TECHNICAL EVALUATION PLAN AND CRITERIA





PART I:  TECHNICAL EVALUATION PLAN





	This Plan describes the organization and procedures for the evalua�tion of proposals received in response to the RFP for SPAWAR Systems Center, San Diego (SSC SD) Code XX for Project XYZ.  Included in this plan are the establish�ment of the Source Evaluation Board (SEB), the weighting factors for the technical evaluation criteria, the SEB procedures and responsibilities for conducting the evaluation, and preparation and submission of the results of the evaluation to the Procurement Contracting Officer (PCO).





1.0  SEB Organization





     The SEB will be composed of three to five members representing SSC SD Code XX.  The membership will be selected to ensure a representation of expertise capable of evaluating all proposal technical aspects to a degree which will assure that Navy expenditure of funds will result in products that meet specifications and requirements.  A chairman for the SEB will be designated by Code XX from the appointed members.





2.0  SEB Procedures and Responsibilities





2.1  SEB Chairman.  The SEB chairman is responsible for receipt, storage, and control of all proposals received from the PCO.  He/She shall convene the SEB, establish the schedule for performance of the evaluation, provide di�rection for performing the evaluation, consolidate evaluation data, pre�pare the summary report and other records necessary to document the re�sults of the SEB evaluation, and submit to the PCO the final report which will include:





a.	A consolidated ranking and scoring sheet, with work papers, indicating the SEB's evaluation.





b.	A narrative description covering each proposal, expressing in detail an analysis of strong points, weak points, reserva�tions, qualifications, and unusual features.





c.	A specific list of those prospective contractors with whom, or whether or not, further negotiations should take place and what benefits would accrue to the Government as a result.





2.2  SEB Members.  General procedures to be followed by SEB evaluators, as appropriate, shall be as follows:





	a.  Perform an in-depth evaluation of the technical proposals of 	each of the offeror's proposals in accordance with this Technical 	Evaluation Plan.





	b.  Complete the Question/Clarification/Comment Sheet in Part II as 	questions arise, as additional clarification is needed, or as 	specific comments are to 	be noted.  The forms shall be provided to 	the SEB chairman for collation with those from other evaluators, 	for determining their appropriateness, and for forwarding those to 	the Contract Negotiator as necessary.  When responses are received 	by the offeror via the Contracting Officer and Contract Negotiator, 	each evaluator shall complete their scoring in that category.  





	c.  Complete the Scoring Sheets in Part II.  Evaluators shall be 	required to use their best available judgment and reason.





	d.  Consolidate the evaluation by determining a score for each 	offeror and completing the Summary Narrative Report in Part II.  	Each evaluator shall prepare a written justification supporting 	their scoring by addressing the key points that determined the 	relative merits of their scores by individual evaluation factor.  





	e.  Submit all summary score sheets, and working papers to the 	chairman of the SEB for consolidation.  The SEB chairman will 	collate all data and present the findings to the Contracting Officer 	and Contract Negotiator.  The SEB chairman shall prepare an overall 	summary narrative ranking.  The summary narrative ranking is a 	consolidation of each evaluation.  Strong and weak aspects of the 	technical proposals are provided in order to support the 	consolidated scoring and ranking.





All steps shall be iterative as necessary until a technical evaluation file is obtained that will support reconstruction of all decisions and/or provide materials for debriefings.





2.3  Rules of Conduct.  The following rules of conduct shall be followed by all participants in the technical evaluation process.





	a.  Each participant shall date and sign a Conflict of Interest and 	Non-Disclosure Statement.  





	b.  Each participant shall adhere to the Navy's standards of 	conduct 	in that they shall use discretion, good judgment and personal 	integrity in each situation.





	c.  Participants shall not accept any gratuity, favor, or items of 	value from any offeror.  





	d.  Any and all contact by participants with responding offerors 	for additional information or clarification shall be made through 	the Contracting Officer via the Contract Negotiator.  Each 	participant will provide their data requests to the chairman of the 	SEB who will provide the interface to the Contract Negotiator.





	e.  Each participant shall not discuss any aspect of the offeror's 	proposals or of the technical evaluation process with anyone other 	than the Contracting Officer, the Contract Negotiator, or members of 	the SEB (even after the evaluation process is complete).  Any 	required discussions shall be limited to the specific area of 	concern.





	f.  Evaluations will be based solely on the information provided in 	the offeror's technical proposal.  Previous knowledge about the 	offeror will not be used in the evaluation process.  





	(1)  All attempted communications by offerors representatives or any 	other contractor concerning this procurement shall be reported by 	the contacted individual to the Contract Negotiator and to the SEB 	chairman.





	(2)  All attempted communications by other government employees 	concerning this procurement shall be reported by the contacted 	individual to the SEB chairman and contracting officer for their 	action, as appropriate.





2.4 Security.  The technical evaluation process requires absolute security throughout the entire process.  Therefore, the following security requirements shall be in effect:





	a.  Each participant must be an employee of SSC SD 	and possess a secret clearance.





	b.  A separate area, such as a conference room, shall be used 	for the evaluation of the offeror's proposals in lieu of the 	participants offices.





	c.  Offeror's proposals are proprietary data.  Each of the offeror's 	proposals shall be treated as though they are classified.  The 	proposals will be serialized, stored in a secured area and checked 	out according to the needs of the participants.  No documents will 	be removed from the evaluation area for any purpose without specific 	authorization from the SEB chairman.





	d.  Any participant having a conflict of interest shall be 	excluded from participation in the technical evaluation process.  	The participants shall be screened and approved by the chairman of 	the SEB.





	e.  All working papers not required for retention in the official 	technical evaluation file shall be treated as classified.  When no 	longer needed, these working papers shall be placed in burn bags for 	immediate destruction.  Burn bags shall be stored in proper security 	containers at the end of each working day.





	f.  At the conclusion of the technical evaluation, each participant 	shall submit all of their working papers, score sheets, narrative 	discussions, etc. to the SEB chairman.  All of this data will be 	forwarded to the Contract Negotiator for permanent retention.





	g.  All reviews, deliberations, and presentations concerning this 	procurement will be guarded to preclude unauthorized disclosure.  If 	at any time unauthorized disclosure is suspected, the matter will be 	brought to the attention of the Contracting Officer and the chairman 	of the SEB, so an investigation can be conducted and corrective 	measures taken.  





3.0  Evaluation Criteria Weighting Factors





3.1  Each proposal will be evaluated against the Evaluation Criteria con�tained in Part II.  Selection for contract award will be based primarily on personnel qualifications, technical approach, corporate character�istics, software engineering, and the small business subcontracting plan.  Cost is not a numerically rated factor, however it will be considered in the award decision.





3.2  The Contracting Officer in coordination with the SEB chairman, shall establish a date for submission of the Technical Evaluation Report (nor-mally 30 days following receipt by the SEB of review copies of all pro-posals).








3.3  Each technical factor in the Evaluation Criteria will be assigned a maximum number of attainable points.  In order to assist evaluators in the assignment of scores for each proposal, relative weights will be used to determine a proposal's ranking (i.e. weighted points earned) relative to each of the factors listed in the criteria.  The following factor weight�ing will be used in the ranking of the technical evaluation criteria:





                 Factor                           Weight %





	a.  Qualifications of Personnel                   30





	b.  Technical Approach                            25





	c.  Corporate Resources/Experience/Management     19





	d.  Software Engineering                          26





	





	





�
PART II:  EVALUATION CRITERIA





	Award decisions will be based on a competitive selection of propos�als resulting from the technical evaluation and the Contract Negotiator's cost realism/reasonableness analysis.  The technical evaluation will be based on the following criteria.





1.0  PERSONNEL.                                30 POINTS MAXIMUM





	The resumes submitted with the technical proposal must demonstrate that the contractor has the personnel with the necessary knowledge, expe�rience, and education in the total spectrum of activities pertaining to the XYZ software/systems engineering services as broadly defined in the statement of work (SOW) and the desired criteria of the personnel qualification statement.  Higher scores will be given to those individuals who exceed the desired criteria.





1.1   Demonstrated ability through education or experience to perform maintenance of the XYZ system as identified in the SOW.





1.2  Demonstrated ability through education or experience to perform design/development of the XYZ system as identified in the SOW.





1.3  Demonstrated ability through education or experience to perform system test/evaluation of the XYZ system as identified in the SOW.





1.4  Demonstrated experience with the XYZ system as described in the SOW.





1.5  Qualifications of personnel as compared to the desired criteria of the SOW and the Personnel Qualifications Statement.





2.0  TECHNICAL APPROACH                        25 POINTS MAXIMUM





	The offeror's proposal must provide evidence of clear understanding of the technical requirements and the magnitude of the SOW scope of work.





2.1  The technical proposal must demonstrate a clear understanding of the maintenance and support required for the XYZ system as identified in the SOW.





2.2  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of the design/development and support required for the XYZ system as described in the SOW.  Design/development encompasses systems analysis, system design, software development, software engineering, feasibility studies, scientific studies, algorithm development, and prototyping.





2.3  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of XYZ system test/evaluation and the test of the XYZ software and the support required.  





2.4  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of documentation as related to development, maintenance, and test/evaluation of the XYZ system as identified in the SOW.





2.5  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of configuration management (for control of computer software) and status accounting for configuration items; demonstrate an understanding of the impact to configuration management with regard to trouble reports, change proposals, etc..  





2.6  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of logistics support as related to the development, maintenance, and test/evaluation of the XYZ system as described in the SOW.  Logistics support includes assessment of supportability, impact of new or modified system deployment, preparation of logistic support, and training support.





2.7  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of quality assurance as related to the development, maintenance, and test/evaluation of the XYZ system as described in the SOW.





3.0  CORPORATE RESOURCES/EXPERIENCE/MANAGEMENT 19 POINTS MAXIMUM





3.1  The offerors proposal must demonstrate experience/familiarity with the XYZ system.  The offeror must provide evidence of corporate involvement and level of responsibility under previous contracts with tasking similar to that cited in the SOW.  The offeror must include, as a minimum, the following information:  Name of Customer (Agency);  contract numbers;  contract dollar values;  contract duration;  and, a customer point of contact (with telephone num�bers) whom the Government may contact for verification.





3.2  The offerors proposal must provide a staffing plan to provide the manpower availability/allocations to assure the requirements of the SOW are met in a timely manner.





3.3  The offeror must also provide a well thought out plan for providing the required deliverables in a prompt and responsive manner.





3.4  The level at which offeror’s past performance data indicates 


	satisfactory work performance on previous contracts.





4.0  SOFTWARE ENGINEERING                     26 POINTS MAXIMUM





A major emphasis at SSC SD RDT&E Division and of this contract is software engineering and quality improvement.  Offerors shall demonstrate through their Software Process Improvement Plan and their company Software Standards/Practices documentation that they have plans in place to improve the quality and productivity of their software, are progressing toward their improvement goals, and continue to improve their software maturity level throughout the life of this contract.  The above documentation provided by each offeror will be evaluated against the criteria for each Key Process Area.  The Key Process Areas along with page references to "Capability Maturity Model for Software, Version 1.1 February 1993, CMU/SEI-93-TR-24/25" , which will be furnished upon request,  are presented below.  Page references provide the general scope of inquiry concerning the Key Process Areas.


  


Key Process Areas: 





Requirements Management 


Pages L2-1 through L2-10





Software Project Planning


Pages L2-11 through L2-28





Software Project Tracking and Oversight


 Pages L2-29 through L2-42





Software Subcontractor Management


Pages L2-43 through L2-58





Software Quality Assurance


Pages L2-59 through L2-70





Software Configuration Management


Pages L2-71 through L2-84





Organization Process Focus


Pages L3-1 through L3-10





Organization Process Definition


Pages L3-11 through L3-24





Training Program


Pages L3-25 through L3-36





Integrated Software Management


Pages L3-37 through L3-58





Software Product Engineering


Pages L3-59 through L3-82





Intergroup Coordination


Pages L3-83 through L3-92





Peer Reviews


Pages L3-93 through L3-100








	An on-site evaluation to compare the information submitted with the proposal (i.e. Software Process Improvement Plan and the Software Standards/Practices documentation) to current processes/practices may be performed.  During the on-site evaluation, information provided in the proposal will be validated through interviews with various personnel and through documentation reviews.  Completion of the on-site evaluation requires up to 4 eight hour days at the contractor's facility and consists of interviews and documentation reviews for the projects being evaluated.  Offerors should have available the software managers and other key personnel for the projects as well as documentation necessary to support the evaluation.   The on-site evaluation will focus on the offeror's compliance with the Key Process Areas.  


	





MAXIMUM NUMBER OF TECHNICAL POINTS ATTAINABLE = 100





�
SOURCE SELECTION INFORMATION - see FAR 3.104





XYZ SYSTEM TECHNICAL PROPOSAL SCORE SHEET





                 SOLICITATION NO.  N66001-9x-R-_______








FACTOR #1 - PERSONNEL                            30 POINTS MAXIMUM





EVALUATOR____________________________      OFFEROR________________________





	As documented by the submitted personnel resumes, does the technical proposal demonstrate that the offeror has personnel with the necessary knowledge, experience, and education to accomplish the tasking delineated in the SOW?





Do the resumes indicate/identify (?):  








1.1  Demonstrated ability through education or experience to perform maintenance of the XYZ system as identified in the SOW.


												(0-6)_____








1.2  Demonstrated ability through education or experience to perform design/development of the XYZ system as identified in the SOW.





												(0-6)_____








1.3  Demonstrated ability through education or experience to perform system test/evaluation of the XYZ system as identified in the SOW.





												(0-6)_____








1.4  Demonstrated experience with the XYZ system as described in the 	SOW.





												(0-6)_____








1.5  Qualifications of personnel as compared to the desired criteria of 	the SOW and the Personnel Qualifications Statement.





  


                                                               (0-6)_____








                                            FACTOR SCORE:     (0-30)_____


�
COMMENT (Comment below on each element, regardless of score):





FACTOR #1 - PERSONNEL





EVALUATOR____________________________      OFFEROR________________________














STRONG POINTS:









































WEAK POINTS:















































OTHER COMMENTS:























�
FACTOR #2 - TECHNICAL APPROACH                 25 POINTS MAXIMUM





EVALUATOR____________________________      OFFEROR________________________





The offeror's proposal must provide evidence of clear understanding of the requirements of the work de�scribed in the SOW.  Is the technical proposal responsive to the require�ments of the SOW?  Does it expressly provide detailed information which sufficiently supports the offeror's complete grasp of the scope and magni�tude of the required tasks?





2.1  The technical proposal must demonstrate a clear understanding of the 	maintenance and support required for the XYZ system as identified 	in the SOW.


												(0-5) ______





2.2  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of the 	design/development and support required for the XYZ system as 	described in the SOW.





												(0-5) ______








2.3  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of XYZ system test/evaluation and the test of XYZ system software and the support required.





												(0-5) ______  





2.4  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of 	documentation as related to development, maintenance, and 	test/evaluation of XYZ system as identified in the SOW.





												(0-3) ______





2.5  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of 	configuration management (for control of computer software) and 	status accounting for configuration items.





												(0-3) ______








2.6  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of logistics 	support, as related to the development, maintenance, and 	test/evaluation of the XYZ system as described in the SOW. 





												(0-2) ______





2.7  The technical proposal must demonstrate an understanding of quality 	assurance as related to the development, maintenance, and 	test/evaluation of the XYZ system described in the SOW.





												(0-2) ______





								    FACTOR SCORE:   (0-25) _____


                                              





COMMENT (Comment below on each element, regardless of score):





FACTOR #2 - TECHNICAL APPROACH





EVALUATOR____________________________      OFFEROR________________________











STRONG POINTS:









































WEAK POINTS:















































OTHER COMMENTS:


























�
FACTOR #3 - CORPORATE RESOURCES/EXPERIENCE/MGMT  19 POINTS MAXIMUM





EVALUATOR____________________________      OFFEROR________________________





The offeror's proposal must provide evidence in text and available reference material to substantiate the following factors/elements:








3.1  The offerors proposal must demonstrate experience/familiarity with 	the XYZ system or similar systems.  





											    (0-9)_______








3.2  The offerors proposal must provide a staffing plan to provide the 	manpower availability/allocations to assure the requirements of the 	SOW are met in a timely manner.  





												(0-3)_______








3.3  The offeror must also provide a well thought out plan for providing 	the required deliverables in a prompt and responsive manner.





												(0-3)_______





3.4  The level at which offeror’s past performance data indicates 


	satisfactory work performance on previous contracts.     (0-4)______ 








                                             FACTOR SCORE:   (0-19)_______


�
COMMENT (Comment below on each element, regardless of score):





FACTOR #3 - CORPORATE RESOURCES/EXPERIENCE/MANAGEMENT  





EVALUATOR____________________________      OFFEROR________________________











STRONG POINTS:









































WEAK POINTS:















































OTHER COMMENTS:























�
FACTOR #4 - SOFTWARE ENGINEERING                26 POINTS MAXIMUM





EVALUATOR____________________________      OFFEROR________________________





Does the Software Process Improvement Plan and the company Software Standards/Practices documentation submitted with the pro�posal demonstrate and provide evidence that the offeror has significant capability in each of the Key Process Areas as described in "Capability Maturity Model for Software, Version 1.1 February 1993, CMU/SEI-93-TR-24/25"?





4.1  Software Engineering 





       KEY PROCESS AREA:                               POINTS PER ITEM:                    


										


	•  REQUIREMENTS MANAGEMENT      				(0-2) _____


	     


	•  SOFTWARE PROJECT PLANNING                     	(0-2) _____


	     


	•  SOFTWARE PROJECT TRACKING AND OVERSIGHT   		(0-2) _____


	     


	•  SOFTWARE SUBCONTRACTOR MANAGEMENT           	(0-2) _____                                                        


									


	•  SOFTWARE QUALITY ASSURANCE            		     (0-2) _____


	     


	•  SOFTWARE CONFIGURATION MANAGEMENT    			(0-2) _____


	     


	•  ORGANIZATION PROCESS FOCUS   			     (0-2) _____									


	•  ORGANIZATION PROCESS DEFINITION 				(0-2) _____                                                          


	   


	•  TRAINING PROGRAM							(0-2) _____





	•  INTEGRATED SOFTWARE MANAGEMENT				(0-2) _____





	•  SOFTWARE PRODUCT ENGINEERING				(0-2) _____





	•  INTERGROUP COORDINATION					(0-2) _____	


	


	•  PEER REVIEWS						      	(0-2) _____





                                             FACTOR SCORE:   (0-26)_______





�
COMMENT (Comment below on each element, regardless of score):





FACTOR #4 - SOFTWARE ENGINEERING                   





EVALUATOR____________________________      OFFEROR________________________











STRONG POINTS:









































WEAK POINTS:















































OTHER COMMENTS:























�



			     SUMMATION OF FACTOR SCORES





EVALUATOR:______________________________ OFFEROR:________________








FACTOR #1 - PERSONNEL                                          _____





FACTOR #2 - TECHNICAL APPROACH                                 _____





FACTOR #3 - CORPORATE RESOURCES/EXPERIENCE/MANAGEMENT          _____





FACTOR #4 - SOFTWARE ENGINEERING                               _____











                TECHNICAL PROPOSAL TOTAL:                            _____


�
   QUESTION/CLARIFICATION/COMMENT SHEET








EVALUATOR:______________________________ 	OFFEROR:________________








PROPOSAL PAGE__________	





		NATURE OF QUESTION/CLARIFICATION/COMMENT





	_____		Non-conformance with RFP requirement.





	_____		Technique, approach, concept, or discussion in 					error and/or inconsistent.





	_____		Technique, approach, concept, or discussion 						that represents an improvement deserving 						     positive consideration.





	_____		Other____________________________________








		______________________________________________________





QUESTION/CLARIFICATION/COMMENT
































RECOMMENDED ACTION




















�
SUMMARY NARRATIVE REPORT





(Questions A, B, C and D are to be answered by each evaluator for each pro�posal.  Use additional sheets if required)








A.  Strong points (cite evidence):





























B.  Weak points (cite evidence):





























C.  Reservations, qualifications, or unusual features:





























D.  Overall evaluation of contractor and proposal based on above factors    and committee evaluations:





























�
                   CONSOLIDATED SCORING AND RANKING











------------------------------------------------------------------------


|          |                             |          |           |      |


|          |  EVALUATOR WEIGHTED SCORES  | TOTAL    |  AVERAGED |      |


|          |                             | WEIGHTED |  WEIGHTED |      |


| COMPANY  |-----------------------------| SCORE    |  SCORE    | RANK |


|          |  1  |  2  |  3  |  4  |  5  |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|


|          |     |     |     |     |     |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|


|          |     |     |     |     |     |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|


|          |     |     |     |     |     |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|


|          |     |     |     |     |     |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|


|          |     |     |     |     |     |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|


|          |     |     |     |     |     |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|


|          |     |     |     |     |     |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|


|          |     |     |     |     |     |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|


|          |     |     |     |     |     |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|


|          |     |     |     |     |     |          |           |      |


|----------|-----|-----|-----|-----|-----|----------|-----------|------|
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