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PREFACE

The purpose of this guide is to establish and explain procedures for Air Force source selections (all competitive negotiated acquisitions not meeting the exceptions defined in AFFARS 5315.300-90(b)). While the procedures in this guide are not mandatory they augment FAR Part 15, DFARS Part 215, and AFFARS Part 5315, and are based upon best practices and lessons learned.  The information in this guide should be used during development of the RFP evaluation criteria as well as during the source selection process itself.

This procedural guide begins with an Introduction and Thresholds Section. This section will help you determine which procedures will apply to your acquisition. The guide is then separated into three (3) distinct stand-alone sections, The Basic Procedures Guide section, The Median Procedures Guide section, and The Agency Procedures Guide section. Once you have determined which level of procedures are applicable to your acquisition, you may use the appropriate guide section as a stand-alone procedures guide. There are four (4) attachments to the Source Selection procedures and they are located at the end of this document.  If you know which procedures are applicable to your acquisition, you may select the appropriate procedures section now. If you desire to go directly to the attachments section, you may also select that option below.

I want to use Basic Source Selection Procedures.



 HYPERLINK  \l "_1009015589" 

I want to use Median Source Selection Procedures.

I want to use Agency Source Selection Procedures.
I want to go to the Attachments Section.



If you do not know, continue to the Introduction/Thresholds Section.

Comments and recommendations concerning this procedural guide may be submitted to SAF/AQCP, 1060 Air Force Pentagon, Washington DC 20330-1060, telephone (703) 588-7059 or DSN 425-7059.

.

SOURCE SELECTION PROCEDURES GUIDE

INTRODUCTION AND THRESHOLDS SECTION

INTRODUCTION.

Air Force Source Selection Procedures are separated into three categories based upon dollar value and complexity of the acquisition (See Thresholds Description below). For use of other than the prescribed category procedures see AFFARS 5315.300(c) (including the note regarding AP/SAMP approving official electing to use other than median level procedures) and AFFARS 5315.300(d) for deviation authority. 

It is recommended that the templates on the SAF/AQC Contracting Homepage be used as a guide for the required source selection documentation. 

http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/toolkit/part15


BASIC PROCEDURES INTRODUCTION

Basic Source Selection Procedures.  Basic source selection procedures are based on two critical tenets:  (1) A small, integrated team should work the acquisition and source selection and (2) the procedures and accompanying documentation should be simple, direct, and minimal.  To accomplish the source selection quickly and effectively, it is important to identify the right people and the right subfactors.  It is also important to do as much advance planning and communicate with industry as openly as possible to produce an RFP that is well-written and clearly communicates the Air Force’s requirements.

Basic Thresholds.  The Basic procedures apply to Non-Information Technology negotiated acquisitions less than $10 million as prescribed in AFFARS 5315.300(c).  For Information Technology efforts these procedures apply to acquisitions that are less than $15 million for any one fiscal year, or less than $30 million for the total program. If this threshold applies to your acquisition, you may click on the line below to go to the Basic Source Selection Procedures Guide Section.

I want to go to the Basic Source Selection Procedures Guide Section.
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MEDIAN PROCEDURES INTRODUCTION

Median Source Selection Procedures. Median Source Selection procedures are intended for moderately complex acquisitions.  Median source selections are usually more complex source selections than Basic source selections and use a more structured approach. Typically more evaluators on the Source Selection Evaluation Team (SSET) are utilized, and the factors of Cost or Price, Past Performance, Mission Capability and Proposal Risk (See AFFARS 5315.304(c)) are always used.

The phases of Median source selections are the same as the phases of Basic source selections.  In Median source selections the greater complexity usually results in more people being involved, more steps within each phase, and more documentation requirements. To accomplish the source selection quickly and effectively, it is important to identify the right people and the right subfactors.  It is also important to do as much advance planning and communicate with industry as openly as possible to produce an RFP that is well-written and clearly communicates the Air Force’s requirements.

Median level acquisitions (as defined in AFFARS 5315.300(c)) may use Basic or Agency procedures if the AP/SAMP approving official determines it is appropriate to do so.  

Median Thresholds.  The Median procedures apply to Non-Information Technology negotiated acquisitions equal to or greater than $10 million, but less than $100 million as prescribed in AFFARS 5315.300(c).  For Information Technology acquisitions, these procedures apply to Non-Major Automated Information Systems (MAIS) that are equal to or greater than $15 million in a fiscal year or are equal to or greater than $30 million for the total program but less than $120 million. . If this threshold applies to your acquisition, you may click on the line below to go to the Median Source Selection Procedures Guide Section. If the AP/SAMP approval authority has approved use of either Basic or Agency Procedures, go to either the Basic Procedures Guide Section, or the Agency Procedures Guide Section, by selecting the line below those respective threshold descriptions. 

I want to go to the Median Source Selection Procedures Guide Section.
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AGENCY PROCEDURES INTRODUCTION

Agency Source Selection Procedures.  Agency Source Selection procedures are intended for the most complex or high-visibility acquisitions where several Mission Capability evaluation subfactors, and if necessary, elements, may be required.  This involves use of a highly structured approach, generally more evaluators on the Source Selection Evaluation Team (SSET), required use of a Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG), and normally the use of a Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC).

The phases of Agency source selections are the same as the Median phases, but these source selections usually have more people involved, more steps within each phase, and more documentation requirements.  For these reasons, it is reasonable to expect the Agency source selection to take more time than a Median or a Basic source selection.  But it is still possible to accomplish the source selection quickly and effectively, if the right people and the right mission capability subfactors and elements are used.  It is also important to do as much advance planning and open communication with industry as early as possible prior to RFP release, so that the RFP is well-written and clearly communicates the Air Force’s requirements. 

Agency Thresholds.  The Agency procedures apply to Non-Information Technology negotiated acquisitions equal to or greater than $100 million as prescribed in AFFARS 5315.300(c). For Information Technology acquisitions, these procedures apply to all Major Automated Information Systems (MAIS) acquisitions, or to all Non-Major Automated Information Systems (MAIS) acquisitions that are equal to or greater than $120 million. These procedures are intended for the most complex or high-visibility acquisitions where several Mission Capability evaluation subfactors, and if necessary, elements, may be required.  This involves use of a highly structured approach, generally more evaluators on the Source Selection Evaluation Team (SSET), and normally the use of a Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC). If this threshold applies to your acquisition, you may click on the line below to go to the Agency Source Selection Procedures Guide Section.

I want to go to the Agency Source Selection Procedures Guide Section.
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1.1 Organizational Structure General Information. The basic source selection team functions as a self-contained acquisition team with total responsibility to conduct the acquisition.  The concept is to designate individuals who are competent in their respective functional areas and provide those individuals with the authority to conduct the procurement.  The requirements/program office should appoint, by name, the technical member of the acquisition team.  The contracting organization should appoint the contracting member of the acquisition team who will have the ultimate responsibility to conduct the procurement.  All members of this integrated team participate in file documentation, prepare pre-solicitation documents and briefings, evaluate technical and cost proposals, participate in all exchanges with offerors, and debrief offerors, as required.

1.1.1  Basic Non Information Technology Organization.  The team for a Basic Source Selection normally consists of two people: a contracting member, and a technical evaluator.  The CO is the Source Selection Authority (SSA).  Occasionally, more than two people will be needed to perform the evaluation.  While additional evaluators may sometimes improve the evaluation results, this is not always the case.  Weigh the expected benefit against the need to keep the evaluation simple and short.  Remember that additional team members (including the buyer) must be approved at least one level above the CO.

1.1.2  Basic Information Technology Organization.  The team for an Information Technology Basic Source Selection normally consists of three people: the Single Manager (SM, which may be System Program Director (SPD), Product Group Manager (PGM), Materiel Group Manager (MGM), Technology Director (TD), or Wing Commander), the contracting officer (CO), and the technical evaluator.  The SM serves as the Source Selection Authority (SSA).   Occasionally, more than three people will be needed to perform the evaluation.  While additional evaluators may sometimes improve the evaluation results, this is not always the case.  Weigh the expected benefit against the need to keep the evaluation simple and short.  Remember that additional team members (including the buyer) must be approved at least one level above the CO.

1.2  Protection of Source Selection Documentation.  Documentation generated by the Government or offeror, or obtained from the offeror during the source selection process should always be protected if it is determined to be source selection information.  This applies to data existing in hard copy or electronic media. Source selection information must be protected in accordance with Section 27 of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) Act as amended by subsequent National Defense Authorization Acts.  In keeping with the intent of the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act and soliciting early industry involvement, some records fitting the definition of source selection information, if properly redacted, or if previously made available to the public or disclosed publicly, are releasable (See FAR 3.104-3). All personnel in attendance at Source Selection Briefings must complete a certification (See AFFARS Attachment 5315-5) in which they agree to safeguard source selection information.

1.2.1  In addition to the documents enumerated in FAR 3.104-3, the following documents may be considered source selection information; if so, they must be protected.  The documents are releasable only upon approval of the contracting officer, but are not releasable to the general public.

1.2.1.1 Justifications for not issuing a solicitation to specific sources as a result of screening criteria.  The information pertaining to a specific source is releasable to that source.

1.2.1.2  All proposals and amendments or alternative proposals submitted by each offeror, including a summary of any oral presentation.

1.2.1.3  Any information marked proprietary by an offeror unless that offeror authorizes its release.

1.2.1.4  Evaluation reports including narrative assessments and cost or price analysis.  

1.2.1.5  Any correspondence sent to offerors during the evaluation and the responses to the correspondence.

1.2.1.6  Company specific past performance information.

1.2.1.7  Completed questionnaires regarding past performance showing the evaluator’s name.

1.2.1.8  Attorneys’ work papers.

1.3  Use of Electronic Media.  Maximum use of electronic media for Request for Proposal (RFP) issuance, proposal submission, and proposal evaluation is encouraged.  Requests to offerors for submission of proposal information electronically should include instructions that the information submitted must be checked and determined to be “virus-free” by the offeror prior to submission.  The instructions should also specify the format required by the Government to ensure the readability of the information and to facilitate evaluation of the proposals.

1.4  Interface with Offerors.  Early involvement with the applicable industry sector is highly encouraged from the date of requirement identification through the date of formal RFP release.  Also, maximum use of oral presentations to complement and/or replace written technical volumes is encouraged where it best fits the acquisition (See FAR 15.102).  The following continuum illustrates the range of alternatives available under the Source Selection process.

|


       COMPLEXITY 



|

Oral presentations/




        Written technical

written technical




         volumes/oral

volumes if needed




         presentations if needed
1.5   Pre-Solicitation Planning.

1.5.1. Risk Assessment.  It is prudent to perform some form of Risk Assessment for all competitive acquisitions in order to identify high-risk areas, to determine discriminators for Source Selections, and to identify incentive focus areas. [A useful tool for accomplishing a formal risk assessment may be found at  http://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/AQ/tools/pcs.html .] After the Governments initial look, it is vital to obtain industry input on the Risk Assessment results.  Risk Assessment results should be briefed as a part of any Acquisition Strategy briefing.

1.5.2  Acquisition Strategy Planning. Acquisition Strategy Planning should incorporate elements of the Source Selection Strategy and will be completed prior to writing the final Source Selection Plan for coordination and approval.  

1.5 3. Source Selection Plan.  (See the Source Selection Plan Template at http://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pkp/pkpa/ssandpp.htm) The Request for Proposal shall not be released prior to approval of the Source Selection Plan. A Source Selection Plan should be developed that is tailored to acquire Air Force requirements (Program Risks/available resources/schedule/etc.). For Basic Source Selections the SSP is a part of Section I of the Proposal Evaluation Report (See paragraph 4.14 below). 

If the SSA requires a Pre-RFP release briefing, the following items should normally be presented in the briefing:


*  Summary of inputs from early industry involvement, and extent of impact reflected in the solicitation


*  Confirmation that all required approvals have been obtained (e.g., SAMP/AP, etc.)


*  Resolution of all issues from the acquisition strategy meeting and significant issues from other sources, if any


*  Confirmation of commitments for availability of manpower for the evaluation process

*  Demonstrated traceability between program risks, threshold and objective performance level requirements, funding and evaluation factors and subfactors


*  Recap of factors and subfactors and respective levels of importance


*  Listing of acquisition reform or streamlining initiatives employed for the acquisition


*  Projected schedule through award

1.5.4  Basis for Award and Evaluation Criteria (Section M of the RFP).  This portion of Section M establishes how the Government will make its selection for award; how the factors interrelate; and the number of awards contemplated.  It tells the offeror how the overall source selection decision will be made.  When developing the evaluation criteria, you often hear the term "discriminators" used.  “Discriminators” are the significant aspects of a program that are expected to distinguish one proposal from another, thus having an impact on the ultimate selection decision. By using these discriminators, the source selection team can provide the SSA with an evaluation that distinguishes among competing proposals in those areas the Government believes are most important.  This facilitates selecting the offeror(s) most likely to deliver the best value to the Government, to perform the resulting contract(s) successfully, and to satisfy the Government’s requirements.  
1.5.5  Evaluation Factors.  There are only four evaluation factors used in Air Force source selections.  These factors are Past Performance, Mission Capability, Proposal Risk (not required for Basic), and Cost/Price.  The relative importance of these factors must be stated in the RFP.  The solicitation shall also state, at a minimum, whether all evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are:

(1) Significantly more important than cost or price; 

(2) Approximately equal to cost or price; or 

(3) Significantly less important than cost or price. (FAR 15.304(e))

If specific trade-offs are to be considered, then how the trade-offs will be evaluated must also be stated in the RFP. As stated in AFFARS 5315.101-1, if threshold and objective performance requirements (See 5315.301-90) are identified in the Request for Proposals (RFP), you must communicate to offerors how a value analysis will be performed, comparing perceived benefit to the Government against associated cost or price.  Generally, offerors' proposals that exceed threshold performance requirements provide added value to the Government.  However, the SSA must determine in accordance with the evaluation factors and subfactors whether or not exceeding the objective performance requirements at an associated cost or price provides the best overall affordable benefit to the Government.  The evaluation Factors/Subfactors and their order of importance must be drafted to reflect the Government's intent relative to trade-offs.  Although each RFP must be tailored to reflect the specific requirements of a particular acquisition, Section M of the RFP should reflect one of the following three alternatives:

(1) Identify the required threshold performance requirements but not any objective performance requirements and inform offerors that any features or technical offerings that enhance the system will be considered in the best value determination. 


(2) Identify both threshold performance requirements and objective performance requirements and explicitly state that the Air Force reserves the right to evaluate and give evaluation credit for the proposed features that exceed either the stated thresholds or objectives.

(3) Identify both the threshold performance requirements and objective performance requirements and explicitly state that the Air Force reserves the right to evaluate and give evaluation credit for the proposed features that exceed the stated thresholds and offerors will not be given credit for performance beyond the objectives identified.

1.5.5.1  Past Performance Evaluation Factor

1.5.5.1.1  Development of Past Performance Evaluation Factor  The main purpose of the past performance evaluation is to assess the degree of confidence the Air Force has in an offeror’s ability to supply products and services that meet users’ needs including cost and schedule based on a demonstrated record of contract compliance.  The past performance evaluation factor may be established as the most important factor and shall be at least as important as the most important non-cost factor, typically Mission Capability (AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2)). The source and type of past performance information to be included in the evaluation is within the broad discretion of agency acquisition officials and should be tailored to the circumstances of each acquisition. 
1.5.5.1.2  Obtaining Initial Past Performance Information from Offerors While developing the RFP, offerors should be informed of the information used to assess past performance (subject to the restrictions in FAR 15.306(e)(4)) and be given the opportunity to recommend other information, if appropriate, that will provide recent relevant information. Since the evaluation of past performance often takes longer than other aspects of the evaluation consider including a request for submission of past performance information early, even prior to the formal closing date of the RFP.  Submission of past performance information may be requested as early as reasonable after issuance of solicitation.  Offerors should be instructed to submit a list of specific contracts for assessment.  Have the offeror include as a minimum, the following information:  (1) description of the product/services being provided; (2) name, address, and phone number of the CO; (3) name, address, and phone number of current program manager; (4) contract numbers and dates of performance, and (5) name, address, and phone number of current ACO. 

1.5.5.2  Mission Capability Evaluation Factor. 

1.5.5.2.2 Development of Mission Capability Evaluation Factor.  The Mission Capability factor should be constructed to focus on the technical requirements that are most likely to be discriminators during the source selection evaluation.  

1.5.5.2.2.1  Development of Mission Capability Evaluation Subfactors.  If subfactors are used for mission capability, the maximum number of subfactors cannot exceed six (6) but should be kept to the minimum consistent with any program risk analysis performed by the program team.  The objective is to keep the evaluation focused on only key discriminators. Subfactors should ideally be developed as the result of a formal risk assessment (or similar process) that identifies specific program/business/contract risks.  Examples of subfactors that can be used are improved reliability, innovative ideas, speed of service, higher speeds, solutions to operating problems, level of service provided, and numerous other characteristics that may be valuable to the Government in satisfying its needs.  Evaluation subfactors should be performance based, and focused on areas where significant differences in proposals are anticipated, where these differences are of sufficient value to the customer. If threshold and objective requirements are included in the solicitation the appropriate subfactors should identify them and address how they will be evaluated (see paragraph 1.5.3.1.1 above). If FAR 19.1202 applies, the requirements for Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) participation must be evaluated either as a separate subfactor, or as part of one of the subfactors.

1.5.5.2.2.2  Mission Capability Subfactor Construction.  When writing the mission capability subfactors, consider the following:

a.  For each subfactor state specifically what capability is to be evaluated.

b.  For the measure of merit, be clear and as specific as possible in what the offeror must demonstrate in their proposal.  If the language is general in nature, it will be very difficult to differentiate between offerors.

c. Subfactors should not describe requirements in “solution oriented” terms, but rather in “performance based” terms.  

The offeror’s management approach should not normally be a Mission Capability subfactor, although specific outcome based commitments, such as small and small disadvantaged business subcontracting requirements, may sometimes be appropriate.

1.5.5.3  Proposal Risk Evaluation Factor

1.5.5.3.1 Development of Proposal Risk Evaluation Factor.  Proposal Risk evaluation factor/subfactors correlate directly to Mission Capability factor/subfactors.  Proposal risk is defined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(ii). The evaluation of proposal risk is optional for Basic source selections.
1.5.5.4  Price or Cost Evaluation Factor

1.5.5.4.1  Development of Price or Cost Evaluation Factor.  The price or cost evaluation factor is defined for Air Force acquisitions in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(1) and is normally limited to an assessment of reasonableness and in certain cases, realism (See FAR 15.404-1(d)).  Accordingly, the amount of price/cost data requested should be limited to only the data absolutely necessary for making the reasonableness/realism assessment. The contracting officer, is responsible for all aspects of price or cost evaluation; however, the CO bears sole responsibility for determining the amount of price or cost information to be requested in the RFP.  The price or cost evaluation may be impacted if FAR Subpart 19.11 applies. 

1.5.5.4.1.1 Price Reasonableness.  All source selections are conducted with the expectation of adequate price competition and rely on market forces to ensure awarded prices are reasonable.  Only in extraordinary circumstances will additional information beyond proposed prices be necessary for the contracting officer to determine the price fair and reasonable.  For all firm-fixed price contracts, where adequate price competition is anticipated, approval for requesting cost or pricing information (includes cost or pricing data) must be obtained from SAF/AQC (See AFFARS 5315.305(a)(1)(iii)) prior to inclusion of the request in the RFP.  Submit requests for approval to SAF/AQCS for processing (See AFFARS 5315.402(a)).

1.5.5.4.1.2 Cost Realism.  If a cost realism analysis (a separate Government estimate of probable cost or price) is to be accomplished, the offeror should be advised that the SSA will be shown both the Government estimate of probable cost or price, and the offeror’s proposed cost or price during the evaluation briefing. In fixed-price contracting, cost realism analyses are not generally performed except in accordance with FAR 15.404-1(d)(3).  Section M of the RFP must clearly state how the cost realism evaluation is to be conducted and what is to be presented to the SSA.

1.5.6  Development and Release of Request for Proposal (RFP)   A Draft RFP (if required by MAJCOM guidance, or desired by the SSA) consistent with the Acquisition Strategy should be developed and made available to potential offerors as early as practicable.  The Draft RFP can be provided incrementally as sections become available and industry comment should be encouraged.  When all issues with the Draft RFP have been resolved to the satisfaction of the SSA, and all required reviews have been accomplished, then the Formal RFP may be released to potential offerors.   

1.5.6.1 RFP Notification for Competitive Range Efficiency Limitations.  If the CO determines that limiting the competitive range for efficiency purposes is appropriate, then the RFP must include an appropriate notification to offerors pursuant to FAR 15.306(c).   

1.5.6.2 Release of Evaluation Factors to Industry in the RFP. The solicitation must identify all factors and subfactors (as applicable) that will be used in the proposal evaluation and their relative importance. If draft solicitations are used they should include the proposed evaluation factors and subfactors (as applicable) and encourage industry comment.

1.5.6.3 Awardability Statement in the RFP.  Questions may arise concerning how to treat those contract requirements not included as individual evaluation subfactors.  These may include technical performance requirements not otherwise evaluated in the subfactors, terms and conditions, and required certifications.  The simplest approach is a single introductory statement in the RFP, Section M, that states for a proposal to result in an awardable contract, it must at least meet all minimum technical requirements, conform to all required terms and conditions, and include all required certifications.

[image: image5.wmf]Evaluation

Activities

2.0

[image: image6.wmf]
2.1  General.  Upon receipt of proposals, the contract team member(s) should ensure that each offeror has complied with the page restrictions outlined in the RFP and has included all required documentation (i.e. Representations and Affirmations, Small Business Subcontracting Plan (if required), etc.).  Each team member should begin by reading the RFP, specifically the Evaluation Criteria in Section M and each offerors’ entire proposal.  It is often helpful to make notes as a memory jogger to be used when completing the Rating Team Worksheets found at Attachment 1.
2.2  Best Value.  In using the best value approach, the Government seeks to award to an offeror who gives the Air Force the greatest confidence that it will best meet our requirements affordably. This may result in an award being made to a higher rated, higher priced offeror where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and the Source Selection Authority (SSA) reasonably determines that the technical superiority and/or overall business approach and/or superior past performance of the higher priced offeror outweighs the cost difference. The SSA, using sound business judgment, bases the source selection decision on an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors.
2.3  Evaluation Factors. Only the evaluation factors and subfactors set forth in the RFP shall be used to evaluate proposals.  Evaluation results shall be documented in accordance with Section 4 of this guide.

2.3.1  Evaluation of Past Performance General Information.  It is important to remember that “past performance” and “experience” are not the same thing.  Past performance evaluation is used to determine how well an offeror has performed previous efforts; experience is an indication of how often and the number of years (or months) an offeror has performed similar efforts, not necessarily how well the offeror performed. If “experience” is considered to be an important and necessary part of the evaluation, it should be evaluated under Mission Capability. The individuals on the Basic Source Selection team are responsible for conducting the past performance evaluation.
2.3.1.1 Past Performance Focus.  The past performance evaluation should concentrate on assessing the delivery of an offeror’s products and/or services, and be tailored to the challenges, or issues we expect to be significant determinants of success in the acquisition.  Examples include, but are not limited to:  product performance, manufacturing performance, engineering capability, cost and schedule performance, product quality, configuration management control, subcontract management track record, software performance, system integration, past transition planning and execution, service responsiveness, quality of services rendered, ability to provide qualified professional personnel, and demonstrated surge capabilities. 

2.3.1.2 Obtaining Additional Past Performance Information for Evaluation.  Additional Past Performance information may be obtained through Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) documents, questionnaires, DCMC, interviews with program managers and contracting officers or other sources known to the Government. 

2.3.1.3  Past Performance Recency and Relevancy.  The recency and relevancy of the performance information is critical in determining what contracts/programs should be assessed.  In determining relevancy consideration should be given to such things as product similarity, product complexity, contract type, program phase, contract environment, the division of the company which will do the work, and subcontractor interaction.  Special consideration should be given to subcontractor past performance evaluation in teaming arrangements and when significant subcontracting effort is proposed.  After reviewing the list of information provided by the offeror and the information gathered from other sources, the evaluation should be constrained to the most recent and most relevant contracts/programs that will permit an in depth evaluation focusing on the Mission Capability subfactors.

2.3.1.4  Confidence Rating.  A confidence rating is used to assess the offeror’s work record, as described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2).  The six (6) confidence assessment ratings are Exceptional/High Confidence, Very Good/Significant Confidence, Satisfactory/Confidence, Neutral/Unknown Confidence, Marginal/Little Confidence, Unsatisfactory/No Confidence.  During the initial evaluation of past performance, if adverse performance information is provided to the Government, and the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment on the finding, then the offeror may be notified via a “clarification” Evaluation Notice (EN) and given the opportunity to respond if award without discussions is contemplated. If discussions will be necessary and adverse performance information is provided to the Government that is the determining factor preventing them from being placed within the competitive range, and the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment on the finding, then the offeror shall be notified via a “communications” Evaluation Notice (EN) and given the opportunity to respond (For information on ENs see paragraph 2.4. below).  This exchange will occur prior to the competitive range determination.  The offeror’s response should only address the adverse performance information and is not an opportunity for the offeror to provide additional past performance information.  Do not provide names of individuals providing reference information about a contractor’s past performance.

2.3.2  Mission Capability Evaluation General Information  The Mission Capability evaluation provides an assessment of the offeror’s capability to technically satisfy the Government’s requirements.  Mission capability ratings focus on the offerors’ proposed strengths, proposal inadequacies, and/or deficiencies (material failures to meet Government requirements).  Mission capability shall be evaluated using the following color ratings: Blue, Green, Yellow and Red (as defined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(i)). 

2.3.2.1  Mission Capability Subfactors.  Subfactor ratings are not rolled up into an overall factor color rating. 

2.3.2.2  Mission Capability Narrative Assessment.   When performing the Mission Capability evaluation, evaluators must ensure that the narrative assessment focuses on the offeror’s proposal as it relates to the evaluation criteria in Section M of the RFP, not as it compares to other offerors’ proposals.  The evaluation must be based solely upon information provided in the proposal, not based upon perceptions of, or previous experiences with the individual offeror.

The evaluators must guard against making assumptions relative to any individual offeror’s proposal.

2.3.3. Proposal Risk.  Proposal risk as outlined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(ii) is used to portray the evaluation of risks, weaknesses, significant weaknesses and deficiencies (combination of significant weaknesses) in the offerors’ proposed approach.  Proposal Risk evaluation should be assessed and rated at the subfactor level against the Mission Capability subfactors. The proposal risk ratings as defined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(ii) are High, Moderate and Low. The evaluation of proposal risk is optional for Basic source selections (See paragraph 1.5.3.1.1.3.1 above). The evaluation of this factor should be conducted only if specified in the SSP and established in Section M of the RFP.
2.3.4 Price or Cost Evaluation. The Contracting Officer, as supported by any assigned price/cost analysis team members, is responsible for evaluating proposed prices to ensure that a proposed offer is fair and reasonable and in some cases, to ensure the cost realism of competing offers (See FAR 15.404-1(d)).   It is normally assumed that adequate price competition (APC) will exist; therefore obtaining certified cost or pricing data and requesting audits are not necessary.  Price analysis is the preferred method for determining a fair and reasonable price. 

2.4  Exchanges.  After receipt of proposals, the Government may need to hold exchanges with offerors for various reasons.  These exchanges fall into three categories: “clarifications, communications, or discussions” (See FAR 15.306).  The Evaluation Notice (EN) shown in Attachment 2 is available to transmit these exchanges to offerors.  

2.4.1  Clarifications.  “Clarifications” are limited exchanges that may occur when award without discussions is contemplated.  These limited exchanges involve the clarification of certain aspects of a proposal (e.g., the relevance of an offeror's past performance information and adverse past performance information to which the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to respond) or resolution of minor or clerical errors.  

2.4.2  Communications.  “Communications” occur prior to a competitive range determination and are used when an offeror’s past performance information is the determining factor preventing them from being placed within the competitive range and the offeror has not had a prior opportunity to address this adverse performance information.  “Communications” are also held with those offerors whose exclusion from, or inclusion in, the competitive range is uncertain.  This kind of exchange with offerors enhances the Government’s understanding of proposals, allow reasonable interpretation of proposals, or facilitate the Government's evaluation process.  “Communications” also address issues that must be explored to in order to determine whether a proposal should be placed in the competitive range and may address such things as ambiguities in the proposal, perceived deficiencies, weaknesses, errors, omissions, or mistakes.  The form entitled “Evaluation Notice” (EN form at Attachment 2) is available to transmit these exchanges to offerors and contains blocks to indicate the type of exchange. 

2.4.3.  Discussions.  See paragraph 2.9 below.
2.5 Awarding without Discussions.  If after evaluations of offerors an award can be made to the best value offeror without discussions, the SSET may make this recommendation at the Decision Briefing (See Clearance information in paragraph 2.10 below). In this instance a competitive range determination is not required (See paragraph 2.6 below for Competitive Range Determination information). 

2.6 Competitive Range.  After completion of the initial evaluation, it may be necessary to enter “discussions” with offerors.  Prior to entering into “discussions,” a competitive range determination must be made by the CO (See FAR 15.306(c)). If the contracting officer is not the SSA and they determine there is a need to eliminate any offeror from the competitive range, the SSA must approve the CO determination (See AFFARS 5315.303(b)(5)). Since a competitive range briefing is not normally required for Basic Source Selections, exclusion of any offeror from the competitive range must be documented in the Proposal Evaluation Report (PER) (See AFFARS 5315.308-90(b)).

2.7  Limitation of Competitive Range for Efficiency Purposes. After evaluating all proposals, the contracting officer may determine that the number of most highly rated proposals that might otherwise be included in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted.  Provided the solicitation notified offerors that the competitive range could be limited for purposes of efficiency, the contracting officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals (See FAR 15.306(c)).

2.8  Release of Rating Status for ACAT Program Source Selections.  For ACAT program source selections, the contracting officer may provide to all offerors in the competitive range their rating status at the time of competitive range determination.  After discussions are complete, all offerors in the competitive range shall be provided their rating status.  The rating status shall include the description of that offeror's strengths, weaknesses, proposal inadequacies, risks and deficiencies, if any remain.  This may be accomplished by providing the offeror his own color and risk rating briefing charts (if accomplished) as they appear at the end of discussions with that offeror and should reflect the evaluation results of discussions.  Rating status may also be provided to offerors on non-ACAT programs (See AFFARS 5315.306(d)(3)).
2.9 Discussions. “The primary objective of discussions is to maximize the Government’s ability to obtain best value, based on the requirement and the evaluation factors set forth in the solicitation” (See FAR 15.306(d)(2)).  If “discussions” are necessary due to perceived weaknesses or other issues that must be addressed before award, they will be conducted with only those offerors determined to be within the competitive range. “Discussions” may be conducted either orally or in writing (or a combination).  The team determines what issues need to be addressed.  However, keep in mind that the scope and extent of “discussions” are a matter of contracting officer judgment (See FAR 15.306(d)(3)).  The nature of the issues to be addressed will drive the best mode of discussions, whether oral or in writing.  Oral “discussions” are a useful “discussion” method, but must be documented in writing for the official record.  When utilizing written “discussions,” the EN form is normally used.  Whatever method is chosen, “discussions” should be accomplished using the most efficient, economical, and timely means.  “Discussions” are required for those areas of a proposal which are considered deficient, where weaknesses exist, or where other aspects of the offerors proposal (such as cost, price, technical approach, past performance, and terms and conditions) are significant enough to affect the selection decision, and/or where data presented by the offeror is unclear.  These areas may include issues of compliance with the requirements of the RFP other than evaluation factors. When issuing an EN regarding a “deficiency” in an offeror’s proposal, the EN must clearly identify the item as a “deficiency.”   The discussion phase permits offerors to formulate revisions to their proposals as necessary to address proposal inadequacies, significant weaknesses or deficiencies and potentially will result in changes to the initial evaluation of the proposals prior to the Decision Briefing to the SSA.
2.10  Clearance Approval. The SSA is the Clearance Approval Authority for all competitive negotiated actions. If award without discussions is contemplated, the Clearance may be processed before or after the decision briefing. If awarding after conducting discussions, the Clearance Review process should be initiated at the conclusion of “discussions” and prior to release of any request for Final Proposal Revisions (FPRs). Occasionally a follow-up review may be necessary where additional issues arise when evaluation of the FPR necessitates a reopening of “discussions.” Any follow-up review will follow conclusion of “discussions” and precede the subsequent request for FPRs.

2.11  Final Proposal Revision.  After conclusion of “discussions”, all offerors still in the competitive range must be provided an opportunity to submit a FPR.  A common cut-off date for submission of FPRs must be established by the CO in accordance with FAR 15.307(b).  The request for FPRs should highlight any remaining deficiencies in the offerors proposal. No further negotiation occurs prior to the SSA decision and award to the successful offeror(s) is made.  In the event further “discussions” are required after receipt of the final proposal revisions, the contracting officer may reopen “discussions”, however, great care must be exercised to avoid providing an unfair advantage to any offeror.  

2.12  Final Proposal Evaluation.  After receipt of final proposal revisions, the team must complete the proposal evaluation based upon the information provided through discussions and in the FPR. Once again, the team should jointly evaluate the final proposals using the Rating Team Worksheets, or other similar document  (See paragraph 4.5 below).  Only one worksheet is completed for each offeror (unless the team is evaluating subfactors; in this case, the team should use one sheet for each subfactor per offeror).  The “final” evaluation block of the worksheet will be checked. The final worksheets will become part of Section II of the PER.
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3.1 Decision Briefing. The Decision Briefing (if a briefing is determined to be necessary) will be held after the initial proposal evaluations are complete, if the award will be made without discussions, or after completion of final proposal evaluations, when discussions were conducted. The briefing shall contain matrices displaying Mission Capability ratings, proposal risk ratings, past performance evaluation, and cost/price analysis for all offerors, according to definitions contained in AFFARS 5315.305. The briefing will also contain supporting narrative in bullet form characterizing all significant strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, proposal inadequacies, and risks to be considered by the SSA, regarding the comparison of offerors’ proposals and past performance.  Strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, proposal inadequacies, and risks which contributed to the color ratings and proposal risk ratings are expected to include an indication of the potential benefit to, or undesirable impact upon, the Government.  Also include those positive and negative aspects which affect the performance confidence rating (if the PRAG was authorized to assign a rating (See AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2))). As a minimum, the following information should also be included:


*  Summary of offerors’ proposed approaches


*  Funding issues


*  Contractual considerations


*  Exceptions to Terms and Conditions


*  Recap of factors and relative importance


*  Recap of distinguishing aspects of this acquisition

*  Comparative comments for trade off analysis for the SSA’s consideration in making an integrated assessment of best value


*  Any written analyses by the SSAC, if applicable

Note:  The decision briefing will depict the final assessment only.  While the SSET will brief the resolution of prior weaknesses, the charts will contain no indications of ratings assessed at the time of the Competitive Range determination.

3.2 Evaluation/Analysis Reports The documentation of the evaluation results and the comparative analysis of offerors is accomplished in sections II and III of the Proposal Evaluation Report (PER) (See paragraph 4.14).
3.3  Award Decision.  The SSA takes into consideration all the evaluation results provided by the evaluation team and makes a decision based upon integrated assessment as to which proposal provides the best overall value to the Government.  Award is then made based upon this decision.  The award decision will be documented in a Source Selection Decision Document (SSDD) as described in paragraph 4.13 below. Due to the noncomplex nature of the basic source selection process and the use of a small team, a consensus decision is the natural outcome of the process.  In the rare instances when there is disagreement between the team members regarding which offeror is the successful offeror, the SSA, is final authority for making the selection decision.

3.4  Debriefings.  Open and frank communication during the debriefing is encouraged.  Whenever possible, answer all appropriate questions asked by the offeror (See AFFARS 5315.506(d)(3)). If the Government team conducting the debriefing is uncertain regarding a response to a question, they may provide the response subsequent to the debriefing.  Do not answer questions that may result in revealing proprietary information of other offerors. If the Government team determines a question is inappropriate (e.g., questions which “second-guess” the SSA’s decision), the offeror being debriefed should be informed that the question is inappropriate to the debriefing and will not be answered. Debriefings of Basic source selections are normally conducted using the debriefed offeror’s Rating Team Worksheets, the successful offeror’s ratings from Section II of the PER and the appropriately redacted version of the SSDD from Section IV of the PER . Ensure the requirements of AFFARS 5315.506(d) are satisfied. Where warranted by circumstances, the debriefing may be held at the Contractor’s facilities.
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4.0  General Documentation Requirements.  Source selection documentation will be kept to a minimum and will not duplicate information contained in other documents pertaining to the acquisition.  In those instances where information is contained in another required acquisition document, the source selection document will refer to the original document and a copy will be attached. Required Source Selection documentation is listed in this section as well as the timing for their approval (if required), and other information pertinent to documentation.

4.1  The Source Selection Plan (SSP).  The SSP shall be coordinated through the appropriate offices and approved by the SSA prior to issuance of the formal RFP and maintained in the Source Selection File as approved.  

4.2 The Draft RFP (DRFP).  If a DRFP is issued as described in paragraph 1.5.4, then it should be maintained in the Contract File along with all comments received from interested parties. The DRFP should be released as early in the acquisition cycle as practicable.  

4.3  The Formal RFP.  The Formal RFP prepared in accordance with paragraph 1.5.4, as well as any Amendments thereto should be maintained in the Contract File. 


4.4 Proposals.  Offeror Proposals are to be maintained as submitted in the Source Selection File. The proposal should be annotated with the date of receipt. Rejected proposals, or portions thereof, shall be handled in accordance with instructions contained in Section L.

4.5 Rating Worksheets (Attachment 1).  After each member has completed his or her review of a proposal, the team jointly evaluates each proposal using the Rating Team Worksheet or other similar form.  Typically, one worksheet is completed for each offeror.   However, if subfactors are used, one Rating Team Worksheet should be used per subfactor, per offeror.  In this case, the Past Performance and Price/Cost evaluation results should be completed on a separate worksheet from the Mission Capability subfactors.  It should be noted that while use of the sample Rating Team Worksheet is not required, the sample provides the elements that must be included.  The format, however, may be tailored.  The Rating Team Worksheet should contain the following and be completed as indicated below:

4.5.1  Offeror. Identify the offeror.

4.5.2  Initial or Final Evaluation.  Check the box indicating either “Initial” or “Final” evaluation.

4.5.3  Mission Capability Proposal Assessment.  Check the appropriate color rating.  Color ratings should be substantiated by a description of strengths, proposal inadequacies, and deficiencies (material failure to meet Government requirements).  If subfactors are used, it is necessary to color rate at the subfactor level.  Subfactor ratings are not rolled up into an overall color rating.

4.5.4  Past performance evaluation.  Check the appropriate adjectival rating assigned.  If a rating of “high confidence,” “significant confidence,” “little confidence,” or “no confidence” is checked, include sufficient narrative to substantiate the rating.  When subfactors are used, the past performance evaluation should be recorded on a separate worksheet and annotated to show it applies to the overall proposal and not to any specific subfactor.

4.5.5 Proposal Risk Evaluation.  When Proposal Risk is evaluated, be sure to check the appropriate block on the Rating Team Worksheet.  Since proposal risk is assessed against each Mission Capability subfactor, the Color Rating for the Mission Capability subfactor and the corresponding adjectival proposal risk rating should be reflected on the same worksheet. 

4.5.6  Cost or price Evaluation. List the offered cost or price.  Document the cost or price analysis performed in accordance with the solicitation and the FAR and supplements (See FAR 15.404).  Include sufficient narrative to explain the basis for determination of price reasonableness; this will usually be no more than an indication of the level of competition.  If a proposed price is considered unreasonable, explain why and discuss the potential impact.  For cost reimbursement or incentive type contracts, also include the Government’s estimate of probable cost or price and the basis for any significant adjustments to the offeror’s proposal. When subfactors are used for Mission Capability, the cost/price evaluation should be recorded on the same worksheet as the Past Performance evaluation and annotated to show that it applies to the overall proposal and not to any specific subfactor.

4.5.7  Exchanges with Offerors.  This is discussed as in the paragraph on Evaluation Notices below (4.8).

4.6 Determination of Adequate Price Competition.  When only one proposal is received and the PCO determines that the proposed price is based on adequate price competition pursuant to FAR 15.403-1(c)(1)(ii), then that determination must be documented and approved by the Senior Center Contracting Official, or the Chief of the Contracting Office, as directed in AFFARS 5315.403-1(c)(1)(ii)(B)).

4.7 Reserved

4.8 Evaluation Notices (EN).  When completing the EN form, be sure to show the type of exchange being conducted by marking the applicable box on the form.  If the purpose of the EN is to notify the offeror of a deficiency, be sure to mark the “deficiency” box.  Maintain all ENs in the Source Selection File.

4.9  Clearance Documentation.  In competitive acquisitions the SSA always functions as the Clearance Approval Authority. When awarding after discussions, the Clearance process occurs prior to issuance of the Request for Final Proposal Revisions (FPRs) and is always separate from the Decision Briefing.  Clearance Review and Approval documentation must be maintained in the Contract File.   

4.10 Reserved

4.11 Price Competition Memorandum (PCM).  When a Price Competition Memorandum (PCM) is required by the MAJCOM it should be developed pursuant to MAJCOM procedures. When a PCM is desired by the SSA, and MAJCOM procedures do not exist, then the Cost/Price analysis members of the SSET may prepare that document using the procedures set forth within AFMC and found at the following site location: http://www.afmc.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pkp/pkpc/pnmpcm.htm. The signed and dated PCM should be placed in the Contract File, or Source Selection File if it contains Source Selection Sensitive information. If it is maintained in the Source Selection File, it should be referenced in the contract file.

4.12 Decision Briefing Documentation. The Decision Briefing as described in paragraph 3.1 above documents the final government evaluation of proposals and shall be maintained in the Source Selection File as presented. Any changes or corrections made to the briefing after it has been presented to the SSA must be approved or directed by the SSA. Include any written analyses provided by the SSAC in the Source Selection File. 

4.13  Source Selection Decision Document (SSDD).  The SSDD is the single document that provides insight into the SSA’s integrated assessment and resultant decision.  It is important that this document be written clearly and in a manner that allows it to stand on its own without need of referencing other documents.  Paragraphs should be written in a concise manner and should flow logically.  Ensure that the source selection decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and that each conclusion or decision in the SSDD is directly linked to those evaluation factors. In addition, the SSDD must compare aspects of the most competitive offers against each other; e.g., “I have decided Contractor A’s approach to factor ... was better than [Contractor B’s][all other offerors’] because Contractor A proposed/discussed/resolved/identified/possesses, etc.” All pertinent information including necessary proprietary information must be included in the SSDD.  

4.13.1  Inclusion of Source Selection Sensitive Information in the SSDD.  The SSDD should contain source selection sensitive information only to the extent it is pertinent to the decision.  For example, at debriefings we must disclose the relative rankings of offerors to the extent established.  The SSDD should contain and support those rankings.  Where there is clearly an offeror second in line for award, the SSDD should identify that offeror even if there was no distinct ranking of all others.  Usually, the decision comes down to a serious debate between the relative merit of two or three offers, and the SSDD should reflect this debate.

4.14. Proposal Evaluation Report (PER).  Other than the documentation and approvals required by the FAR and its supplements (See FAR Parts 1 and 7), the only additional requirement for documentation for a Basic Source Selection is the Proposal Evaluation Report (PER) (See AFFARS 5315.308-90 and subparagraphs below). This report should be maintained in the Source Selection File. The objective of this report is to be simple, concise, and to utilize already existing documentation (e.g., Rating Team Worksheet) to the maximum extent practicable.  The PER records the results of the overall evaluation as follows: 
4.14.1  Section I - SSP and Acquisition Description.  Section I includes the SSP and a description of the acquisition.  The SSA will sign the SSP.

4.14.2  Section II - Evaluation.  Section II contains the evaluation, which normally consists of the Rating Team Worksheets (both initial and final) and the PCM.  The Contracting Officer and the technical evaluator should sign the Worksheets.

4.14. 3  Section III - Comparative Analysis.  Section III is a concise comparative analysis that supports the source selection decision.  This section will also include supporting rationale for offeror(s) excluded from the competitive range. The Contracting Officer and the technical evaluator should sign the Comparative Analysis.

4.14. 4  Section IV - Source Selection Decision Document and Debriefing Summary.  Section IV includes the Source Selection Decision Document (SSDD) and the debriefing summary.  The SSDD should seldom exceed one page and must be signed by the SSA.  At the conclusion of debriefings, this section should be updated to document the debriefing(s) provided to offeror(s) (See paragraph 4.3 below).  The debriefing summary must also include a record of offeror questions and Government responses.

4.15  Debriefing Documentation.  A copy of each debriefing as described in paragraph 3.4 above should be included in the Source Selection File. When offerors are orally debriefed, a written record of the debriefing should be made and placed in the file. In addition, all questions fielded during the debriefing and Government responses thereto should be included in the debriefing record.   
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1.1 Organizational Structure.  The Median Source Selection Organization includes the following: SSA, and SSET which consists of the technical evaluators, Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) (optional), contracting officer/buyer, contract/cost or price team, and advisors.  These may be separate individuals, or several roles may be fulfilled by a single individual.  The SSET will include the minimum number of evaluators necessary and may be supplemented with advisors as required.
1.2  Protection of Source Selection Documentation.  Documentation generated by the Government or offeror, or obtained from the offeror during the source selection process should always be protected if it is determined to be source selection information.  This applies to data existing in hard copy or electronic media. Source selection information must be protected in accordance with Section 27 of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) Act as amended by subsequent National Defense Authorization Acts.  In keeping with the intent of the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act and soliciting early industry involvement, some records fitting the definition of source selection information, if properly redacted, or if previously made available to the public or disclosed publicly, are releasable (See FAR 3.104-3). All personnel in attendance at Source Selection Briefings must complete a certification (See AFFARS Attachment 5315-5) in which they agree to safeguard source selection information.

1.2.1  In addition to the documents enumerated in FAR 3.104-3, the following documents may be considered source selection information; if so, they must be protected.  The documents are releasable only upon approval of the contracting officer, but are not releasable to the general public.

1.2.1.1 Justifications for not issuing a solicitation to specific sources as a result of screening criteria.  The information pertaining to a specific source is releasable to that source.

1.2.1.2  All proposals and amendments or alternative proposals submitted by each offeror, including a summary of any oral presentation.

1.2.1.3  Any information marked proprietary by an offeror unless that offeror authorizes its release.

1.2.1.4  Evaluation reports including narrative assessments and cost or price analysis.  

1.2.1.5  Any correspondence sent to offerors by the SSET during the evaluation and the responses to the correspondence.

1.2.1.6  Company specific past performance information.

1.2.1.7  Completed questionnaires regarding past performance showing the evaluator’s name.

1.2.1.8  Attorneys’ work papers.

1.3  Use of Electronic Media.  Maximum use of electronic media for Request for Proposal (RFP) issuance, proposal submission, and proposal evaluation is encouraged.  Requests to offerors for submission of proposal information electronically should include instructions that the information submitted must be checked and determined to be “virus-free” by the offeror prior to submission.  The instructions should also specify the format required by the Government to ensure the readability of the information and to facilitate evaluation of the proposals.

1.4  Interface with Offerors.  Early involvement with the applicable industry sector is highly encouraged from the date of requirement identification through the date of formal RFP release.  Also, maximum use of oral presentations to complement and/or replace written technical volumes is encouraged where it best fits the acquisition (See FAR 15.102).  The following continuum illustrates the range of alternatives available under the Source Selection process.
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1.5   Pre-Solicitation Planning.

1.5.1. Risk Assessment.  It is prudent to perform some form of Risk Assessment for all competitive acquisitions in order to identify high-risk areas, to determine discriminators for Source Selections, and to identify incentive focus areas. [A useful tool for accomplishing a formal risk assessment may be found at  http://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/AQ/tools/pcs.html .] After the Governments initial look, it is vital to obtain industry input on the Risk Assessment results.  Risk Assessment results should be briefed as a part of any Acquisition Strategy briefing.  

1.5.2  Acquisition Strategy Planning. Acquisition Strategy Planning should incorporate elements of the Source Selection Strategy and will be completed prior to writing the final Source Selection Plan for coordination and approval.  

1.5 3. Source Selection Plan.  (See the Source Selection Plan Template at http://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pkp/pkpa/ssandpp.htm) The Request for Proposal shall not be released prior to approval of the Source Selection Plan. Using this procedures guide a Source Selection Plan should be developed that is tailored to acquire Air Force requirements (Program Risks/available resources/schedule/etc.). For Median Source Selections the SSP is a separate document (See AFFARS 5315.308-90(a)). 

If the SSA requires a Pre-RFP release briefing, the following items should normally be presented in the briefing:


*  Summary of inputs from early industry involvement, and extent of impact reflected in the solicitation


*  Confirmation that all required approvals have been obtained (e.g., SAMP/AP, etc.)


*  Resolution of all issues from the acquisition strategy meeting and significant issues from other sources, if any


*  Confirmation of commitments for availability of manpower for the evaluation process

*  Demonstrated traceability between program risks, threshold and objective performance requirements, funding and evaluation factors and subfactors


*  Recap of factors and subfactors and respective levels of importance


*  Listing of acquisition reform or streamlining initiatives employed for the acquisition


*  Projected schedule through award

1.5.4  Basis for Award and Evaluation Criteria (Section M of the RFP).  This portion of Section M establishes how the Government will make its selection for award; how the factors interrelate; and the number of awards contemplated.  It tells the offeror how the overall source selection decision will be made.  When developing the evaluation criteria, you often hear the term "discriminators" used.  “Discriminators” are the significant aspects of a program that are expected to distinguish one proposal from another, thus having an impact on the ultimate selection decision. By using these discriminators, the source selection team can provide the SSA with an evaluation that distinguishes among competing proposals in those areas the Government believes are most important.  This facilitates selecting the offeror(s) most likely to deliver the best value to the Government, to perform the resulting contract(s) successfully, and to satisfy the Government’s requirements.  
1.5.5  Evaluation Factors.  There are only four evaluation factors for use in Air Force source selections.  These factors are Past Performance, Mission Capability, Proposal Risk, and Cost/Price.  The relative importance of these factors must be stated in the RFP.  The solicitation shall also state, at a minimum, whether all evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are:

(1) Significantly more important than cost or price; 

(2) Approximately equal to cost or price; or 

(3) Significantly less important than cost or price. (FAR 15.304(e))

If specific trade-offs are to be considered, then how the trade-offs will be evaluated must also be stated in the RFP. As stated in AFFARS 5315.101-1, if threshold and objective performance requirements (See 5315.301-90) are identified in the Request for Proposals (RFP), you must communicate to offerors how a value analysis will be performed, comparing perceived benefit to the Government against associated cost or price.  Generally, offerors' proposals that exceed threshold performance requirements provide added value to the Government.  However, the SSA must determine in accordance with the evaluation factors and subfactors whether or not exceeding the objective performance requirements at an associated cost or price provides the best overall affordable benefit to the Government.  The evaluation Factors/Subfactors and their order of importance must be drafted to reflect the Government's intent relative to trade-offs.  Although each RFP must be tailored to reflect the specific requirements of a particular acquisition, Section M of the RFP should reflect one of the following three alternatives:

(4) Identify the required threshold performance requirements but not any objective performance requirements and inform offerors that any features or technical offerings that enhance the system will be considered in the best value determination. 


(5) Identify both threshold performance requirements and objective performance requirements and explicitly state that the Air Force reserves the right to evaluate and give evaluation credit for the proposed features that exceed either the stated thresholds or objectives.

(6) Identify both the threshold performance requirements and objective performance requirements and explicitly state that the Air Force reserves the right to evaluate and give evaluation credit for the proposed features that exceed the stated thresholds and offerors will not be given credit for performance beyond the objectives identified.

1.5.5.1  Past Performance Evaluation Factor

1.5.5.1.1  Development of Past Performance Evaluation Factor  The main purpose of the past performance evaluation is to assess the degree of confidence the Air Force has in an offeror’s ability to supply products and services that meet users’ needs including cost and schedule based on a demonstrated record of contract compliance.  The past performance evaluation factor may be established as the most important factor and shall be at least as important as the most important non-cost factor, typically Mission Capability (AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2)). The source and type of past performance information to be included in the evaluation is within the broad discretion of agency acquisition officials and should be tailored to the circumstances of each acquisition. 
1.5.5.1.2  Obtaining Initial Past Performance Information from Offerors While developing the RFP, offerors should be informed of the information used to assess past performance (subject to the restrictions in FAR 15.306(e)(4)) and be given the opportunity to recommend other information, if appropriate, that will provide recent relevant information. Since the evaluation of past performance often takes longer than other aspects of the evaluation consider including a request for submission of past performance information early, even prior to the formal closing date of the RFP.  Submission of past performance information may be requested as early as reasonable after issuance of solicitation.  Offerors should be instructed to submit a list of specific contracts for assessment.  Have the offeror include as a minimum, the following information:  (1) description of the product/services being provided; (2) name, address, and phone number of the CO; (3) name, address, and phone number of current program manager; (4) contract numbers and dates of performance, and (5) name, address, and phone number of current ACO. 

1.5.5.2  Mission Capability Evaluation Factor. 

1.5.5.2.1 Development of Mission Capability Evaluation Factor.  The Mission Capability factor should be constructed to focus on the technical requirements that are most likely to be discriminators during the source selection evaluation.  

1.5.5.2.1.1  Development of Mission Capability Evaluation Subfactors.  If subfactors are used for mission capability, the maximum number of subfactors cannot exceed six (6) but should be kept to the minimum consistent with any program risk analysis performed by the program team.  The objective is to keep the evaluation focused on only key discriminators. Subfactors should ideally be developed as the result of a formal risk assessment (or similar process) that identifies specific program/business/contract risks.  Examples of subfactors that can be used are improved reliability, innovative ideas, speed of service, higher speeds, solutions to operating problems, level of service provided, and numerous other characteristics that may be valuable to the Government in satisfying its needs.  Evaluation subfactors should be performance based, and focused on areas where significant differences in proposals are anticipated, where these differences are of sufficient value to the customer. If threshold and objective requirements are included in the solicitation the appropriate subfactors should identify them and address how they will be evaluated (see paragraph 1.5.3.1.1 above). If FAR 19.1202 applies, the requirements for Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) participation must be evaluated either as a separate subfactor, or as part of one of the subfactors.

1.5.5.2.1.2  Mission Capability Subfactor Construction.  When writing the mission capability subfactors, consider the following:

a.  For each subfactor state specifically what capability is to be evaluated.

b.  For the measure of merit, be clear and as specific as possible in what the offeror must demonstrate in their proposal.  If the language is general in nature, it will be very difficult to differentiate between offerors.

c. Subfactors should not describe requirements in “solution oriented” terms, but rather in “performance based” terms.  

The offeror’s management approach should not normally be a Mission Capability subfactor, although specific outcome based commitments, such as small and small disadvantaged business subcontracting requirements, may sometimes be appropriate.

1.5.5.3  Proposal Risk Evaluation Factor

1.5.5.3.1 Development of Proposal Risk Evaluation Factor.  Proposal Risk evaluation factor/subfactors correlate directly to Mission Capability factor/subfactors.  Proposal risk is defined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(ii).

1.5.5.4  Price or Cost Evaluation Factor

1.5.5.4.1  Development of Price or Cost Evaluation Factor.  The price or cost evaluation factor is defined for Air Force acquisitions in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(1) and is normally limited to an assessment of reasonableness and in certain cases, realism (See FAR 15.404-1(d)).  Accordingly, the amount of price/cost data requested should be limited to only the data absolutely necessary for making the reasonableness/realism assessment. The contracting officer, as supported by any price/cost analysis team members, is responsible for all aspects of price or cost evaluation; however, the CO bears sole responsibility for determining the amount of price or cost information to be requested in the RFP.  The price or cost evaluation may be impacted if FAR Subpart 19.11 applies. 

1.5.5.4.1.1 Price Reasonableness.  All source selections are conducted with the expectation of adequate price competition and rely on market forces to ensure awarded prices are reasonable.  Only in extraordinary circumstances will additional information beyond proposed prices be necessary for the contracting officer to determine the price fair and reasonable.  For all firm-fixed price contracts, where adequate price competition is anticipated, approval for requesting cost or pricing information (includes cost or pricing data) must be obtained from SAF/AQC (See AFFARS 5315.305(a)(1)(iii)) prior to inclusion of the request in the RFP.  Submit requests for approval to SAF/AQCS for processing (See AFFARS 5315.402(a)).

1.5.5.4.1.2 Cost Realism.  If a cost realism analysis (a separate Government estimate of probable cost or price) is to be accomplished, the offeror should be advised that the SSA will be shown both the Government estimate of probable cost or price, and the offeror’s proposed cost or price during the evaluation briefing. In fixed-price contracting, cost realism analyses are not generally performed except in accordance with FAR 15.404-1(d)(3).  Section M of the RFP must clearly state how the cost realism evaluation is to be conducted and what is to be presented to the SSA.

1.5.6  Development and Release of Request for Proposal (RFP)   A Draft RFP (if required by MAJCOM guidance, or desired by the SSA) consistent with the Acquisition Strategy should be developed and made available to potential offerors as early as practicable.  The Draft RFP can be provided incrementally as sections become available and industry comment should be encouraged.  When all issues with the Draft RFP have been resolved to the satisfaction of the SSA, and all required reviews have been accomplished, then the Formal RFP may be released to potential offerors.   

1.5.6.1 RFP Notification for Competitive Range Efficiency Limitations.  If the CO determines that limiting the competitive range for efficiency purposes is appropriate, then the RFP must include an appropriate notification to offerors pursuant to FAR 15.306(c).   

1.5.6.2 Release of Evaluation Factors to Industry in the RFP. The solicitation must identify all factors and subfactors, (as applicable) that will be used in the proposal evaluation and their relative importance. If draft solicitations are used they should include the proposed evaluation factors and subfactors, (as applicable) and encourage industry comment.

1.5.6.3 Awardability Statement in the RFP.  Questions may arise concerning how to treat those contract requirements not included as individual evaluation subfactors.  These may include technical performance requirements not otherwise evaluated in the subfactors, terms and conditions, and required certifications.  The simplest approach is a single introductory statement in the RFP, Section M, that states for a proposal to result in an awardable contract, it must at least meet all minimum technical requirements, conform to all required terms and conditions, and include all required certifications.
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2.1  General.  Upon receipt of proposals, the contract team member(s) should ensure that each offeror has complied with the page restrictions outlined in the RFP and has included all required documentation (i.e. Representations and Affirmations, Small Business Subcontracting Plan (if required), etc.).  Each team member should begin by reading the RFP, specifically the Evaluation Criteria in Section M and each offerors’ entire proposal.  It is often helpful to make notes as a memory jogger to be used when completing the Rating Team Worksheets found at Attachment 1.

2.2  Best Value.  In using the best value approach, the Government seeks to award to an offeror who gives the Air Force the greatest confidence that it will best meet our requirements affordably. This may result in an award being made to a higher rated, higher priced offeror where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and the Source Selection Authority (SSA) reasonably determines that the technical superiority and/or overall business approach and/or superior past performance of the higher priced offeror outweighs the cost difference. The SSA, using sound business judgment, bases the source selection decision on an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors. 
2.3  Evaluation Factors. Only the evaluation factors and subfactors set forth in the RFP shall be used to evaluate proposals.  Evaluation results shall be documented in accordance with Section 4 of this guide.

2.3.1  Evaluation of Past Performance General Information.  It is important to remember that “past performance” and “experience” are not the same thing.  Past performance evaluation is used to determine how well an offeror has performed previous efforts; experience is an indication of how often and the number of years (or months) an offeror has performed similar efforts, not necessarily how well the offeror performed. If “experience” is considered to be an important and necessary part of the evaluation, it should be evaluated under Mission Capability. The Median Source Selection past performance evaluation may be conducted by a Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) or individuals as specified in the SSP.
2.3.1.1 Past Performance Focus.  The past performance evaluation should concentrate on assessing the delivery of an offeror’s products and/or services, and be tailored to the challenges, or issues we expect to be significant determinants of success in the acquisition.  Examples include, but are not limited to:  product performance, manufacturing performance, engineering capability, cost and schedule performance, product quality, configuration management control, subcontract management track record, software performance, system integration, past transition planning and execution, service responsiveness, quality of services rendered, ability to provide qualified professional personnel, and demonstrated surge capabilities. 

2.3.1.2 Obtaining Additional Past Performance Information for Evaluation.  Additional Past Performance information may be obtained through Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) documents, questionnaires, DCMC, interviews with program managers and contracting officers or other sources known to the Government. 

2.3.1.3  Past Performance Recency and Relevancy.  The recency and relevancy of the performance information is critical in determining what contracts/programs should be assessed.  In determining relevancy consideration should be given to such things as product similarity, product complexity, contract type, program phase, contract environment, the division of the company which will do the work, and subcontractor interaction.  Special consideration should be given to subcontractor past performance evaluation in teaming arrangements and when significant subcontracting effort is proposed.  After reviewing the list of information provided by the offeror and the information gathered from other sources, the evaluation should be constrained to the most recent and most relevant contracts/programs that will permit an in depth evaluation focusing on the Mission Capability subfactors.

2.3.1.4  Confidence Rating.  A confidence rating is used to assess the offeror’s work record, as described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2).  The six (6) confidence assessment ratings are Exceptional/High Confidence, Very Good/Significant Confidence, Satisfactory/Confidence, Neutral/Unknown Confidence, Marginal/Little Confidence, Unsatisfactory/No Confidence.  During the initial evaluation of past performance, if adverse performance information is provided to the Government, and the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment on the finding, then the offeror may be notified via a “clarification” Evaluation Notice (EN) and given the opportunity to respond if award without discussions is contemplated. If discussions will be necessary and adverse performance information is provided to the Government that is the determining factor preventing them from being placed within the competitive range, and the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment on the finding, then the offeror shall be notified via a “communications” Evaluation Notice (EN) and given the opportunity to respond (For information on ENs see paragraph 2.4. below).  This exchange will occur prior to the competitive range determination.  The offeror’s response should only address the adverse performance information and is not an opportunity for the offeror to provide additional past performance information.  Do not provide names of individuals providing reference information about a contractor’s past performance.

2.3.2  Mission Capability Evaluation General Information  The Mission Capability evaluation provides an assessment of the offeror’s capability to technically satisfy the Government’s requirements.  Mission capability ratings focus on the offerors’ proposed strengths, proposal inadequacies, and/or deficiencies (material failures to meet Government requirements).  Mission capability shall be evaluated using the following color ratings: Blue, Green, Yellow and Red (as defined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(i)). 

2.3.2.1  Mission Capability Subfactors.  Subfactor ratings are not rolled up into an overall factor color rating. 

2.3.2.2  Mission Capability Narrative Assessment.   When performing the Mission Capability evaluation, evaluators must ensure that the narrative assessment focuses on the offeror’s proposal as it relates to the evaluation criteria in Section M of the RFP, not as it compares to other offerors’ proposals.  The evaluation must be based solely upon information provided in the proposal, not based upon perceptions of, or previous experiences with the individual offeror. The evaluators must guard against making assumptions relative to any individual offeror’s proposal.

2.3.3. Proposal Risk.  Proposal risk as outlined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(ii) is used to portray the evaluation of risks, weaknesses, significant weaknesses and deficiencies (combination of significant weaknesses) in the offerors’ proposed approach.  Proposal Risk evaluation should be assessed and rated at the subfactor level against the Mission Capability subfactors. The proposal risk ratings as defined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(ii) are High, Moderate and Low.   

2.3.4 Price or Cost Evaluation. The Contracting Officer, as supported by any assigned price/cost analysis team members, is responsible for evaluating proposed prices to ensure that a proposed offer is fair and reasonable and in some cases, to ensure the cost realism of competing offers (See FAR 15.404-1(d)).   It is normally assumed that adequate price competition (APC) will exist; therefore obtaining certified cost or pricing data and requesting audits are not necessary.  Price analysis is the preferred method for determining a fair and reasonable price. 

2.4  Exchanges.  After receipt of proposals, the Government may need to hold exchanges with offerors for various reasons.  These exchanges fall into three categories: “clarifications, communications, or discussions” (See FAR 15.306).  The Evaluation Notice (EN) shown in Attachment 2 is available to transmit these exchanges to offerors.  

2.4.1  Clarifications.  “Clarifications” are limited exchanges that may occur when award without discussions is contemplated.  These limited exchanges involve the clarification of certain aspects of a proposal (e.g., the relevance of an offeror's past performance information and adverse past performance information to which the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to respond) or resolution of minor or clerical errors.  

2.4.2  Communications.  “Communications” occur prior to a competitive range determination and are used when an offeror’s past performance information is the determining factor preventing them from being placed within the competitive range and the offeror has not had a prior opportunity to address this adverse performance information.  “Communications” are also held with those offerors whose exclusion from, or inclusion in, the competitive range is uncertain.  This kind of exchange with offerors enhances the Government’s understanding of proposals, allow reasonable interpretation of proposals, or facilitate the Government's evaluation process.  “Communications” also address issues that must be explored to in order to determine whether a proposal should be placed in the competitive range and may address such things as ambiguities in the proposal, perceived deficiencies, weaknesses, errors, omissions, or mistakes.  The form entitled “Evaluation Notice” (EN form at Attachment 2) is available to transmit these exchanges to offerors and contains blocks to indicate the type of exchange. 

2.4.3.  Discussions.  See paragraph 2.9 below.

2.5 Awarding without Discussions.  If after evaluation of offerors an award can be made to the best value offeror without discussions, the SSET may make this recommendation at the Decision Briefing (See Clearance information in paragraph 2.10 below). In this instance a competitive range determination is not required (See paragraph 2.6 below for Competitive Range Determination information). 

2.6 Competitive Range.  After completion of the initial evaluation, it may be necessary to enter “discussions” with offerors.  Prior to entering into “discussions,” a competitive range determination must be made by the CO (See FAR 15.306(c)). If the contracting officer proposes to eliminate any offeror from the competitive range, the SSA must approve the CO determination (See AFFARS 5315.303(b)(5)). 

2.6.1 Competitive Range Briefing.  A Competitive Range Briefing shall be conducted for the SSA if the CO is recommending elimination of any offeror from the competitive range. However, if no offerors are being eliminated the SSA may request a “Competitive Range Briefing” that details the interim evaluation status of all offerors and clearly identifies all issues requiring issuance of “Evaluation Notices.” In any event, the SSA must approve the release of Evaluation Notices (ENs) before “discussions” are opened.

The Competitive Range Briefing documents the contracting officer’s competitive range determination for the SSA for Median Source Selections, the SSET’s interim evaluation of all offerors, and the SSET’s recommended “Evaluation Notices.” The briefing is primarily used to obtain SSA approval to enter discussions (issue ENs), and eliminate offerors from the competitive range (See AFFARS 5315.303(b)). When a competitive range briefing is required, charts shall be developed in sufficient detail to support the contracting officer recommendations.  

The required competitive range determination documentation is provided in the Competitive Range Briefing for Median Source Selections (See AFFARS 5315.308-90(c)). 

2.6.1.1 Competitive Range Briefing Participation. Briefings are the primary means of providing key information to the SSA.  At the outset of any briefing session, the roles and Government/non-Government status of all individuals must be made known to the SSA. The SSET chair is responsible for managing the scheduling, content, and presentation of the briefings. The SSET chair should plan for, and integrate, local staff advisory participation with that of the evaluation team during the formulation of any briefing. When an SSAC is used, the SSAC chair will manage SSAC contribution to any briefing. SSAC input will be a discrete supplement to the information presented by the SSET, rather than a refinement or revision of any SSET briefing. Attendance should be controlled and limited to the minimum number of essential individuals authorized by the SSET chair, SSAC chair (when applicable), or the SSA.  Examples of those who would normally attend are:  SSA, SSAC (where used), SSET, presenters, specified legal staff, contracting policy and source selection advisors, or any other individuals requested by the chairs for their specialized expertise. 
2.7  Limitation of Competitive Range for Efficiency Purposes. After evaluating all proposals, the contracting officer may determine that the number of most highly rated proposals that might otherwise be included in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted.  Provided the solicitation notified offerors that the competitive range could be limited for purposes of efficiency, the contracting officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals (See FAR 15.306(c)).

2.8  Release of Rating Status for ACAT Program Source Selections.  For ACAT program source selections, the SSET, through the contracting officer, may provide to all offerors in the competitive range their rating status at the time of competitive range determination.  After discussions are complete, all offerors in the competitive range shall be provided their rating status.  The rating status shall include the description of that offeror's strengths, weaknesses, proposal inadequacies, risks and deficiencies, if any remain.  This may be accomplished by providing the offeror his own color and risk rating briefing charts (if accomplished) as they appear at the end of discussions with that offeror and should reflect the evaluation results of discussions.  Rating status may also be provided to offerors on non-ACAT programs (See AFFARS 5315.306(d)(3)).
2.9  Discussions.  “The primary objective of discussions is to maximize the Government’s ability to obtain best value, based on the requirement and the evaluation factors set forth in the solicitation” (See FAR 15.306(d)(2)).  If “discussions” are necessary due to perceived weaknesses or other issues that must be addressed before award, they will be conducted with only those offerors determined to be within the competitive range. “Discussions” may be conducted either orally or in writing (or a combination).  The team determines what issues need to be addressed.  However, keep in mind that the scope and extent of “discussions” are a matter of contracting officer judgment (See FAR 15.306(d)(3)).  The nature of the issues to be addressed will drive the best mode of discussions, whether oral or in writing.  Oral “discussions” are a useful “discussion” method, but must be documented in writing for the official record.  When utilizing written “discussions,” the EN form is normally used.  Whatever method is chosen, “discussions” should be accomplished using the most efficient, economical, and timely means.  “Discussions” are required for those areas of a proposal which are considered deficient, where weaknesses exist, or where other aspects of the offerors proposal (such as cost, price, technical approach, past performance, and terms and conditions) are significant enough to affect the selection decision, and/or where data presented by the offeror is unclear.  These areas may include issues of compliance with the requirements of the RFP other than evaluation factors. When issuing an EN regarding a “deficiency” in an offeror’s proposal, the EN must clearly identify the item as a “deficiency.”   The discussion phase permits offerors to formulate revisions to their proposals as necessary to address proposal inadequacies, significant weaknesses or deficiencies and potentially will result in changes to the initial evaluation of the proposals prior to the Decision Briefing to the SSA. 

2.10  Clearance Approval. The SSA is the Clearance Approval Authority for all competitive negotiated actions. If award without discussions is contemplated, the Clearance may be processed before or after the decision briefing. If awarding after conducting discussions, the Clearance Review process should be initiated at the conclusion of “discussions” and prior to release of any request for Final Proposal Revisions (FPRs). Occasionally a follow-up review may be necessary where additional issues arise when evaluation of the FPR necessitates a reopening of “discussions.” Any follow-up review will follow conclusion of “discussions” and precede the subsequent request for FPRs. Clearance Approval Briefing requirements may be satisfied by folding them into a combined Source Selection Decision/Clearance Brief when awarding without “discussions”.

2.11  Final Proposal Revision.  After conclusion of “discussions”, all offerors still in the competitive range must be provided an opportunity to submit a FPR.  A common cut-off date for submission of FPRs must be established by the CO in accordance with FAR 15.307(b).  The request for FPRs should highlight any remaining deficiencies in the offerors proposal. No further negotiation occurs prior to the SSA decision and award to the successful offeror(s) is made.  In the event further “discussions” are required after receipt of the final proposal revisions, the contracting officer may reopen “discussions”, however, great care must be exercised to avoid providing an unfair advantage to any offeror.  

2.12  Final Proposal Evaluation.  After receipt of final proposal revisions, the team must complete the proposal evaluation based upon the information provided through discussions and in the FPR. Once again, the team should jointly evaluate the final proposals using the Rating Team Worksheets, or other similar document  (See paragraph 4.5 below).  Only one worksheet is completed for each offeror (unless the team is evaluating subfactors; in this case, the team should use one sheet for each subfactor per offeror).  The “final” evaluation block of the worksheet will be checked.
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3.1 Decision Briefing. The Decision Briefing will be held after the initial proposal evaluations are complete, if the award will be made without discussions, or after completion of final proposal evaluations, when discussions were conducted. The briefing shall contain matrices displaying Mission Capability ratings, proposal risk ratings, past performance evaluation, and cost/price analysis for all offerors, according to definitions contained in AFFARS 5315.305. The briefing will also contain supporting narrative in bullet form characterizing all significant strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, proposal inadequacies, and risks to be considered by the SSA, regarding the comparison of offerors’ proposals and past performance.  Strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, proposal inadequacies, and risks which contributed to the color ratings and proposal risk ratings are expected to include an indication of the potential benefit to, or undesirable impact upon, the Government.  Also include those positive and negative aspects which affect the performance confidence rating (if the PRAG was authorized to assign a rating (See AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2))). As a minimum, the following information should also be briefed:


*  Summary of offerors’ proposed approaches


*  Funding issues


*  Contractual considerations


*  Exceptions to Terms and Conditions


*  Recap of factors and relative importance


*  Recap of distinguishing aspects of this acquisition

* SSET’s comparative comments for trade off analysis for the SSA’s consideration in making an integrated assessment of best value (If PAR not required)


*  Any written analyses by the SSAC, if applicable

Note:  The decision briefing will depict the final assessment only.  While the SSET will brief the resolution of prior weaknesses, the charts will contain no indications of ratings assessed at the time of the Competitive Range determination.

3.2 Evaluation/Analysis Reports A Proposal Analysis Report (PAR) is required for all Median ACAT programs, however, the SSA, at his/her discretion, may also request a PAR for non-ACAT, Median source selections (See AFFARS 5315.308-90(d)). If the SSA does not require a PAR for non-ACAT, Median source selections, the Decision Briefing shall contain supporting narrative characterizing all significant strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, proposal inadequacies, and risks to be considered by the SSA, regarding the comparison of offerors’ proposals and past performance.  These narratives may be contained in the “Notes” feature of the briefing, accompanying the briefing charts.
3.3  Award Decision.  The SSA takes into consideration all the evaluation results provided by the evaluation team and makes a decision based upon integrated assessment as to which proposal provides the best overall value to the Government.  Award is then made based upon this decision.  The award decision will be documented in a Source Selection Decision Document (SSDD) as described in paragraph 4.13 below. Under the median source selection procedures, the SSA performs an integrated assessment after the SSET evaluation briefing and selects an offeror for award.
3.4  Debriefings.  Open and frank communication during the debriefing is encouraged.  Whenever possible, answer all appropriate questions asked by the offeror (See AFFARS 5315.506(d)(3)). If the Government team conducting the debriefing is uncertain regarding a response to a question, they may provide the response subsequent to the debriefing.  Do not answer questions that may result in revealing proprietary information of other offerors. If the Government team determines a question is inappropriate (e.g., questions which “second-guess” the SSA’s decision), the offeror being debriefed should be informed that the question is inappropriate to the debriefing and will not be answered. The Decision Briefing charts presented to the SSA for the specific offeror being debriefed should be presented to that offeror, with the accompanying narrative description of strengths, proposal inadequacies, weaknesses, and deficiencies. The debriefing shall include the ratings and narrative description presented to the SSA of the strengths, proposal inadequacies, risks, and weaknesses of the successful offeror's proposal, appropriately redacted. Where warranted by circumstances, the debriefing may be held at the Contractor’s facilities.
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4.0  General Documentation Requirements.  Source selection documentation will be kept to a minimum and will not duplicate information contained in other documents pertaining to the acquisition.  In those instances where information is contained in another required acquisition document, the source selection document will refer to the original document and a copy will be attached. Required Source Selection documentation is listed in this section as well as the timing for their approval (if required), and other information pertinent to documentation.

4.1  The Source Selection Plan (SSP).  The SSP shall be coordinated through the appropriate offices and approved by the SSA prior to issuance of the formal RFP and maintained in the Source Selection File as approved.  

4.2 The Draft RFP (DRFP).  If a DRFP is issued as described in paragraph 1.5.4, then it should be maintained in the Contract File along with all comments received from interested parties. The DRFP should be released as early in the acquisition cycle as practicable.  

4.3  The Formal RFP.  The Formal RFP prepared in accordance with paragraph 1.5.4, as well as any Amendments thereto should be maintained in the Contract File. 


4.4 Proposals.  Offeror Proposals are to be maintained as submitted in the Source Selection File. The proposal should be annotated with the date of receipt. Rejected proposals, or portions thereof, shall be handled in accordance with instructions contained in Section L.

4.5 Evaluation Worksheets and Summaries  After each member has completed his or her review of a proposal, the evaluation must be documented.  Typically because of the complexity of median source selections, different forms are used for the worksheet than in basic source selections.  These forms vary between MAJCOMs and centers, but the forms should include the following information as a minimum.

4.5.1  Subfactor Worksheets.  This should include the evaluator's name, the offeror's name, the particular factor/subfactor being evaluated, a brief description of what is being offered, and a discussion of whether the proposal exceeds, meets, or fails to meet performance or capability requirements.  The same worksheet may include a discussion of positive aspects, weaknesses and deficiencies contributing to proposal risk.  See Attachment 3 for a sample analysis worksheet.

4.5.2  Subfactor Summaries.  After all subfactor evaluators have completed their evaluation, the subfactor captain should complete a subfactor summary which includes the offeror's name, a brief proposal description, and the results of the evaluation in terms of color rating assigned, with supporting rationale (strengths, inadequacies, deficiencies).  The same form may also include the proposal risk rating, with supporting rationale (positive aspects, weaknesses, deficiencies).  See Attachment 4 for a sample subfactor summary.

4.5.3  Past performance evaluation.  The members of the PRAG must document the results of their assessment by listing all contracts that were relied upon, with the positive and negative aspects associated with performance under each.  A description of the relevancy of the contracts should also be included.

4.6 Determination of Adequate Price Competition.  When only one proposal is received and the PCO determines that the proposed price is based on adequate price competition pursuant to FAR 15.403-1(c)(1)(ii), then that determination must be documented and approved by the Senior Center Contracting Official, or the Chief of the Contracting Office as directed in AFFARS 5315.403-1(c)(1)(ii)(B)).

4.7 Competitive Range Briefing Documentation. The Competitive Range Briefing, as described in paragraph 2.6.1 above, should be maintained in the Source Selection File. Include any documentation with the Competitive Range Briefing regarding approval to release ENs, or enter into discussions.  

4.8 Evaluation Notices (EN).  When completing the EN form, be sure to show the type of exchange being conducted by marking the applicable box on the form.  If the purpose of the EN is to notify the offeror of a deficiency, be sure to mark the “deficiency” box.  Maintain all ENs in the Source Selection File.

4.9  Clearance Documentation.  In competitive acquisitions the SSA always functions as the Clearance Approval Authority. When awarding without discussions, the Clearance Briefing requirements may be folded into the Decision Briefing as described in paragraph 3.1 above. When awarding after discussions, the Clearance process occurs prior to issuance of the Request for Final Proposal Revisions (FPRs) and is always separate from the Decision Briefing.  Clearance Review and Approval documentation must be maintained in the Contract File.   

4.10 Proposal Analysis Report (PAR) When applicable, this document in each of its four (4) parts captures the formal evaluation results that will be used to formulate the SSA decision. Care should be taken in the construction of the PAR to ensure consistency with Decision Briefings. The PAR should contain the following and be completed as indicated below:

4.10.1 Part I Introduction – Evaluation Factors, Discussion of Requirements, and Identification of Offerors.  This section should include:

(a) Evaluation factors;

(b) Discussion of the requirements in the solicitation; and,

 
(c) Identification of the offerors who responded and those included in the competitive range.

4.10.2 Part II Description of Proposals – Summaries.  This section should contain a brief summary description of any significant, unique attributes of the proposal submitted by each offeror within the competitive range.  No judgments or comparisons as to the quality, rating, or ranking of proposals should appear in this section.

4.10.3 Part III Evaluation Results.  This section should contain the results of the evaluation of each offeror's proposal based on the comparison to the evaluation factors contained in the solicitation, i.e., price or cost, performance confidence, mission capability, and proposal risk.

4.10.4 Part IV Comparative Analysis of Offers.  This section should include a comparative analysis of all offers received that were included in the competitive range.  If any offerors were excluded from the competitive range, the rationale for exclusion should be documented here.  The analysis shall identify proposal strengths, inadequacies, risks, weaknesses, and deficiencies, as well as the resulting evaluation ratings.  A discussion should also be included of the results of the past performance evaluation, along with a discussion of the price/cost evaluation.  When completed, this section should contain the overall integrated assessment of price or cost, performance confidence, mission capability, and proposal risk.
4.11 Price Competition Memorandum (PCM).  When a Price Competition Memorandum (PCM) is required by the MAJCOM it should be developed pursuant to MAJCOM procedures. When a PCM is desired by the SSA, and MAJCOM procedures do not exist, then the Cost/Price analysis members of the SSET may prepare that document using the procedures set forth within AFMC and found at the following site location: http://www.afmc.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pkp/pkpc/pnmpcm.htm. The signed and dated PCM should be placed in the Contract File, or Source Selection File if it contains Source Selection Sensitive information. If it is maintained in the Source Selection File, it should be referenced in the contract file.

4.12 Decision Briefing Documentation. The Decision Briefing as described in paragraph 3.1 above documents the final government evaluation of proposals and shall be maintained in the Source Selection File as presented. Any changes or corrections made to the briefing after it has been presented to the SSA must be approved or directed by the SSA. Include any written analyses provided by the SSAC in the Source Selection File. 

4.13  Source Selection Decision Document (SSDD).  The SSDD is the single document that provides insight into the SSA’s integrated assessment and resultant decision.  It is important that this document be written clearly and in a manner that allows it to stand on its own without need of referencing other documents.  Paragraphs should be written in a concise manner and should flow logically.  Ensure that the source selection decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and that each conclusion or decision in the SSDD is directly linked to those evaluation factors. In addition, the SSDD must compare aspects of the most competitive offers against each other; e.g., “I have decided Contractor A’s approach to factor ... was better than [Contractor B’s][all other offerors’] because Contractor A proposed/discussed/resolved/identified/possesses, etc.” All pertinent information including necessary proprietary information must be included in the SSDD. The SSDD must be fully traceable to the evaluation briefing charts and PAR if used.
4.13.1  Inclusion of Source Selection Sensitive Information in the SSDD.  The SSDD should contain source selection sensitive information only to the extent it is pertinent to the decision.  For example, at debriefings we must disclose the relative rankings of offerors to the extent established.  The SSDD should contain and support those rankings.  Where there is clearly an offeror second in line for award, the SSDD should identify that offeror even if there was no distinct ranking of all others.  Usually, the decision comes down to a serious debate between the relative merit of two or three offers, and the SSDD should reflect this debate.

4.14 Reserved

4.15  Debriefing Documentation.  A copy of each debriefing as described in paragraph 3.4 above should be included in the Source Selection File. When offerors are orally debriefed, a written record of the debriefing should be made and placed in the file. In addition, all questions fielded during the debriefing and Government responses thereto should be included in the debriefing record.   
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1.1 Organizational Structure. The Agency source selection organization normally consists of the SSA, SSAC and the SSET (which shall include only those persons necessary to perform the evaluation of proposals based upon the stated evaluation factors, subfactors, and elements). The SSET consists of technical evaluators, contracting officer/buyer, PRAG, cost or price analyst(s), and advisors.  These may be separate individuals, or several roles may be fulfilled by a single individual.  The SSET will include the minimum number of evaluators necessary and may be supplemented with advisors as required.

1.2  Protection of Source Selection Documentation.  Documentation generated by the Government or offeror, or obtained from the offeror during the source selection process should always be protected if it is determined to be source selection information.  This applies to data existing in hard copy or electronic media. Source selection information must be protected in accordance with Section 27 of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) Act as amended by subsequent National Defense Authorization Acts.  In keeping with the intent of the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act and soliciting early industry involvement, some records fitting the definition of source selection information, if properly redacted, or if previously made available to the public or disclosed publicly, are releasable (See FAR 3.104-3). All personnel in attendance at Source Selection Briefings must complete a certification (See AFFARS Attachment 5315-5) in which they agree to safeguard source selection information.

1.2.1  In addition to the documents enumerated in FAR 3.104-3, the following documents may be considered source selection information; if so, they must be protected.  The documents are releasable only upon approval of the contracting officer, but are not releasable to the general public.

1.2.1.1 Justifications for not issuing a solicitation to specific sources as a result of screening criteria.  The information pertaining to a specific source is releasable to that source.

1.2.1.2  All proposals and amendments or alternative proposals submitted by each offeror, including a summary of any oral presentation.

1.2.1.3  Any information marked proprietary by an offeror unless that offeror authorizes its release.

1.2.1.4  Evaluation reports including narrative assessments and cost or price analysis.  

1.2.1.5  Any correspondence sent to offerors by the SSET during the evaluation and the responses to the correspondence.

1.2.1.6  Company specific past performance information.

1.2.1.7  Completed questionnaires regarding past performance showing the evaluator’s name.

1.2.1.8  Attorneys’ work papers.

1.3  Use of Electronic Media.  Maximum use of electronic media for Request for Proposal (RFP) issuance, proposal submission, and proposal evaluation is encouraged.  Requests to offerors for submission of proposal information electronically should include instructions that the information submitted must be checked and determined to be “virus-free” by the offeror prior to submission.  The instructions should also specify the format required by the Government to ensure the readability of the information and to facilitate evaluation of the proposals.

1.4  Interface with Offerors.  Early involvement with the applicable industry sector is highly encouraged from the date of requirement identification through the date of formal RFP release.  Also, maximum use of oral presentations to complement and/or replace written technical volumes is encouraged where it best fits the acquisition (See FAR 15.102).  The following continuum illustrates the range of alternatives available under the Source Selection process.
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1.5   Pre-Solicitation Planning.

1.5.1. Risk Assessment.  It is prudent to perform some form of Risk Assessment for all competitive acquisitions in order to identify high-risk areas, to determine discriminators for Source Selections, and to identify incentive focus areas. [A useful tool for accomplishing a formal risk assessment may be found at  http://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/AQ/tools/pcs.html .] After the Governments initial look, it is vital to obtain industry input on the Risk Assessment results.  Risk Assessment results should be briefed as a part of any Acquisition Strategy briefing.

1.5.2  Acquisition Strategy Planning. Acquisition Strategy Planning should incorporate elements of the Source Selection Strategy and will be completed prior to writing the final Source Selection Plan for coordination and approval.  

1.5 3. Source Selection Plan.  (See the Source Selection Plan Template at http://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pkp/pkpa/ssandpp.htm) The Request for Proposal shall not be released prior to approval of the Source Selection Plan. Using this procedures guide a Source Selection Plan should be developed that is tailored to acquire Air Force requirements (Program Risks/available resources/schedule/etc.). For Agency Source Selections the SSP is a separate document (See AFFARS 5315.308-90(a)). 

If a Pre-RFP release briefing is required by the SSA, the following items should normally be presented in the briefing:


*  Summary of inputs from early industry involvement, and extent of impact reflected in the solicitation


*  Confirmation that all required approvals have been obtained (e.g., SAMP/AP, etc.)


*  Resolution of all issues from the acquisition strategy meeting and significant issues from other sources, if any


*  Confirmation of commitments for availability of manpower for the evaluation process

*  Demonstrated traceability between program risks, threshold and objective performance requirements, funding and evaluation factors and subfactors


*  Recap of factors and subfactors and respective levels of importance


*  Listing of acquisition reform or streamlining initiatives employed for the acquisition


*  Projected schedule through award

1.5.4  Basis for Award and Evaluation Criteria (Section M of the RFP).  This portion of Section M establishes how the Government will make its selection for award; how the factors interrelate; and the number of awards contemplated.  It tells the offeror how the overall source selection decision will be made.  When developing the evaluation criteria, you often hear the term "discriminators" used.  “Discriminators” are the significant aspects of a program that are expected to distinguish one proposal from another, thus having an impact on the ultimate selection decision. By using these discriminators, the source selection team can provide the SSA with an evaluation that distinguishes among competing proposals in those areas the Government believes are most important.  This facilitates selecting the offeror(s) most likely to deliver the best value to the Government, to perform the resulting contract(s) successfully, and to satisfy the Government’s requirements.  
1.5.5  Evaluation Factors.  There are only four evaluation factors for use in Air Force source selections.  These factors are Past Performance, Mission Capability, Proposal Risk (not required for Basic), and Cost/Price.  The relative importance of these factors must be stated in the RFP.  The solicitation shall also state, at a minimum, whether all evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are:

(1) Significantly more important than cost or price; 

(2) Approximately equal to cost or price; or 

(3) Significantly less important than cost or price. (FAR 15.304(e))

If specific trade-offs are to be considered, then how the trade-offs will be evaluated must also be stated in the RFP. As stated in AFFARS 5315.101-1, if threshold and objective performance requirements (See 5315.301-90) are identified in the Request for Proposals (RFP), you must communicate to offerors how a value analysis will be performed, comparing perceived benefit to the Government against associated cost or price.  Generally, offerors' proposals that exceed threshold performance requirements provide added value to the Government.  However, the SSA must determine in accordance with the evaluation factors, subfactors and elements whether or not exceeding the objective performance requirements at an associated cost or price provides the best overall affordable benefit to the Government.  The evaluation Factors/Subfactors and their order of importance must be drafted to reflect the Government's intent relative to trade-offs.  Although each RFP must be tailored to reflect the specific requirements of a particular acquisition, Section M of the RFP should reflect one of the following three alternatives:

Identify the required threshold performance requirements but not any objective performance requirements and inform offerors that any features or technical offerings that enhance the system will be considered in the best value determination. 


Identify both threshold performance requirements and objective performance requirements and explicitly state that the Air Force reserves the right to evaluate and give evaluation credit for the proposed features that exceed either the stated thresholds or objectives.

Identify both the threshold performance requirements and objective performance requirements and explicitly state that the Air Force reserves the right to evaluate and give evaluation credit for the proposed features that exceed the stated thresholds and offerors will not be given credit for performance beyond the objectives identified.

1.5.5.1  Past Performance Evaluation Factor

1.5.5.1.1  Development of Past Performance Evaluation Factor  The main purpose of the past performance evaluation is to assess the degree of confidence the Air Force has in an offeror’s ability to supply products and services that meet users’ needs including cost and schedule based on a demonstrated record of contract compliance.  The past performance evaluation factor may be established as the most important factor and shall be at least as important as the most important non-cost factor, typically Mission Capability (AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2)). The source and type of past performance information to be included in the evaluation is within the broad discretion of agency acquisition officials and should be tailored to the circumstances of each acquisition. 
1.5.5.1.2  Obtaining Initial Past Performance Information from Offerors While developing the RFP, offerors should be informed of the information used to assess past performance (subject to the restrictions in FAR 15.306(e)(4)) and be given the opportunity to recommend other information, if appropriate, that will provide recent relevant information. Since the evaluation of past performance often takes longer than other aspects of the evaluation consider including a request for submission of past performance information early, even prior to the formal closing date of the RFP.  Submission of past performance information may be requested as early as reasonable after issuance of solicitation.  Offerors should be instructed to submit a list of specific contracts for assessment.  Have the offeror include as a minimum, the following information:  (1) description of the product/services being provided; (2) name, address, and phone number of the CO; (3) name, address, and phone number of current program manager; (4) contract numbers and dates of performance, and (5) name, address, and phone number of current ACO. 

1.5.5.2  Mission Capability Evaluation Factor. 

1.5.5.2.1 Development of Mission Capability Evaluation Factor.  The Mission Capability factor should be constructed to focus on the technical requirements that are most likely to be discriminators during the source selection evaluation.  

1.5.5.2.1.1  Development of Mission Capability Evaluation Subfactors.  If subfactors are used for mission capability, the maximum number of subfactors cannot exceed six (6) but should be kept to the minimum consistent with any program risk analysis performed by the program team.  The objective is to keep the evaluation focused on only key discriminators. Subfactors should ideally be developed as the result of a formal risk assessment (or similar process) that identifies specific program/business/contract risks.  Examples of subfactors that can be used are improved reliability, innovative ideas, speed of service, higher speeds, solutions to operating problems, level of service provided, and numerous other characteristics that may be valuable to the Government in satisfying its needs.  Evaluation subfactors should be performance based, and focused on areas where significant differences in proposals are anticipated, where these differences are of sufficient value to the customer. If threshold and objective requirements are included in the solicitation the appropriate subfactors should identify them and address how they will be evaluated (see paragraph 1.5.3.1.1 above). If FAR 19.1202 applies, the requirements for Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) participation must be evaluated either as a separate subfactor, or as part of one of the subfactors.

1.5.5.2.1.1.1  Agency Mission Capability Elements.  For Agency source selections, the SSA may, on rare occasions, approve the use of elements.  However, it is incumbent upon the evaluation team to focus the identified factors, subfactors and elements on true discriminators in the evaluation and keep these to the absolute minimum necessary in order to conduct a complete and meaningful evaluation. 

1.5.5.2.1.2  Mission Capability Subfactor Construction.  When writing the mission capability subfactors, consider the following:

a.  For each subfactor state specifically what capability is to be evaluated.

b.  For the measure of merit, be clear and as specific as possible in what the offeror must demonstrate in their proposal.  If the language is general in nature, it will be very difficult to differentiate between offerors.

c. Subfactors should not describe requirements in “solution oriented” terms, but rather in “performance based” terms.  

The offeror’s management approach should not normally be a Mission Capability subfactor, although specific outcome based commitments, such as small and small disadvantaged business subcontracting requirements, may sometimes be appropriate.

1.5.5.3  Proposal Risk Evaluation Factor

1.5.5.3.1  Development of Proposal Risk Evaluation Factor.  Proposal Risk evaluation factor/subfactors correlate directly to Mission Capability factor/subfactors.  Proposal risk is defined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(ii).

1.5.5.4  Price or Cost Evaluation Factor

1.5.5.4.1  Development of Price or Cost Evaluation Factor.  The price or cost evaluation factor is defined for Air Force acquisitions in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(1) and is normally limited to an assessment of reasonableness and in certain cases, realism (See FAR 15.404-1(d)).  Accordingly, the amount of price/cost data requested should be limited to only the data absolutely necessary for making the reasonableness/realism assessment. The contracting officer, as supported by any price/cost analysis team members, is responsible for all aspects of price or cost evaluation; however, the CO bears sole responsibility for determining the amount of price or cost information to be requested in the RFP.  The price or cost evaluation may be impacted if FAR Subpart 19.11 applies. 

1.5.5.4.1.1 Price Reasonableness.  All source selections are conducted with the expectation of adequate price competition and rely on market forces to ensure awarded prices are reasonable.  Only in extraordinary circumstances will additional information beyond proposed prices be necessary for the contracting officer to determine the price fair and reasonable.  For all firm-fixed price contracts, where adequate price competition is anticipated, approval for requesting cost or pricing information (includes cost or pricing data) must be obtained from SAF/AQC (See AFFARS 5315.305(a)(1)(iii)) prior to inclusion of the request in the RFP.  Submit requests for approval to SAF/AQCS for processing (See AFFARS 5315.402(a)).

1.5.5.4.1.2 Cost Realism.  If a cost realism analysis (a separate Government estimate of probable cost or price) is to be accomplished, the offeror should be advised that the SSA will be shown both the Government estimate of probable cost or price, and the offeror’s proposed cost or price during the evaluation briefing. In fixed-price contracting, cost realism analyses are not generally performed except in accordance with FAR 15.404-1(d)(3).  Section M of the RFP must clearly state how the cost realism evaluation is to be conducted and what is to be presented to the SSA.

1.5.6  Development and Release of Request for Proposal (RFP)   A Draft RFP (if required by MAJCOM guidance, or desired by the SSA) consistent with the Acquisition Strategy and the draft Source Selection Plan (SSP) should be developed and made available to potential offerors as early as practicable.  The Draft RFP can be provided incrementally as sections become available and industry comment should be encouraged.  When all issues with the Draft RFP and/or the SSP have been resolved to the satisfaction of the SSA, and all required reviews have been accomplished, then the Formal RFP may be released to potential offerors.   

1.5.6.1 RFP Notification for Competitive Range Efficiency Limitations.  If the CO determines that limiting the competitive range for efficiency purposes is appropriate, then the RFP must include an appropriate notification to offerors pursuant to FAR 15.306(c).   

1.5.6.2 Release of Evaluation Factors to Industry in the RFP. The solicitation must identify all factors, subfactors, and elements (as applicable) that will be used in the proposal evaluation and their relative importance. If draft solicitations are used they should include the proposed evaluation factors, subfactors, and elements (as applicable) and encourage industry comment.

1.5.6.3 Awardability Statement in the RFP.  Questions may arise concerning how to treat those contract requirements not included as individual evaluation subfactors.  These may include technical performance requirements not otherwise evaluated in the subfactors, terms and conditions, and required certifications.  The simplest approach is a single introductory statement in the RFP, Section M, that states for a proposal to result in an awardable contract, it must at least meet all minimum technical requirements, conform to all required terms and conditions, and include all required certifications.
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2.1  General.  Upon receipt of proposals, the contract team member(s) should ensure that each offeror has complied with the page restrictions outlined in the RFP and has included all required documentation (i.e. Representations and Affirmations, Small Business Subcontracting Plan (if required), etc.).  Each team member should begin by reading the RFP, specifically the Evaluation Criteria in Section M and each offerors’ entire proposal.  It is often helpful to make notes as a memory jogger to be used when completing the Rating Team Worksheets found at Attachment 1.

2.2  Best Value.  In using the best value approach, the Government seeks to award to an offeror who gives the Air Force the greatest confidence that it will best meet our requirements affordably. This may result in an award being made to a higher rated, higher priced offeror where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and the Source Selection Authority (SSA) reasonably determines that the technical superiority and/or overall business approach and/or superior past performance of the higher priced offeror outweighs the cost difference. The SSA, using sound business judgment, bases the source selection decision on an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors, subfactors, and elements. 
2.3  Evaluation Factors. Only the evaluation factors and subfactors set forth in the RFP shall be used to evaluate proposals.  Evaluation results shall be documented in accordance with Section 4 of this guide.

2.3.1  Evaluation of Past Performance General Information.  It is important to remember that “past performance” and “experience” are not the same thing.  Past performance evaluation is used to determine how well an offeror has performed previous efforts; experience is an indication of how often and the number of years (or months) an offeror has performed similar efforts, not necessarily how well the offeror performed. If “experience” is considered to be an important and necessary part of the evaluation, it should be evaluated under Mission Capability. The Agency Source Selection past performance evaluation must be conducted by a PRAG.
2.3.1.1 Past Performance Focus.  The past performance evaluation should concentrate on assessing the delivery of an offeror’s products and/or services, and be tailored to the challenges, or issues we expect to be significant determinants of success in the acquisition.  Examples include, but are not limited to:  product performance, manufacturing performance, engineering capability, cost and schedule performance, product quality, configuration management control, subcontract management track record, software performance, system integration, past transition planning and execution, service responsiveness, quality of services rendered, ability to provide qualified professional personnel, and demonstrated surge capabilities. 

2.3.1.2 Obtaining Additional Past Performance Information for Evaluation.  Additional Past Performance information may be obtained through Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) documents, questionnaires, DCMC, interviews with program managers and contracting officers or other sources known to the Government. 

2.3.1.3  Past Performance Recency and Relevancy.  The recency and relevancy of the performance information is critical in determining what contracts/programs should be assessed.  In determining relevancy consideration should be given to such things as product similarity, product complexity, contract type, program phase, contract environment, the division of the company which will do the work, and subcontractor interaction.  Special consideration should be given to subcontractor past performance evaluation in teaming arrangements and when significant subcontracting effort is proposed.  After reviewing the list of information provided by the offeror and the information gathered from other sources, the evaluation should be constrained to the most recent and most relevant contracts/programs that will permit an in depth evaluation focusing on the Mission Capability subfactors.

2.3.1.4  Confidence Rating.  A confidence rating is used to assess the offeror’s work record, as described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2).  The six (6) confidence assessment ratings are Exceptional/High Confidence, Very Good/Significant Confidence, Satisfactory/Confidence, Neutral/Unknown Confidence, Marginal/Little Confidence, Unsatisfactory/No Confidence.  During the initial evaluation of past performance, if adverse performance information is provided to the Government, and the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment on the finding, then the offeror may be notified via a “clarification” Evaluation Notice (EN) and given the opportunity to respond if award without discussions is contemplated. If discussions will be necessary and adverse performance information is provided to the Government that is the determining factor preventing them from being placed within the competitive range, and the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment on the finding, then the offeror shall be notified via a “communications” Evaluation Notice (EN) and given the opportunity to respond (For information on ENs see paragraph 2.4. below).  This exchange will occur prior to the competitive range determination.  The offeror’s response should only address the adverse performance information and is not an opportunity for the offeror to provide additional past performance information.  Do not provide names of individuals providing reference information about a contractor’s past performance.

2.3.2  Mission Capability Evaluation General Information  The Mission Capability evaluation provides an assessment of the offeror’s capability to technically satisfy the Government’s requirements.  Mission capability ratings focus on the offerors’ proposed strengths, proposal inadequacies, and/or deficiencies (material failures to meet Government requirements).  Mission capability shall be evaluated using the following color ratings: Blue, Green, Yellow and Red (as defined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(i)). 

2.3.2.1  Mission Capability Subfactors.  Subfactor ratings are not rolled up into an overall factor color rating. 

2.3.2.2  Mission Capability Narrative Assessment.   When performing the Mission Capability evaluation, evaluators must ensure that the narrative assessment focuses on the offeror’s proposal as it relates to the evaluation criteria in Section M of the RFP, not as it compares to other offerors’ proposals.  The evaluation must be based solely upon information provided in the proposal, not based upon perceptions of, or previous experiences with the individual offeror. The evaluators must guard against making assumptions relative to any individual offeror’s proposal.

2.3.3. Proposal Risk.  Proposal risk as outlined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(ii) is used to portray the evaluation of risks, weaknesses, significant weaknesses and deficiencies (combination of significant weaknesses) in the offerors’ proposed approach.  Proposal Risk evaluation should be assessed and rated at the subfactor level against the Mission Capability subfactors. The proposal risk ratings as defined in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(ii) are High, Moderate and Low.   

2.3.4 Price or Cost Evaluation. The Contracting Officer, as supported by any assigned price/cost analysis team members, is responsible for evaluating proposed prices to ensure that a proposed offer is fair and reasonable and in some cases, to ensure the cost realism of competing offers (See FAR 15.404-1(d)).   It is normally assumed that adequate price competition (APC) will exist; therefore obtaining certified cost or pricing data and requesting audits are not necessary.  Price analysis is the preferred method for determining a fair and reasonable price. 

2.4  Exchanges.  After receipt of proposals, the Government may need to hold exchanges with offerors for various reasons.  These exchanges fall into three categories: “clarifications, communications, or discussions” (See FAR 15.306).  The Evaluation Notice (EN) shown in Attachment 2 is available to transmit these exchanges to offerors.  

2.4.1  Clarifications.  “Clarifications” are limited exchanges that may occur when award without discussions is contemplated.  These limited exchanges involve the clarification of certain aspects of a proposal (e.g., the relevance of an offeror's past performance information and adverse past performance information to which the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to respond) or resolution of minor or clerical errors.  

2.4.2  Communications.  “Communications” occur prior to a competitive range determination and are used when an offeror’s past performance information is the determining factor preventing them from being placed within the competitive range and the offeror has not had a prior opportunity to address this adverse performance information.  “Communications” are also held with those offerors whose exclusion from, or inclusion in, the competitive range is uncertain.  This kind of exchange with offerors enhances the Government’s understanding of proposals, allow reasonable interpretation of proposals, or facilitate the Government's evaluation process.  “Communications” also address issues that must be explored to in order to determine whether a proposal should be placed in the competitive range and may address such things as ambiguities in the proposal, perceived deficiencies, weaknesses, errors, omissions, or mistakes.  The form entitled “Evaluation Notice” (EN form at Attachment 2) is available to transmit these exchanges to offerors and contains blocks to indicate the type of exchange. 

2.4.3.  Discussions.  See paragraph 2.9 below.

2.5 Awarding without Discussions.  If after evaluation of offerors an award can be made to the best value offeror without discussions, the SSET may make this recommendation at the Decision Briefing (See Clearance information in paragraph 2.10 below). In this instance a competitive range determination is not required (See paragraph 2.6 below for Competitive Range Determination information). 

2.6 Competitive Range.  After completion of the initial evaluation, it may be necessary to enter “discussions” with offerors.  Prior to entering into “discussions,” a competitive range determination must be made by the CO (See FAR 15.306(c)). If the contracting officer proposes to eliminate any offeror from the competitive range, the SSA must approve the CO determination (See AFFARS 5315.303(b)(5)). 

2.6.1 Competitive Range Briefing.  A Competitive Range Briefing shall be conducted for the SSA if the CO is recommending elimination of any offeror from the competitive range. However, if no offerors are being eliminated the SSA may request a “Competitive Range Briefing”) that details the interim evaluation status of all offerors and clearly identifies all issues requiring issuance of “Evaluation Notices.” In any event, the SSA must approve the release of Evaluation Notices (ENs) before “discussions” are opened. The Competitive Range Briefing documents the contracting officer’s competitive range determination for the SSA for Agency Source Selections, the SSET’s interim evaluation of all offerors, and the SSET’s recommended “Evaluation Notices.” The briefing is primarily used to obtain SSA approval to enter discussions (issue ENs), and eliminate offerors from the competitive range (See AFFARS 5315.303(b)). When a competitive range briefing is required, charts shall be developed in sufficient detail to support the contracting officer recommendations.  

The required competitive range determination documentation is provided in the Competitive Range Briefing for Agency Source Selections (See AFFARS 5315.308-90(c)). 

2.6.1.1 Competitive Range Briefing Participation. Briefings are the primary means of providing key information to the SSA.  At the outset of any briefing session, the roles and Government/non-Government status of all individuals must be made known to the SSA. The SSET chair is responsible for managing the scheduling, content, and presentation of the briefings. The SSET chair should plan for, and integrate, local staff advisory participation with that of the evaluation team during the formulation of any briefing. When an SSAC is used, the SSAC chair will manage SSAC contribution to any briefing. SSAC input will be a discrete supplement to the information presented by the SSET, rather than a refinement or revision of any SSET briefing. Attendance should be controlled and limited to the minimum number of essential individuals authorized by the SSET chair, SSAC chair (when applicable), or the SSA.  Examples of those who would normally attend are:  SSA, SSAC (where used), SSET, presenters, specified legal staff, contracting policy and source selection advisors, or any other individuals requested by the chairs for their specialized expertise. 
 2.7  Limitation of Competitive Range for Efficiency Purposes. After evaluating all proposals, the contracting officer may determine that the number of most highly rated proposals that might otherwise be included in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted.  Provided the solicitation notified offerors that the competitive range could be limited for purposes of efficiency, the contracting officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals (See FAR 15.306(c)).

2.8  Release of Rating Status for ACAT Program Source Selections.  For ACAT program source selections, the SSET, through the contracting officer, may provide to all offerors in the competitive range their rating status at the time of competitive range determination.  After discussions are complete, all offerors in the competitive range shall be provided their rating status.  The rating status shall include the description of that offeror's strengths, weaknesses, proposal inadequacies, risks and deficiencies, if any remain.  This may be accomplished by providing the offeror his own color and risk rating briefing charts (if accomplished) as they appear at the end of discussions with that offeror and should reflect the evaluation results of discussions.  Rating status may also be provided to offerors on non-ACAT programs (See AFFARS 5315.306(d)(3)).
2.9  Discussions.  “The primary objective of discussions is to maximize the Government’s ability to obtain best value, based on the requirement and the evaluation factors set forth in the solicitation” (See FAR 15.306(d)(2)).  If “discussions” are necessary due to perceived weaknesses or other issues that must be addressed before award, they will be conducted with only those offerors determined to be within the competitive range. “Discussions” may be conducted either orally or in writing (or a combination).  The team determines what issues need to be addressed.  However, keep in mind that the scope and extent of “discussions” are a matter of contracting officer judgment (See FAR 15.306(d)(3)).  The nature of the issues to be addressed will drive the best mode of discussions, whether oral or in writing.  Oral “discussions” are a useful “discussion” method, but must be documented in writing for the official record.  When utilizing written “discussions,” the EN form is normally used.  Whatever method is chosen, “discussions” should be accomplished using the most efficient, economical, and timely means.  “Discussions” are required for those areas of a proposal which are considered deficient, where weaknesses exist, or where other aspects of the offerors proposal (such as cost, price, technical approach, past performance, and terms and conditions) are significant enough to affect the selection decision, and/or where data presented by the offeror is unclear.  These areas may include issues of compliance with the requirements of the RFP other than evaluation factors. When issuing an EN regarding a “deficiency” in an offeror’s proposal, the EN must clearly identify the item as a “deficiency.”   The discussion phase permits offerors to formulate revisions to their proposals as necessary to address proposal inadequacies, significant weaknesses or deficiencies and potentially will result in changes to the initial evaluation of the proposals prior to the Decision Briefing to the SSA. 

2.10  Clearance Approval. The SSA is the Clearance Approval Authority for all competitive negotiated actions. If award without discussions is contemplated, the Clearance may be processed before or after the decision briefing. If awarding after conducting discussions, the Clearance Review process should be initiated at the conclusion of “discussions” and prior to release of any request for Final Proposal Revisions (FPRs). Occasionally a follow-up review may be necessary where additional issues arise when evaluation of the FPR necessitates a reopening of “discussions.” Any follow-up review will follow conclusion of “discussions” and precede the subsequent request for FPRs. Clearance Approval Briefing requirements may be satisfied by folding them into a combined Source Selection Decision/Clearance Brief when awarding without “discussions”.

2.11  Final Proposal Revision.  After conclusion of “discussions”, all offerors still in the competitive range must be provided an opportunity to submit a FPR.  A common cut-off date for submission of FPRs must be established by the CO in accordance with FAR 15.307(b).  The request for FPRs should highlight any remaining deficiencies in the offerors proposal. No further negotiation occurs prior to the SSA decision and award to the successful offeror(s) is made.  In the event further “discussions” are required after receipt of the final proposal revisions, the contracting officer may reopen “discussions”, however, great care must be exercised to avoid providing an unfair advantage to any offeror.  

2.12  Final Proposal Evaluation.  After receipt of final proposal revisions, the team must complete the proposal evaluation based upon the information provided through discussions and in the FPR. Once again, the team should jointly evaluate the final proposals using the Rating Team Worksheets, or other similar document  (See paragraph 4.5 below).  Only one worksheet is completed for each offeror (unless the team is evaluating subfactors; in this case, the team should use one sheet for each subfactor per offeror).  The “final” evaluation block of the worksheet will be checked.
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3.1 Decision Briefing. The Decision Briefing will be held after the initial proposal evaluations are complete, if the award will be made without discussions, or after completion of final proposal evaluations, when discussions were conducted. The briefing shall contain matrices displaying Mission Capability ratings, proposal risk ratings, past performance evaluation, and cost/price analysis for all offerors, according to definitions contained in AFFARS 5315.305. The briefing will also contain supporting narrative in bullet form characterizing all significant strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, proposal inadequacies, and risks to be considered by the SSA, regarding the comparison of offerors’ proposals and past performance.  Strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, proposal inadequacies, and risks which contributed to the color ratings and proposal risk ratings are expected to include an indication of the potential benefit to, or undesirable impact upon, the Government.  Also include those positive and negative aspects which affect the performance confidence rating (if the PRAG was authorized to assign a rating (See AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2))). As a minimum, the following information should also be briefed:


*  Summary of offerors’ proposed approaches


*  Funding issues


*  Contractual considerations


*  Exceptions to Terms and Conditions


*  Recap of factors and relative importance


*  Recap of distinguishing aspects of this acquisition

* SSET’s comparative comments for trade off analysis for the SSA’s consideration in making an integrated assessment of best value


*  Any written analyses by the SSAC, if applicable

Note:  The decision briefing will depict the final assessment only.  While the SSET will brief the resolution of prior weaknesses, the charts will contain no indications of ratings assessed at the time of the Competitive Range determination.

3.2 Evaluation/Analysis Reports  A PAR is required for all Agency Source Selections (See AFFARS 5315.308-90(d)).

3.3  Award Decision.  The SSA takes into consideration all the evaluation results provided by the evaluation team and makes a decision based upon integrated assessment as to which proposal provides the best overall value to the Government.  Award is then made based upon this decision.  The award decision will be documented in a Source Selection Decision Document (SSDD) as described in paragraph 4.13 below.  Under the Agency source selection procedures, the SSA performs an integrated assessment based upon the SSET evaluation briefing and SSAC input and selects an offeror for award.

3.4  Debriefings.  Open and frank communication during the debriefing is encouraged.  Whenever possible, answer all appropriate questions asked by the offeror (See AFFARS 5315.506(d)(3)). If the Government team conducting the debriefing is uncertain regarding a response to a question, they may provide the response subsequent to the debriefing.  Do not answer questions that may result in revealing proprietary information of other offerors. If the Government team determines a question is inappropriate (e.g., questions which “second-guess” the SSA’s decision), the offeror being debriefed should be informed that the question is inappropriate to the debriefing and will not be answered. The Decision Briefing charts presented to the SSA for the specific offeror being debriefed should be presented to that offeror, with the accompanying narrative description of strengths, proposal inadequacies, weaknesses, and deficiencies. The debriefing shall include the ratings and narrative description presented to the SSA of the strengths, proposal inadequacies, risks, and weaknesses of the successful offeror's proposal, appropriately redacted. Where warranted by circumstances, the debriefing may be held at the Contractor’s facilities.
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4.0  General Documentation Requirements.  Source selection documentation will be kept to a minimum and will not duplicate information contained in other documents pertaining to the acquisition.  In those instances where information is contained in another required acquisition document, the source selection document will refer to the original document and a copy will be attached. Required Source Selection documentation is listed in this section as well as the timing for their approval (if required), and other information pertinent to documentation.

4.1  The Source Selection Plan (SSP).  The SSP shall be coordinated through the appropriate offices and approved by the SSA prior to issuance of the formal RFP and maintained in the Source Selection File as approved.  

4.2 The Draft RFP (DRFP).  If a DRFP is issued as described in paragraph 1.5.4, then it should be maintained in the Contract File along with all comments received from interested parties. The DRFP should be released as early in the acquisition cycle as practicable.  

4.3  The Formal RFP.  The Formal RFP prepared in accordance with paragraph 1.5.4, as well as any Amendments thereto should be maintained in the Contract File. 


4.4 Proposals.  Offeror Proposals are to be maintained as submitted in the Source Selection File. The proposal should be annotated with the date of receipt. Rejected proposals, or portions thereof, shall be handled in accordance with instructions contained in Section L.

4.5 Evaluation Worksheets and Summaries  After each member has completed his or her review of a proposal, the evaluation must be documented.  Typically because of the complexity of median source selections, different forms are used for the worksheet than in basic source selections.  These forms vary between MAJCOMs and centers, but the forms should include the following information as a minimum.

4.5.1  Subfactor Worksheets.  This should include the evaluator's name, the offeror's name, the particular factor/subfactor/element being evaluated, a brief description of what is being offered, and a discussion of whether the proposal exceeds, meets, or fails to meet performance or capability requirements.  The same worksheet may include a discussion of positive aspects, weaknesses and deficiencies contributing to proposal risk.  See Attachment 3 for a sample analysis worksheet.

4.5.2  Subfactor Summaries.  After all subfactor evaluators have completed their evaluation, the subfactor captain should complete a subfactor summary which includes the offeror's name, a brief proposal description, and the results of the evaluation in terms of color rating assigned, with supporting rationale (strengths, inadequacies, deficiencies).  The same form may also include the proposal risk rating, with supporting rationale (positive aspects, weaknesses, deficiencies).  See Attachment 4 for a sample subfactor summary.

4.5.3  Past performance evaluation.  The members of the PRAG must document the results of their assessment by listing all contracts that were relied upon, with the positive and negative aspects associated with performance under each.  A description of the relevancy of the contracts should also be included.

4.6 Determination of Adequate Price Competition.  When only one proposal is received and the PCO determines that the proposed price is based on adequate price competition pursuant to FAR 15.403-1(c)(1)(ii), then that determination must be documented and approved by the Senior Center Contracting Official, or the Chief of the Contracting Office as directed in AFFARS 5315.403-1(c)(1)(ii)(B)).

4.7  Competitive Range Briefing Documentation. The Competitive Range Briefing, as described in paragraph 2.6.1 above, should be maintained in the Source Selection File. Include any documentation with the Competitive Range Briefing regarding approval to release ENs, or enter into discussions.  

4.8 Evaluation Notices (EN).  When completing the EN form, be sure to show the type of exchange being conducted by marking the applicable box on the form.  If the purpose of the EN is to notify the offeror of a deficiency, be sure to mark the “deficiency” box.  Maintain all ENs in the Source Selection File.

4.9  Clearance Documentation.  In competitive acquisitions the SSA always functions as the Clearance Approval Authority. When awarding without discussions, the Clearance Briefing requirements may be folded into the Decision Briefing as described in paragraph 3.0 above. When awarding after discussions, the Clearance process occurs prior to issuance of the Request for Final Proposal Revisions (FPRs) and is always separate from the Decision Briefing.  Clearance Review and Approval documentation must be maintained in the Contract File.   

4.10 Proposal Analysis Report (PAR) This document in each of its four (4) parts captures the formal evaluation results that will be used to formulate the SSA decision. Care should be taken in the construction of the PAR to ensure consistency with Decision Briefings. The PAR should contain the following and be completed as indicated below:

4.10.1 Part I Introduction – Evaluation Factors, Discussion of Requirements, and Identification of Offerors.  This section should include:

(a) Evaluation factors;

(b) Discussion of the requirements in the solicitation; and,

 
(c) Identification of the offerors who responded and those included in the competitive range.

4.10.2 Part II Description of Proposals – Summaries.  This section should contain a brief summary description of any significant, unique attributes of the proposal submitted by each offeror within the competitive range.  No judgments or comparisons as to the quality, rating, or ranking of proposals should appear in this section.

4.10.3 Part III Evaluation Results.  This section should contain the results of the evaluation of each offeror's proposal based on the comparison to the evaluation factors contained in the solicitation, i.e., price or cost, performance confidence, mission capability, and proposal risk.

4.10.4 Part IV Comparative Analysis of Offers.  This section should include a comparative analysis of all offers received that were included in the competitive range.  If any offerors were excluded from the competitive range, the rationale for exclusion should be documented here.  The analysis shall identify proposal strengths, inadequacies, risks, weaknesses, and deficiencies, as well as the resulting evaluation ratings.  A discussion should also be included of the results of the past performance evaluation, along with a discussion of the price/cost evaluation.  When completed, this section should contain the overall integrated assessment of price or cost, performance confidence, mission capability, and proposal risk.
4.11 Price Competition Memorandum (PCM).  When a Price Competition Memorandum (PCM) is required by the MAJCOM it should be developed pursuant to MAJCOM procedures. When a PCM is desired by the SSA, and MAJCOM procedures do not exist, then the Cost/Price analysis members of the SSET may prepare that document using the procedures set forth within AFMC and found at the following site location: http://www.afmc.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pkp/pkpc/pnmpcm.htm. The signed and dated PCM should be placed in the Contract File, or Source Selection File if it contains Source Selection Sensitive information. If it is maintained in the Source Selection File, it should be referenced in the contract file.

4.12 Decision Briefing Documentation. The Decision Briefing as described in paragraph 3.1 above documents the final government evaluation of proposals and shall be maintained in the Source Selection File as presented. Any changes or corrections made to the briefing after it has been presented to the SSA must be approved or directed by the SSA. Include any written analyses provided by the SSAC in the Source Selection File. 

4.13  Source Selection Decision Document (SSDD).  The SSDD is the single document that provides insight into the SSA’s integrated assessment and resultant decision.  It is important that this document be written clearly and in a manner that allows it to stand on its own without need of referencing other documents.  Paragraphs should be written in a concise manner and should flow logically.  Ensure that the source selection decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and that each conclusion or decision in the SSDD is directly linked to those evaluation factors. In addition, the SSDD must compare aspects of the most competitive offers against each other; e.g., “I have decided Contractor A’s approach to factor ... was better than [Contractor B’s][all other offerors’] because Contractor A proposed/discussed/resolved/identified/possesses, etc.” All pertinent information including necessary proprietary information must be included in the SSDD. The SSDD must be fully traceable to the evaluation briefing charts and PAR..
4.13.1  Inclusion of Source Selection Sensitive Information in the SSDD.  The SSDD should contain source selection sensitive information only to the extent it is pertinent to the decision.  For example, at debriefings we must disclose the relative rankings of offerors to the extent established.  The SSDD should contain and support those rankings.  Where there is clearly an offeror second in line for award, the SSDD should identify that offeror even if there was no distinct ranking of all others.  Usually, the decision comes down to a serious debate between the relative merit of two or three offers, and the SSDD should reflect this debate.

4.14  Reserved

4.15  Debriefing Documentation.  A copy of each debriefing as described in paragraph 3.4 above should be included in the Source Selection File. When offerors are orally debriefed, a written record of the debriefing should be made and placed in the file. In addition, all questions fielded during the debriefing and Government responses thereto should be included in the debriefing record.   

SOURCE SELECTION

PROCEDURES GUIDE

ATTACHMENT SECTION

ATTACHMENT 1

RATING TEAM WORKSHEET


OFFEROR:


  INITIAL EVALUATION

  FINAL EVALUATION

MISSION CAPABILITY PROPOSAL ASSESSMENT:   BLUE (Exceptional)  GREEN (Acceptable)   YELLOW (Marginal )  RED (Unacceptable)

NARRATIVE (Include strengths, proposal inadequacies, and deficiencies (material failure to meet Government requirement)): (Explain how proposal exceeds or fails to meet performance capability.  If exceeds explain how it benefits the Air Force.)



PROPOSAL RISK:  LOW   MODERATE    HIGH (Indicate risk rating of low, moderate, or high for each subfactor or element, if used and weaknesses)


PAST PERFORMANCE:   HIGH CONFIDENCE   SIGNIFICANT CONFIDENCE   CONFIDENCE

    UNKNOWN    LITTLE CONFIDENCE      NO CONFIDENCE 

NARRATIVE:



PRICE/COST:  

TOTAL PRICE/COST $_______________

NARRATIVE:



EXCHANGES WITH OFFERORS


  ______          ____________________________                                      _______________________________                      

     SIGNATURE (Contracting Officer)                                   SIGNATURE (Technical)

ATTACHMENT 1

 ATTACHMENT 2

EVALUATION NOTICE (EN)

_____FAR 15.306(a) Clarification


Offeror_______________________

_____FAR 15.306(b) Communications


Control#______________________

_____FAR 15.306 (c) Discussions

_____Deficiency
RFP REFERENCE (Specify RFP paragraph number, Section M reference, etc.)
GOVERNMENT COMMENT:

Factor      _________________________________________________________________

Subfactor _________________________________________________________________

Element   _________________________________________________________________

PROPOSAL REFERENCE:  (Specify offeror’s document, Proposal Volume,  paragraph, and page number)
SUMMARY: Description of issue in question and specific request for additional/supplemental information needed to clarify or correct the issue.  Include references to the solicitation if necessary.

EVALUATOR:  (Note:  The evaluator's name should not be included on the copy sent to the offeror.)

OFFEROR RESPONSE:

EVALUATOR ASSESSMENT OF OFFEROR RESPONSE:  Address impact (including impact on offeror ratings, if any) and evaluate response.

ATTACHMENT 2
ATTACHMENT 3

Source Selection:  ANALYSIS WORKSHEET
Evaluator:

Offeror:


Factor


Subfactor


Element



MISSION CAPABILITY (MC)

Component of Performance or Capability Requirement

What is Offered

Analysis

How Proposal Exceeds, Meets, or Fails to Meet Performance or Capability Requirements

Strengths(MC) (Start narrative with "Strengths:" )

Inadequacies/Deficiencies (MC)  (Start narrative with "Inadequacies:" or "Deficiencies:")
PROPOSAL RISK (PR)

Positive Aspects/Weaknesses/Deficiencies (PR)  

(Start narrative with "Positive Aspects:", "Weaknesses:" and "Deficiencies:") 

Evaluation Notice Required?:

ATTACHMENT 3

ATTACHMENT 4

Source Selection:  SUBFACTOR SUMMARY


Author:



Offeror:


Factor


Subfactor


Element



Proposal Description

MISSION CAPABILITY (MC)

Color  Rating:


     Strengths Details

Strengths Summary

     Inadequacies/Deficiencies (MC) Details

Inadequacies/Deficiencies (MC) Summary

PROPOSAL RISK (PR)

     Positive Aspects/Weaknesses/Deficiencies (PR)Details

Positive Aspects/Weaknesses/Deficiencies (PR) Summary

Comments: 

Reviewed by:





ATTACHMENT 4

Initial Summary


Pre-FPR Summary


Final Summary
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