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Subj:
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SOLICITATION N65236-99-R-XXXX

Date:
30 Mar 2000


Time:

1400

See attached Register of Attendees

As verbally requested by (Contractor), a debriefing was held on 30 Mar 2000 at the Navy Array Technical Support Center, Norfolk, VA.  The contracting officer/ negotiator, Donna Murphy, chaired the conference.  Ms. Murphy opened the meeting with an introduction of the key players that were involved in the source selection process, followed by an explanation of the purpose of the debriefing and a general description of the TEB/CARP process.  A copy of the debriefing slides (which were forwarded as part of the notice to unsuccessful offeror) were distributed (copy attached).  The agenda was reviewed and the ground rules of what would/would not be discussed during the debriefing was presented.

Since the debriefing slides had been previously provided to the offeror and no specific questions/concerns had been raised prior to the debriefing, Ms. Murphy advised that a detailed review of the overall evaluation would be provided; however, an in-depth review of the various technical elements was not considered warranted.  The attendees were advised that, after the overall summary review was completed, any particular questions that they may have would be addressed as needed.  Ms. Murphy displayed the overall evaluation summary chart, which compared the offeror's weighted and raw scores against the awardee's weighted scores by factor.  The chart showed the weights of the Other Factors elements, the level of confidence score, and the expected value score.  Attendees were advised of the solicitation's discussion of how the level of confidence rating would be used to adjust the government's evaluation of the other factors proposal and that the source selection plan called for it to be used as a multiplier to determine the expected value score (other factors X level of confidence % = expected value).  A chart which compared the offeror's proposed cost and cost realism figures against that of the awardee.  The offeror was advised of the cost realism adjustments that were made during the evaluation.  (1)  Indirect Rates on ODC's:  Reference was made to the RFP's Section M, page M-8 regarding application of indirect costs to ODC estimates.  (2)  Adjustments made to Lots IV and V due to improper cross-reference on Material Handling Laborer through ET III hourly rates.  

Ms. Murphy then provided a review of the FAR definitions of "strength", "weakness" and "deficiency".  At this point, Ms. Murphy asked the offeror to identify any specific technical areas that needed to be addressed.  

The following questions were brought forward.  

(Contractor) noted that numerous cost-related questions arose during the oral presentation that they were not prepared to respond to.  They thought that, per Section L of the RFP, only "key personnel" were allowed at the oral presentation.  Contracting/business reps were not identified as "key personnel."  Did this lack of responsiveness to cost-related issues impact their scoring?  Response:  No.  Although the answers may not have been as deep as if they had had time to prepare for, or had a cost rep available to assist with clarification, it was understood that they were not prepared to addressed detailed cost-related issues.  However, in general, the program manager should be familiar with the basic cost elements used in preparation of a proposal.  

Why didn't they score higher in the various technical areas and how can they improve?  Response:  In order to facilitate the evaluation of technical capability via an oral presentation, it is helpful for the presentation to be structured in accordance with the various tasks/subtasks set forth in the RFP.  A presentation which is aligned with the RFP's tasks/subtasks is clearer and easier to follow.  The offeror commented that they felt they had adequate structured their proposal and appropriately addressed each of the required tasks/subtasks.  Furthermore, a comment was made there appear to be an inconsistency between the SOW, Section L, and Section M; however, the offeror did not provide any specifics regarding this comment, nor were any inconsistency issues brought forward during the solicitation stage.  Response:  A general comment was made that an incumbent often tends to generalize the subject matter, rather than provide specific responses to the various tasks/subtasks, which appeared to be the case here.  There was adequate time available during the oral presentation for the offeror to provide specific details regarding approaches/processes.  

Pursuant to (Contractor’s) request, Ms. Murphy addressed the following positive aspects of their proposal:


The business proposal was well organized and provided a lot of detail to support the costs proposed and overall operation of the program.  The cost data was presented in a means that was easy to trace, and complied with all of the RFP's requirements.  The offer provided very competitive pricing and the Professional Employee Compensation Plan and supporting data was comprehensive.  The technical proposal/oral presentation was impressive and the program manager was very professional in his presentation of the data.  He communicated well with the audience.  

No further questions were received.  The debriefing concluded at approximately 1450.
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