Attachment 11

Proposal Ratings Guide
The Government will evaluate and rate non-cost factors and gate requirements based on the submission requirements in Section L and in accordance with the evaluation factors set forth in Section M.  The Government will evaluate the offeror’s proposed costs in accordance with Section M.  The Technical Evaluation Board (TEB) will assign adjectival ratings for each evaluation factor.  A proposal need not have all of the characteristics of a rating category in order to receive that rating; evaluators should use judgment to rate the proposal using these characteristics.  Ratings will be accompanied by a consistent narrative assessment (significant strengths, strengths, weaknesses, significant weaknesses, omissions, deficiencies and risks), which forms the basis for the ratings, as follows:

FACTOR 1 – TECHNICAL & MANAGEMENT CAPABILITY

Exceptional:  The offeror demonstrates an exceptionally thorough and comprehensive understanding of the scope of the technical issues, problems, and possible solutions associated with the surface ship, submarine, and shore installations services being procured under this solicitation.  The response demonstrates a complete understanding of the business aspects of management essential to performance of the services being procured under this solicitation.  The offeror shows an excellent probability of meeting or exceeding the Government’s requirements.  The risk of unsuccessful contract performance is very low.  

Good:  The offeror demonstrates a thorough understanding of the scope of the technical issues, problems, and possible solutions associated with the surface ship, submarine, and shore installations services being procured under this solicitation.  The response demonstrates a nearly complete understanding of the business aspects of management essential to performance of the  services being procured under this solicitation.  The offeror shows a high probability of meeting the Government’s requirements.  The risk of unsuccessful contract performance is low.
Satisfactory:  The offeror demonstrates an adequate understanding of the scope of the technical issues, problems, and possible solutions associated with the surface ship, submarine, and shore installations services being procured under this solicitation.  The response demonstrates an adequate understanding of the business aspects of management essential to performance of the services being procured under this solicitation.  The offeror will likely meet the Government’s requirements. The risk of unsuccessful contract performance is low to medium.
Marginal:  The offeror demonstrates a superficial or limited understanding of the scope of the technical issues, problems, and possible solutions associated with the surface ship, submarine, and shore installations services being procured under this solicitation.  The response demonstrates a superficial or limited understanding of the business aspects of management essential to performance of the services being procured under this solicitation.  “Marginal” indicates that the offeror is unlikely to meet the requirements set forth in the RFP and therefore may be precluded from further consideration.  The risk of unsuccessful contract performance is high.  

Unsatisfactory:  The offeror demonstrates a lack of understanding of the scope of the technical issues, problems, and possible solutions associated with the surface ship, submarine, and shore installations services being procured under this solicitation.  The response demonstrates a lack of understanding of the business aspects of management essential to performance of the services being procured under this solicitation.  “Unsatisfactory” indicates that the offeror will not meet the requirements set forth in the RFP and should be precluded from further consideration.  The risk of unsuccessful contract performance is unacceptable.
FACTOR 2 – EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION OF SMALL BUSINESS

Exceptional:  Offeror proposes at least 20% of total proposed acquisition value for small business.  Of the proposed twenty (20) percent at least fifteen (15) percent of the total proposed acquisition value shall be attributable to direct labor hours.   Additionally, the offeror meets three (3) of the five (5) minimum proposed values as listed above.  
Satisfactory:  Offeror proposes at least 15% of total proposed acquisition value for small business. Of the proposed fifteen (15) percent at least ten (10) percent of the total proposed acquisition value is attributable to direct labor hours.
FACTOR 3 – ORGANIZATIONAL PAST PERFORMANCE

Exceptional:  The offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contract(s) met contractual requirements and exceeded many to the Government’s benefit.  

No significant issues were documented for the platform type (ship, shore, or sub) being rated.  Performance of completed contracts either was consistently of the highest quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to an extremely strong expectation of successful performance.  Performance was outstanding in all respects, representing the best that could be expected from any contractor.

Very Good:  The offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contract(s) met contractual requirements and exceeded some to the Government’s benefit.  There were few problem areas reported for the platform type (ship, shore, or sub); however, they were not of such magnitude or duration to pose significant risk to the Government.  The contractor resolved problem areas quickly and to the satisfaction of the customer.  Performance of completed contracts either was consistently of high quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to an expectation of successful performance.

Satisfactory:  The offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contract(s) met contractual requirements.  Some problem areas for the platform type (ship, shore, or sub) have been reported and/or the resolution of problem areas, was, in some cases, prolonged. The prior performance being assessed was accomplished with some problems for which corrective actions taken by, or proposed to be taken by the offeror, were, or are expected to be, generally effective.  Performance of completed contracts was consistently of adequate or better quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to an expectation of adequate performance.

Marginal:  The offeror’s past performance did not meet some contractual requirements and resulted in some serious problems, which were not resolved satisfactorily.  Significant issues are documented for the platform type (ship, shore, or sub) being rated.  The prior performance being assessed reflected some serious problems, for which the offeror either failed to identify or implement corrective actions in a timely manner, or for which corrective actions implemented or proposed to be implemented were, or are expected to be, only partially effective.  Performance of completed contracts was consistently of mediocre quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to an expectation that successful performance might be difficult to achieve or that it can occur only with increased levels of Government management and oversight.
Unsatisfactory:  The offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contract(s) did not meet most contractual requirements.  Significant issues are documented for the platform type (ship, shore, or sub) being rated.  The prior performance being assessed reflected serious problems for which the offeror either failed to identify or implement corrective actions or for which corrective actions taken by or proposed to be taken by the offeror were, or are expected to be, most ineffective.  Performance of completed contracts was consistently of poor quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to extreme doubt that the offeror will successfully perform that required effort as contracted.

Neutral: The offeror lacks a record of relevant or available past performance history.  There is no expectation of either successful or unsuccessful performance based on the offeror’s past performance record.

DEFINITIONS

Significant Strength:  That part of the proposal that is innovative or exceeds the Government’s requirements.  That part of the proposal that represents a benefit to the Government and is expected to significantly increase the quality of the contractor’s performance.  Significant strengths are typically exceptionally high quality personnel, organizational experience, management, past performance, and/or technical capabilities that may allow the contractor to perform the work more cost effectively or provide superior performance benefits.

Strengths:  That part of a proposal that ultimately represents a benefit to the Government requirements and is expected to increase the quality of the contractor’s performance.  Strengths are typically high quality personnel, organizational experience, management, past performance,  and/or technical capabilities that may allow the contractor to perform the work more cost effectively or provide superior performance benefits.

Weaknesses:  A flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  That part of a proposal which detracts from the contractor’s ability to meet the Government’s requirements or results in inefficient or ineffective performance.  Weaknesses are typically less-than-average quality personnel, organizational experience, management, past performance, and/or technical capabilities that may cause the contractor to perform the work less cost effectively or not meet requirements.

Significant Weakness:  A flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  That part of a proposal which fully detracts from the contractor’s ability to meet the Government’s requirements or results in inefficient or ineffective performance.  Significant weaknesses are typically very low quality personnel, organizational experience,  management, past performance, and/or technical capabilities that may cause the contractor to perform the work less cost effectively or not meet requirements.

Deficiencies:  Any part of a proposal that is a material failure of the proposal to meet a Government requirement or a combination of significant weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.  The proposal has insufficient data making it impossible to assess compliance with the evaluation factors or contains ambiguities, which must be resolved before an assessment of compliance can be made, or takes exception to any of the terms and conditions.

Omissions:  Information requested that was not provided in the contractor’s response.  An omission is not necessarily a deficiency.

Risks:  Proposal risks are those associated with an Offeror’s proposed approach in meeting the Government’s requirements.  Proposal risk is assessed by the proposal evaluators and is integrated into each evaluation under the applicable technical and cost factors.  Risks are those areas or events that have a probability of negative consequences associated with a set of conditions, actions or approaches.  Risk implies that action must be taken to avoid failure.  Risk should be identified as follows:

Unacceptable Risk – The contractor’s approach will not meet the requirements of the contract and/or will require an unacceptable amount of Government assistance during performance.

High Risk – The contractor’s approach is unlikely to meet the requirements of the contract and/or may require excessive Government assistance during performance.

Medium Risk – The contractor’s approach is likely to meet the requirements of the contract with moderate Government assistance during performance.

Low Risk - The contractor’s approach is likely to meet the requirements of the contract with only very little Government assistance during performance.

Very Low Risk - The contractor’s approach meets the requirements of the contract with a negligible amount of Government assistance during performance.

N00039-10-R-0001


Attachment 11
Ratings Guide - This form is for informational purposes only and does not need to be returned with the proposal.


