SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION BOARD REPORT

TO

THE SOURCE SELECTION ADVISORY COUNCIL (SSAC) FOR THE ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ PROGRAM

1.  Purpose.  This report provides a detailed explanation of the evaluation and findings of the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) as a result of its evaluation of offerors’ proposals for the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ Program submitted in response to Request for Proposals (RFP) No. ___[fill-in]____.
2.  Authority.  The ___[fill-in w/ name of program]___ Source Selection Authority (SSA) established the SSEB on ___[fill-in w/ date]____ by approving the ____[fill-in w/ name of program]___ Source Selection Plan (SSP).  The Board consists of representatives of the various functional and technical areas involved.  The members of the SSEB are:


___[insert names]____________


__________________________


__________________________

The ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ SSA also established the SSAC on ___[fill-in with date]___ by executing the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____  SSP.  The ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ SSP was revised on ___[fill-in with date]___.    

3.  Scope.  This report represents the evaluation of offerors’ proposals on the basis of the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ RFP and the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ SSP.

4.  Background.  The ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____  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 with date]___.  According to the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____  Acquisition Strategy, the objectives to be accomplished by this acquisition are:   ___[insert information]_________.  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]______.  

5.  Requirements of the RFP.  The requirements of the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ RFP are ______[summarize significant aspects of the RFP that have a bearing on the selection process; e.g., major elements and peculiarities, limitations, system concept]_______.

6.  Milestones.  The milestone schedule for the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ acquisition is as follows:


[insert schedule from the SSP]

7.  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 SSEB to review of 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-___[fill-in]___]

8.  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]__________


________________________________

9.  Evaluation Procedures.  

     a.  The SSEB met on __[insert]___ and __[insert]____ for a kick-off meeting with the Contracting Officer and Counsel for the SSEB/SSAC.  The ___[fill-in w/ name of program]___ Program Office (PMW-___[fill-in]___) decided to have the SSEB use an automated software tool (___[identify name and version of tool]_____ ) to evaluate those proposals in a comprehensive and efficient manner.  Prior to source selection commencing, the tool was populated with (1) the evaluation factors, subfactors, and sub-subfactors contained in Section M-__[fill-in]__ of the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____  RFP , (2) the adjectival ratings and definitions of those ratings contained in the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____  SSP, and (3) the definitions of strengths, weaknesses, significant weaknesses, and deficiencies contained in Section M-___[fill-in]___ of the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ RFP.  

     b.  Upon receipt of proposals, SSEB members input their comments associated with the offerors’ proposals into that automated software tool.  Upon completion of their individual evaluations, SSEB members printed out their comments and met on __[insert date]___ and __[insert date]_____ to (1) discuss their individual findings, (2) arrive at a consensus rating for each subfactor and each factor contained in Section M-___[fill-in]___ of the ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____ RFP, and (3) agree to the content of this report.  

     c.  Attachment 1 is a printout of all evaluation sheets containing comments made by individual evaluators.  Any inconsistencies between comments contained on an individual evaluator’s evaluation sheet and the contents of this report are due to the fact that, as a result of the consensus meetings with their fellow SSEB members, the evaluator changed his/her mind.  Accordingly, that evaluator’s signature on this report reflects their final opinion regarding their evaluation of the content of offerors’ proposals. Thus, any comments to the contrary contained on that/those individual evaluation sheet(s) no longer accurately reflect that evaluator’s opinion as regards the contents of an offeror’s proposal insofar as that sub-subfactor, subfactor, or factor is concerned.  

     d.  The ___[fill-in w/ name of program]____  SSP and the offerors authorized the SSEB to use the expertise of ___[fill-in]____ (a Federally-Funded Research and Development Center) as a non-voting advisor to advise the SSEB on ___[insert areas of expertise]____________.  In addition, on ___[insert date]___ SPAWAR 00 executed a Determination and Findings (D&F) authorizing the use of _____[fill-in w/ support contractor names]____ as non-voting advisors to advise the SSEB on ___[insert areas of expertise]____________; and offerors have likewise authorized those support contractors to view pertinent aspects of their proposals.  The SSEB has considered that advice during the course of its evaluation of offerors’ proposals.  The extent to which that advice was adopted by the SSEB voting members is reflected in this report.  For example, if the SSEB agreed that that the advice accurately reflected a significant weakness in the offeror’s proposal associated with a specific sub-subfactor, that significant weakness is listed underneath that sub-subfactor and is discussed in the Supporting Rationale associated with the rating the SSEB gave to the offeror’s proposal for the subfactor that corresponds to that sub-subfactor.  In contrast, if the SSEB disagreed with that advice, that advice is not reflected in this report.  In either event, the non-voting advisor’s comments are contained in their individual evaluation sheets (Attachment 1).           

    e.  The following is a summary of the SSEB’s evaluation of all proposals for all of the factors, subfactors, and sub-subfactors contained in Section M of the RFP.  “N/A” indicates that the evaluator was not tasked to, and did not review, that factor or subfactor.  When an evaluator did not review all subfactors of a factor, that evaluator did not provide a composite score at the factor level.      


[Insert matrix for each offeror.  The matrix should contain a column for each evaluator and a column indicating the composite score.  There should be rows in the matrix for each sub-subfactor, subfactor, and factor.  Each cell associated with a specific factor or subfactor should contain the rating that evaluator gives for that specific factor or subfactor (e.g., “E” for “Excellent”).  Any subfactor not rated by a specific evaluator should contain the term “N/A”.]     

      f.  The detailed supporting rationale for a rating the SSEB assigned to each subfactor and each factor for each offeror’s proposal may be found in section 10 of this report.  Following the supporting rationale is a list of strengths, weaknesses, significant weaknesses, and deficiencies the SSEB believes are contained in the offeror’s proposal associated with that subfactor.  The first parenthetical that follows a particular strength, weakness, significant weakness, or deficiency refers to the sub-sub-subfactor associated with a particular strength, weakness, significant weakness, or deficiency (e.g., “M-____[fill-in]____(a)”).  The second parenthetical identifies the page from the offeror’s proposal that contains that particular strength, weakness, significant weakness, or deficiency.  

      g.  If the Contracting Officer determines that a competitive range should be established and discussions should be held with offerors in that competitive range, Attachment 2 contains a list of proposed discussion questions.

10.  Evaluation Results.
       a.  [insert offeror’s name].
            (1)  Mandatory Requirements.  Section M-____[fill-in]___ of the on ___[insert 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 all mandatory requirements.  Note that the information needed to evaluate whether the offeror has satisfied this requirement may not be located in the Technical Volume of the offeror’s proposal.]_____


(2)  M-___fill-in]___   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:   [First, explain why the Government considers or does not consider the past performance information provided by the offeror to be relevant given the definition of “relevant” in Sections L/M of the RFP.  Second, using the terms that define the rating proposed to be awarded for this factor, describe in detail the basis for the rating.  Since the identification of weaknesses, significant weaknesses and deficiencies relates to our assessment of the risk of unsuccessful contract performance the offeror’s proposal presents, this section should also explain why specific problems listed below increase the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  The rating must be consistent with both the supporting rationale as well as with the strengths/ weaknesses/significant weaknesses/deficiencies listed below.]


Strengths:


     (1)  ____[fill-in]_____


     (2)  ______________


     (N)  ______________


Weaknesses:

                 (1)  ____[fill-in]_____

     (2)  _______________


     (N)  ______________


Significant Weaknesses:

                 (1) ____[fill-in]_____


     (2) _____________


     (N) _____________


Deficiencies:

                 (1) ____[fill-in]_____

     (2) ______________


     (N) _____________


(3)  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 two documents (i.e., Section M and this report) to ensure that all sentence fragments in a particular factor, subfactor, or sub-subfactor have been evaluated.]








Factor Rating:  ___[insert]______

  Supporting Rationale:  [Using the terms that define the rating proposed to be awarded for this factor, describe in detail the basis for the rating.  Clearly explain why the rating is consistent with the adjectival definition associated with that rating and the subfactor weighting scheme associated with this factor.  Since the identification of weaknesses, significant weaknesses and deficiencies relates to our assessment of the risk of unsuccessful contract performance the offeror’s proposal presents, this section should also explain why specific problems listed below increase the risk of unsuccessful 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.  The rating must be consistent with both the supporting rationale as well as with the strengths/ weaknesses/significant weaknesses/ deficiencies listed below.  If no strengths/weaknesses/ significant weaknesses/deficiencies in the proposal are associated with a specific sentence in Section M, but the offeror provided a satisfactory response to that sentence, say so.  If no, e.g., strengths, weaknesses, significant weaknesses, deficiencies, are contained in this portion of the offeror’s proposal, say “None” in the appropriate category.  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)  M-4.1.2.1  Subfactor 1 – System Performance and Design.  The Government will evaluate the extent to which offerors’ proposed ____[insert program name]____ demonstrates: 








Subfactor Rating: ___[insert]____

Supporting Rationale:   [Using the terms that define the rating proposed to be awarded for this subfactor, describe in detail the basis for the rating.  Clearly explain why the rating is consistent with 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 proposal presents, this section should also explain why specific problems listed below increase the risk of unsuccessful 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.  The rating must be consistent with both the supporting rationale as well as with the strengths/ weaknesses/significant weaknesses/ deficiencies listed below.  If no strengths/weaknesses/ significant weaknesses/deficiencies in the proposal are associated with a specific sentence in Section M, but the offeror provided a satisfactory response to that sentence, say so.  If no, e.g., strengths, weaknesses, significant weaknesses, deficiencies, are contained in this portion of the offeror’s proposal, say “None” in the appropriate category.  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.]


               (i)  M-4.1.2.1.1.  System Architecture.  [Block-copy this sub-subfactor into this section so the reader doesn’t have to jump back-and-forth between two documents (Section M and this report) to ensure that all sentence fragments in a particular factor, subfactor, or sub-subfactor have been evaluated.  If the SSP stated that the Government would only rate proposals at the factor and subfactor level, no rating should be given at the sub-subfactor level.]


Strengths:


     (1) ______________([insert sub-subsubfactor designation, e.g., 

                       (“M-4.1.2.1.1(a)”), ([insert page # from offeror’s proposal that prompted

                       this comment); then identify the strength]) 


     (2) ________________


     (N) _______________ 


Weaknesses:

                 (1) ________________


     (2) ________________


     (N) _______________


Significant Weaknesses:

                 (1) ________________


     (2) ________________


     (N) _______________


Deficiencies:

                 (1) ________________


     (2) ________________


     (N) _______________


[Use the format and instructions provided above to structure the SSEB’s evaluation of each non-cost/price factor, subfactor, and sub-subfactor listed in Section M of the RFP.]

       b.  ___[insert Offeror B’s name]_____


[Use the format and instructions provided above to structure the SSEB’s evaluation of each non-cost/price factor, subfactor, and sub-subfactor listed in Section M of the RFP.]


11.  SSEB Recommendations.  


[insert any overall recommendations the SSEB may have]

12.  Signatures.

________________________    ___________

             Name, Organization, Code             Date


________________________    ___________

             Name, Organization, Code             Date


________________________    ___________

             Name, Organization, Code             Date


________________________    ___________

             Name, Organization, Code             Date


________________________    ___________

             Name, Organization, Code             Date


________________________    ___________

             Name, Organization, Code             Date


________________________    ___________

             Name, Organization, Code             Date

ATTACHMENT 1:  Individual Evaluation Sheets

[append individual evaluation sheets]

ATTACHMENT 2:  Proposed Discussion Questions

A.  ____ [insert offeror’s name]_____
      1.  Volume 2 (Technical Approach), page ##, section ##, of your proposal states ___[insert what offeror states]____________.  In contrast, page ##, section ### of that same volume of your proposal states that ___[insert]__________.  Please clarify.    

      2.  Referencing Volume 2 (Technical Approach), page ##, section ## of your proposal, please explain ______[insert]_____________.  

      N.  ______[list additional discussion questions using the format suggested above]_______









