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1.0. INTRODUCTION. This Source Selection Plan (SSP) provides a written guide for the source selection team that emphasizes source selection procedure and sets forth the standards by which the team will evaluate proposals. It reflects the timetable for contract execution and how the Government will solicit proposals from industry; evaluate and rate proposals; conduct discussions/ negotiations; select the successful offeror for award; and protect source selection records/data. 

1.1. Use of Plan.  This Plan:

1.1.1. Ensures that each participant has a clear understanding of the evaluation process;

1.1.2. Assures impartial, comprehensive and timely evaluation of proposals in accordance with the criteria in the solicitation from offerors whose expertise, capabilities, and products satisfy the solicitation requirements;

1.1.3.  Provides the Contracting Officer with a comprehensive technical evaluation based on the independent and collective judgments of experienced technical and management personnel; and

1.1.4. Provides an official record of the evaluation process.

1.2. Purpose of Plan.  The purpose of this SSP is to provide administrative guidance, organizational responsibilities, technical evaluation criteria, and other procedures for evaluating proposals received in response to the Government’s Request for Offers.  This plan:

1.2.1. Delineates the Source Selection organization and responsibilities;

1.2.2. Establishes the procedures for conducting proposal evaluations; and

1.2.3. Specifies criteria to be used in the evaluation, together with applicable rating methods.

1.3. Safeguarding Source Selection Information.  

1.3.1.  The source selection information is of extreme importance.  41 U.S.C. 423, “Restrictions on Disclosing and Obtaining Contractor Bid or Proposal Information or Source Selection Information,” prohibits government officials from disclosing any of the following information prior to formal notification of contract award by the Contracting Officer:   

1.3.1.1.  Proposed costs or prices submitted in response to a Federal agency solicitation, or lists of those proposed costs or prices;

1.3.1.2. The SSP;

1.3.1.3. Technical and Price evaluation of proposals;

1.3.1.4. Competitive Range determinations of proposals;

1.3.1.5. Rankings of proposals or competitors;

1.3.1.6. The reports and evaluations of source selection panels, boards, or advisory councils; and

1.3.1.7. Any other information marked as “Source Selection Information” based on a case-by-case determination by the head of the agency, his designee, or the Contracting Officer, that its disclosure would jeopardize the integrity or successful completion of the Federal agency procurement to which the information relates.

1.3.2. To assist in safeguarding against the unauthorized disclosure of information, all source selection evaluation team members will ensure that:

1.3.2.1. Details of the acquisition activities are not made known, wholly or in part, to anyone other than authorized personnel;

1.3.2.2. Any attempt by an offeror to alter a proposal already submitted will be referred to the Contracting Officer;

1.3.2.3. No information will be provided to an individual offeror that may improve the offeror’s position to the disadvantage of a competitor;

1.3.2.4. There is no discussion of any aspect of the selection activity outside the source selection area;

1.3.2.5. Materials will not be removed from the source selection area except with the permission of the chairperson or the Contracting Officer;

1.3.2.6. All waste paper containing proposal or evaluation notes or data will be shredded prior to disposal or burned; and

1.3.2.7. All documents, records, and reports associated with the selection process will be designated “Source Selection Information – see Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 3.104” and will be handled pursuant to FAR 3.104-5 and this SSP.

1.4.Technical Evaluation Board Non-Disclosure And Conflicts Of Interest Agreement And Self-Certification.  All personnel participating in the source selection will receive an in-person Conflicts of Interest and Procurement Integrity Act briefing from either DHRA General Counsel’s Office or the Contracting Officer.  In extenuating circumstances, the Contracting Officer may allow telephonic briefing or confirmation from the panel member that he/she has read the briefing and has had all questions answered.  Upon conclusion of the briefing, each panel member will complete the Technical Evaluation Board Non-Disclosure And Conflicts Of Interest Agreement And Self-Certification form at enclosure of this plan.  Panel members shall not sign the certification should they have any questions about his/her conflicts of interest.  Instead, the panel member must seek ethics advice and with assistance of legal counsel it will be determined whether the panel member has a conflict.  If it is determined that no conflict exists, the panel member will execute the agreement.  If a conflict exists, the Contracting Officer, after consulting with General Counsel, will excuse the person having such a conflict from the source selection process.  The Technical Evaluation Board Non-Disclosure And Conflicts Of Interest Agreement And Self-Certification executed forms will be retained as part of the contract file.  
2.0. DESCRIPTION OF REQUIREMENT: 


Insert a detailed description of the scope of the requirement.  Refer to the Statement of Work/ Performance Work Statement.
3.0. SUMMARY OF ACQUISITION STRATEGY.

3.1. Acquisition Strategy. [Complete the following:] 
- Contract Type:  e.g., Firm Fixed Price, Cost, Indefinite-delivery


- Period of Performance: Include base plus option periods
- Number of awards: 
- Use of commercial procedures (FAR Part 12): ___ Yes
___ No

- Estimated value (including all options):  $_____________

- Oral presentations: ___ Yes   ___ No

- Evaluation Software: FedSelect ____ will ____ will not be used
3.2. Pre-solicitation Activities. Specify planned activities such as Request for Information (RFI), Draft Solicitations and/or Pre-solicitation Conference(s).

3.3. Milestone Chart (Attachment A)

3.4. Evaluation Factors, Criteria, and Rating Methods. (Attachment B)

4.0.   SOURCE SELECTION TEAM AND RESPONSIBILITIES.  The Source Selection Team (SST) consists of the contracting team (CT) comprised of the Contracting Officer and Contract Specialist; the Technical Evaluation Board (TEB) comprised of the Chair and evaluators; and General Counsel (GC).  Government personnel assigned as source selection team members shall consider this duty as their primary responsibility. Their source selection assignment shall take priority over other work assignments.  Supervisors are responsible for ensuring that other work assignments do not adversely impact the source selection process.  The responsibilities of the SST members are outlined below.

4.1. Source Selection Authority (SSA):  The SSA is responsible for the proper and efficient conduct of the entire source selection process, encompassing proposal solicitation, evaluation, selection and contract award.  The SSA has, subject to law and applicable regulations, full responsibility and authority to select the source for award and approve execution of the contract.

4.2. Contracting Team (CT): The CT oversees the TEB process; ensures compliance with FAR, DoD FAR Supplement (DFARS) and other relevant regulations; and acts as advisor to the SSA. The CT will:

4.2.1. Ensure proper receipting and security of all proposals. 

4.2.2. Verify that all required proposal documentation has been properly submitted, and no offeror has taken exception to any of the terms and conditions of the solicitation.
4.2.3. Provide a briefing to the TEB on the procurement process evaluation and source selection processes, and any administrative details. If evaluation software will be used, ensure that TEB receives appropriate training. 

4.2.4. Ensure TEB members are familiar with the SOW/PWS or statement of objective, established evaluation criteria and rating factors.

4.2.5. Determine competitive range and conduct any exchanges with offerors in accordance with FAR 15.306.  

4.2.6. Prepare the award rationale, brief the SSA on the findings of the TEB and award the contract(s). 

4.2.7. Conduct debriefings.

4.3. Technical Evaluation Board (TEB):  The TEB’s primary responsibility is to complete a comprehensive evaluation of each technical proposal submission in accordance with the SSP and the evaluation factors set forth in the RFP.  TEB evaluators will:

4.3.1. Not compare proposals to one another.

4.3.2. Independently evaluate and rate proposals in an impartial and equitable manner and prepare a written narrative identifying the strengths, weaknesses, risks, deficiencies and any areas requiring clarification to support a factor rating. 

4.3.3. Participate in a proposal caucus with the TEB Chair.  
4.3.4.  List the recommended members of the TEB by name, position title, affiliation, and functional area.  Any changes made to this list should be described in an addendum to this source selection plan.

4.4. TEB Chair Responsibilities.  The TEB Chair will lead the TEB and be responsible for identifying and managing the TEB evaluators, convening a caucus of the proposal evaluations, and preparing/submitting a consolidated report of the TEB findings with a source selection recommendation to the contracting team. The Chair will not exercise any undue influence over the individual evaluations and will ensure:

4.4.1 Proposal evaluations are conducted in a fair, equitable, and timely manner. 

4.4.2. TEB members evaluate proposals in accordance with the evaluation criteria set forth in the RFP, complete individual evaluation reports, and participate in the disposition of all comments and evaluations addressed during the caucus.

4.4.3. Prepare the TEB final report, summarizing the rating of each offeror and the recommendation for award.  

4.5. General Counsel (GC).  The GC will conduct Procurement Integrity Act, ethics, and conflicts of interest training, review the Technical Evaluation Board Non-Disclosure and Conflicts Of Interest Agreement, and Self-Certification forms, review source selection documentation for legal sufficiency, and provide advice as requested.  

5.0. EVALUATION PROCESS
5.1. Purpose.  The purpose of the evaluation process is to evaluate each proposal using a rational basis for selection of the successful offeror.  This process ensures a thorough analysis of the proposals so that the SSA can decide which proposal provides the best overall value to the Government. 

5.2. Preparation and training.  TEB members will participate in an introductory briefing that addresses an overview of the requirement, evaluation process, evaluation criteria and rating factors, and Fed Select (if used), administrative details and Procurement Integrity Act, ethics and conflicts of interest. 
5.3. 
Definitions

5.3.1. 
Strength is a significant aspect of an offeror’s proposal that has merit or exceeds specified performance or capability requirements in a way that is advantageous to the Government.

5.3.2. 
Weakness is a flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful
contract performance. A “significant weakness” in the proposal is a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 

5.3.3. 
Risk is the measure of inability to achieve program objectives within defined technical, cost, and schedule restraints. Risk has two components: (1) the probability of failing to achieve a particular outcome and (2) the consequences of failing to achieve that outcome. 

5.3.4. 
Deficiency is a material failure of a proposal to meet a Government requirement or combination of significant weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.

5.3.5. 
Clarifications are limited exchanges between the Government and Offerors that may occur when award without discussions is contemplated.

5.3.6. 
Discussions/Negotiations are exchanges with Offerors after establishment of the competitive range in which the Government negotiates for better terms or permits an Offeror to revise its proposal.  The Contracting Officer will conduct discussions/negotiations in accordance with FAR 15.306.

5.3.7.
Trade-Off is a process used when it may be in the best interest of the Government to consider award to other than the lowest priced offeror or other than the highest technically rated offeror.
5.4. Source Selection Documentation and SSA Briefing.  

5.4.1. Documentation.  The source selection process will be fully documented to substantiate, and provide a clear audit trail of the source selection decision.  The CT will prepare the award rationale memorandum that includes an analysis of TEB evaluation report, price/cost analysis, past performance evaluation, an assessment of tradeoffs and risks and a recommendation for award.  The award rationale and the TEB report with all supporting documentation will be retained in the contract file.

5.4.2. SSA Briefing.  The purpose of the source selection briefing is to provide the SSA with sufficient information to make an informed decision for contract award.  The briefing will summarize the strengths, weaknesses and risks of the various proposals, provide an award recommendation, and substantiate the recommendation.  Award of a contract will be made to the offeror selected by the SSA in accordance with FAR 15.308.

ATTACHMENT A

MILESTONE CHART

	EVENT
	RESPONSIBLE

PARTY
	PALT

(Days)
	PLANNED

DATE
	ACTUAL

DATE

	1.     DEVELOP REQUIREMENTS PACKAGE  Includes:  Written Market Research, IGCE, SOW/PWS, Suggested   Sources or Sole Source J&A, Source Selection Plan, Any Technical Data or Exhibits  
	RA
	
	
	

	2.     CONTACT PSO TO DETERMINE IF FORMAL  REVIEW BOARD IS REQUIRED
	RA
	
	
	

	3.     SUBMIT PURCHASE REQUEST (PR) 

        Include all documents from #1 above.   
	RA
	--
	
	

	4.     PR RECEIVED BY PSO , REVIEWED, & ASSIGNED TO A CONTRACT SPECIALIST
	CO
	3 
	
	

	5.     DEVELOP SOLICITATION
	CS
	30 
	
	

	6.     SOLICITATION REVIEW 
	P&C, GC & CO
	10 
	
	

	7.     SOLICITATION REVISIONS
	CS
	10 
	
	

	8.     FINAL SOLICITATION APPROVAL
	P&C, GC & CO
	5 
	
	

	9.     ISSUE SOLICITATION ON FEDBIZOPPS
	CS
	5 
	
	

	10.   RECEIPT OF  PROPOSALS 
	CS
	30 
	
	

	11.   TECHNICAL EVALUATION 
	CO, CS, RA
	7
	
	

	12.   PRICE ANALYSIS, PAST PERFORMANCE CHECK, SUBCONTRACTING PLAN REVIEW (>$550,000)
	CS, SB, RA
	10 
	
	

	13.   AWARD RATIONALE & CREATE CONTRACT
	CS
	14 
	
	

	14.   CONTRACT AWARD REVIEW 
	P&C, GC & CO
	5 
	
	

	15.   CONTRACT REVISIONS
	CS
	5
	
	

	16.   CONTRACT SIGNATURE/AWARD
	CO
	2 
	
	

	TOTAL PALT
	
	136 Days
	
	


KEY:

CO – Contracting Officer

CS – Contract Specialist

GC – General Counsel

P&C – Policy & Compliance

RA – Requiring Activity
SB – Small Business Specialist

ATTACHMENT B

Evaluation Factors, Criteria, and Rating Methods

1.0.  
INTRODUCTION.  
1.1.  All proposals will be evaluated by the TEB in accordance with the factors and criteria established in this Source Selection Plan (SSP) and in the Request for Offers.  The criteria provide the basis upon which each evaluation will be based, are established before receipt of the proposals, and are intended to ensure that the evaluation will be a structured process employing equitable measures.  Proposals will be evaluated and a contract awarded under the Best Value Continuum approach, to the responsible Offeror whose offer is considered the most advantageous to the Government, price and other factors considered. 
1.2. Technical Evaluation Factor.

1.2.1.  The purpose of the technical factor is to assess the offeror’s proposed approach, as detailed in its proposal, to satisfy the Government’s requirements.  There are many aspects which may affect an offeror’s ability to meet the solicitation requirements to include technical approach, risk, management approach, personnel qualifications, facilities, and others.   The evaluation of risk is related to the technical assessment.

1.2.2.  Risk assesses the degree to which the offeror’s proposed technical approach for the requirements of the solicitation may cause disruption of schedule, increased costs, degradation of performance, the need for increased Government oversight, or the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  All evaluations that include a technical evaluation factor shall also consider risk.  Risk can be evaluated in one of two ways: (1) As one aspect of the technical evaluation, inherent in development of the technical evaluation factor, or (2) As a separate risk rating assigned at the technical factor level.

1.3.  Past Performance Evaluation Factor.

1.3.1.  The Past Performance Evaluation results in an assessment of the offeror’s probability of meeting the solicitation requirements, based on past performance information.  The past performance evaluation considers each offeror’s demonstrated, current, relevant record of performance in supplying products and services that meet the contract’s requirement.  The Performance Confidence Assessment rating is assessed as an overall factor after evaluating aspects of the offeror’s recent past performance, focusing on performance that is relevant to the technical factors and cost or price.  

1.3.2.  Recency refers to the state or quality of being current.  The more recent the contract, the greater the likelihood that the offeror has the same capacity to perform in a like manner.  Contracts completed within the last (Cite the number of years which is considered recent.  This can vary by the requirement; for example, recent for IT services could be within past two years since technology changes rapidly.  Three to five years may be suitable for analytical analyses/reports.) years are generally considered recent.  Information regarding contract performance that is recent and has a logical connection with the matter under consideration indicates relevancy.  

 2.0.  
pASS-fAIL cRITERIA.   State if pass/fail criteria will be used,  Detail each criterion as a separate subparagraph below.  Examples include Section 508 compliance or DIACAP requirements.  If the proposal fails in any area, it will not be considered for further evaluation.  

3.0.
EVALUATION FACTORS AND CRITERIA 

3.1.
Criteria for Factor 1: Technical 

SAMPLE ELEMENTS:

Element A:  Technical Approach and Methodology

The Offeror shall describe its assessment of the objective to be accomplished under this requirement and detail corporate resources to be applied as well as procedures for coordinating management and on-site personnel.  The Offeror shall address each portion of the PWS and describe its plan for accomplishing the task(s).

Element B:  Project Management Plan

The Offeror shall describe its approach for providing complete program management support that will fully integrate, manage, control, and document all phases of the contract requirements. The Offeror responses shall include a project management plan that describes its approach for providing the necessary managerial, administrative, and financial management resources necessary to ensure the quality of project artifacts, ensure the integrity of project artifacts, and adhere to established financial reporting procedures. Offeror responses shall also include Plans that fully address how the offer will accomplish/implement the PWS requirements for Configuration Management and Transition-in and Transition-out services

Element C:  Quality Control Plan

The Offeror shall describe its approach for instituting and maintaining a capability to ensure the quality and integrity of project artifacts. 

3.2.
Criteria for Factor 2, Past Performance.  The Government will conduct a performance confidence assessment based upon the past performance of the offerors and their proposed major subcontractors as it relates to the probability of successfully performing the solicitation requirements.  In conducting the performance risk evaluation, the Government may use data provided by the offeror and data obtained from other sources it considers current and accurate, including the Past Performance Information Retrieval System  (PPIRS).
3.3.  Criteria for Factor 3, Price.  The Government anticipates that adequate price competition will establish a fair and reasonable price.  However, if the Government does not receive adequate price competition, it will evaluate price proposals to ensure price reasonableness of the services being provided to the Government, considering the specific terms and conditions and relevant commercial practices.  
4.0.  ORDER OF IMPORTANCE.  State whether non-price evaluation factors are equal or listed in descending order of importance.  State 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 that cost or price.
5.0. RATING METHODS 

5.1. Pass/Fail - 


Pass:  Offeror met the established criteria


Fail:  Offeror did not meet the established criteria

5.2. Ratings for Factor 1, Technical: One of the following ratings will be assigned: 

	TECHNICAL RATINGS

	Rating
	Definition

	Exceptional
	The proposal exceeds stated requirements, as reflected through an innovative, comprehensive, outstanding approach.  The response is complete in terms of the basic content and level of information the Government seeks for evaluation. There is a high probability of success and minimal risk that this Offeror would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.  Minor weaknesses, if any, need not be corrected to make award. 

	Acceptable
	The proposal meets the stated requirements.  The response is considered complete in terms of the basic content and level of information the Government seeks for evaluation.  There is a reasonable probability of success and little risk that this Offeror would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.  Minor weaknesses, if any, may not need to be corrected to make award

	Unacceptable
	The proposal fails to meet the stated requirements.  The response is considered deficient in terms of basic content and level of information the Government seeks for evaluation.  The degree of risk is so high that there is little or no likelihood of success; regardless of price.


5.3. Ratings for Factor 2, Performance Confidence:  

There are four levels of relevance as shown in the table below.  When source selections require a greater level of discrimination within the past performance evaluation, the team shall use all four ratings.  For those source selections requiring less discrimination in the past performance evaluation, the team may use, as a minimum, relevant and not relevant.  The source selection plan shall clearly identify the treatment of relevancy within the past performance.

	PAST PERFORMANCE RELEVANCY RATINGS

	Rating
	Definition

	Very Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved essentially the same magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires.

	Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved much of the magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires.

	Somewhat Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved some of the magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires.

	Not Relevant
	Present/past performance effort did not involve any of the magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires.


The combination of relevancy and recency, and performance documented by the information collected by the Government, results in the selection of a performance confidence assessment as outlined below.

	PERFORMANCE CONFIDENCE ASSESSMENT

	Rating
	Description

	Substantial Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, the Government has a high expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	Satisfactory Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, the Government has an expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	Limited Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, the Government has a low expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	No Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, the Government has no expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	Unknown Confidence
	No relevant performance record is available or the offeror’s performance record is so sparse that no meaningful confidence assessment rating can be reasonably assigned.


5.4.

Ratings of Factor 3, Price:  Price proposals will not be rated.  

1
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