPORT

TO THE

THE SOURCE SELECTION AUTHORITY (SSA) FOR THE _____________________ACQUISITION*

*This template is for use where the SSAC is recommending award (either without discussions or after receipt of final proposal revisions).
Prepared:  ________________

Chair:  __________________

Members:  ________________


      ________________

I.  REFERENCES.
      (a)  Solicitation ____[fill-in]________, dated ____[fill-in]______ (as amended through Amendment No. ___[fill-in]_______).

      (b)  ____[fill-in w/ program name]___ Source Selection Plan (Rev. 3), dated ___[fill-in] w/ date]____.
      (c)  ____[fill-in w/ program name]___ SSEB Report, dated ____[fill-in]_________.

      (d)  ____[fill-in w/ program name]___  CET Report, dated ____[fill-in]_________.

II.  INTRODUCTION.  

     A.  Background.  This report provides a detailed explanation of the evaluation and findings of the Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC) as a result of its evaluation of offerors’ proposals for the ____[fill-in w/ program name]___  Program submitted in response to Request for Proposals (RFP) No. ____[fill-in]___ , issued on ____[fill-in w/ date]___  .  The ____[fill-in w/ program name]___  Acquisition Strategy was signed by the Milestone Decision Authority, Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development & Acquisition), The Honorable John J. Young, Jr., on ____[fill-in date]___, and a revised version was issued on ___[fill-in date]________.  According to that acquisition strategy, the objectives to be accomplished by this ___[fill-in w/ ACAT designation]____ acquisition are:  _____[fill-in]_____.  The ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____  Statement of Work was prepared by ___[insert names]______.  The ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____  Performance Specification was prepared by ___[insert names]______.    The ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____  RFP was prepared by ___[insert names]______.  

The ____[fill-in w/ program name]___  RFP contains _____[fill-in w/ short description of contract types in the RFP, options, etc.]_____.  The estimated value of this acquition is $___[fill-in]___ billion, and the anticipated duration of the resulting contracts is ___[fill-in]___ years.

     B.  Source Selection Plan.  The ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ Source Selection Authority (SSA) established the SSAC on ___[fill-in w/ date]____ by approving the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ Source Selection Plan (SSP).  The Council consists of representatives of the various functional and technical areas involved.  Specifically, it established an SSAC, a Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB), and a Cost Evaluation Team (CET).  The duties and responsibilities of those respective boards are contained in the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ SSP.  As revised on ___[fill-in w/ date]____, the SSP indicates that the members of the SSAC are:


___[insert names]____________


__________________________


__________________________

The revised SSP indicates that the members of the SSEB are:


___[insert names]____________


__________________________


__________________________

The revised SSP indicates that the members of the CET are:


___[insert names]____________


__________________________


__________________________

     C.  Evaluation Criteria.  Section M-___[fill-in]____ of the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ RFP and the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ SSP contain evaluation criteria used by the SSAC to review proposals submitted in response to the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ RFP.  Those evaluation factors and subfactors, as well as their relative ranking, are as follows:



[insert M-4]

     D.  Proposals Received.  In accordance with the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ RFP, proposals were delivered by offerors to the Contracting Officer, SPAWARSYSCOM, by the amended closing date of __[insert]________.  The following proposals were received in response to the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ RFP:


____[insert offeror’s name]__________


________________________________

     E.  Establishment of Competitive Range/Discussions/Evaluation of Final Proposal Revisions (FPR).  The SSA met with the SSAC on __[fill-in]___ to review and discuss the evaluations of each offeror’s proposals conducted by the SSEB and the CET.  At the conclusion of that meeting, the SSA decided to establish a competitive range of ___[fill-in]___, and included ___[offeror]____ and ___[offeror]___ in that competitive range.  After concurring with that decision, on ___fill-in]____ the Contracting Officer opened discussions with those offerors by posing multiple sets of oral and written discussion questions to each offeror.  On ___[date]____, the Contracting Officer closed discussions and requested that both vendors submit FPRs.  On ____[date]___, the Contracting Officer received final proposal revisions, which were forwarded to the SSEB and CET for evaluation.  References (c) and (d) discuss the background and the evaluation results of each Board’s respective review of offerors’ FPRs.  

A detailed discussion of the basis for these ratings follows.  

III.  DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSALS.
     [Include a brief two-paragraph description of proposals submitted by each offeror]

IV.  TECHNICAL ANALYSIS OF PROPOSALS.
       A.  The following is a summary of the SSEB’s evaluation of all proposals for all of the non-cost/price factors and subfactors contained in Section M of the RFP.       


[Insert matrix for each offeror obtained from SSEB report.]     

A detailed discussion of the basis for these ratings follows.  If the Contracting Officer determines that a competitive range should be established and discussions should be held with offerors in that competitive range, Reference (___), Attachment (___) contains a list of proposed discussion questions relating to Volumes ___, ___, and ___ of each offeror’s proposal.

             1.  [insert Offeror A’s name].
                  a.  Mandatory Requirements.  Section M-3 of the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ RFP states that [block-copy that section into this portion of the report].








Rating: __[Pass/Fail]___________

 Supporting Rationale:  _____[Indicate whether the offeror has satisfied both requirements.  Note that the information needed to evaluate whether the offeror has satisfied this requirement is located in the offerors’ _________________.]_____


      b.  M-4.1.1.  Factor 1 – Past Performance.  [block-copy this factor into this section so the reader doesn’t have to jump back-and-forth between two documents (i.e., Section M and this report)]








Factor Rating:  __[insert]_____


Supporting Rationale:   [Summarize the SSEB report’s narrative evaluation of the offeror’s past performance:  (1) what was provided, (2) relevance of what was provided, and (3) quality/timeliness/ customer satisfaction/etc.  Explain why specific past performance problems the SSEB identified in its report increase the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  Conversely, indicate the extent to which an offeror’s good, relevant past performance (i.e., strengths) will increase the risk of successful contract performance.]    


      c.  M-4.1.2.  Factor 2 – Technical Approach.  [block-copy this factor into this section so the reader doesn’t have to jump back-and-forth between pages in this report]








Factor Rating:  ___[insert]______


Supporting Rationale:  [Summarize the SSEB report’s narrative evaluation for this factor.  Double-check that the rating is consistent with the adjectival definition associated with that rating and the subfactor weighting scheme associated with this factor.  Explain why specific significant weaknesses or deficiencies the SSEB has identified in its report increase the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  Conversely, indicate the extent to which an offeror’s technical approach (i.e., strengths) will increase the risk of successful contract performance.  If a strength, weakness, significant weakness, or deficiency appears in one proposal and is noteworthy, comments pertaining to similar strengths, weaknesses, significant weaknesses or deficiencies should be included for every offeror.  If the rating assigned is “Unacceptable,” state that a total rewrite of that section of the proposal would be required.  Identify whether additional information is required from the offeror to resolve uncertainties or ambiguities in the proposal.  If the proposal fails to conform to RFP requirements, state whether the deficiencies can be corrected following discussions with a reasonable amount of effort, or whether the proposal would instead require major revisions to become acceptable.]


            (1).  M-4.1.2.1  Subfactor 1 – System Performance and Design.  The Government will evaluate the extent to which offerors’ proposed ___[fill-in w/program name]___ demonstrates: 








Subfactor Rating: ___[insert]____

Supporting Rationale:  [Summarize the SSEB report’s narrative evaluation of the offeror’s technical approach for all sub-subfactors.  Double-check that the rating is consistent with the adjectival definition associated with that rating.  Explain why specific significant weaknesses or deficiencies the SSEB has identified in its report increase the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  Conversely, indicate the extent to which an offeror’s technical approach (i.e., strengths) will increase the risk of successful contract performance.  If a strength, weakness, significant weakness, or deficiency appears in one proposal and is noteworthy, comments pertaining to similar strengths, weaknesses, significant weaknesses or deficiencies should be included for every offeror.  If the rating assigned is “Unacceptable,” state that a total rewrite of that section of the proposal would be required.  Identify whether additional information is required from the offeror to resolve uncertainties or ambiguities in the proposal.  If the proposal fails to conform to RFP requirements, state whether the deficiencies can be corrected following discussions with a reasonable amount of effort, or whether the proposal would instead require major revisions to become acceptable.]

                                 (a).  [Follow the format and content of these instructions for each remaining subfactor under this factor.]


      d.  M-4.1.3.  Factor 3 – Management.  [Follow the format and content of these instructions for each remaining subfactor and factor.]

                  2.  [insert Offeror B’s  name].

[Follow the format and content of the above instructions in discussing Offeror B’s proposal with respect to mandatory requirements and all factors, subfactors and sub-subfactors]

 V.  COST/PRICE EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS.
The following is a summary of the CET’s evaluation of both cost/price proposals received by the Government.  Section M-___[fill-in]___ of the RFP stated that:


[insert].



[insert cost/price matrix for each offer obtained from CET report.]
               1.  [insert Offeror A’s  name] 



[Summarize  the highlights of report, especially the reasons for any substantial cost/price disparities for the same CLINs.]
VI.  EVALUATION SUMMARY.

[First, using the analysis completed above for each non-price evaluation factor, compare proposals to each other by identifying “discriminators” between them for each such factor.  “Discriminators” are material, qualitative differences between the proposals in terms of their, e.g., technical solution, past performance, management approach.  For example, one offeror could propose an innovative technical solution to satisfy a requirement associated with a particular factor that we would consider a strength.  In contrast, another offeror could have proposed a technical solution to satisfy a requirement contained in that identical factor or subfactor that we would consider a deficiency that would increase the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.  Make sure to discuss the relative risks between both proposals obtained from the SSEB 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.  Do not – repeat do not – use a mathematical/computational approach (e.g., Offeror X has 5 strengths and 3 weaknesses whereas Offeror Y has 2 strengths and 8 weaknesses for some particular factor or subfactor, therefore Offeror X’s proposal is better than Offeror Y’s proposal with respect to that factor) to compare proposals.  Irrespective of whether a cost-price/technical tradeoff analysis is required, explain how cost was considered in arriving at the recommendations listed below.]  

VI.  RECOMMENDATIONS.

[Recommend which offeror(s’) FPR(s) should be selected for award.]










