Date:  September XX, 20XX
From:  Joe Smith, Contracting Officer
To:  Contract File
Prepared by:  Joe Smith
Subject:  Proposed Contract for National Information Technology (IT) Services

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
In March of 20XX, the subject requirement was assigned to the undersigned Contracting Officer (CO).  The CO began discussions with the Program Office to determine acquisition strategies while also considering the customers and the history of past IT services.  The subject requirement is to establish a contract offering the full gamut of IT services to support the IT staff at the Washington Headquarters Office and the IT organizations at the Regional Offices.
The Program Office provided a detailed Statement of Work (SOW) to the undersigned who reviewed the SOW and offered the Program Manager (PM) suggestions to improve the content and to clarify specific issues.  The undersigned met several times with the PM to review corrections and to make additional changes to the SOW.  

Historically, this requirement was procured regionally with each contract being awarded to an 8(a) vendor.  Therefore, this national consolidated acquisition was set-aside for competition among 8(a) vendors who are on the GSA Schedule.  The contract will consist of one (1) Base Year and four (4) Option Years with a total price range of $20 million to $25 million.  
The undersigned developed Request for Offer (RFO) No. XXX (Contract File – Tab 15).  The proposed RFO was submitted for Management and Legal reviews on August XX, 20XX and August XX, 20XX, respectively.  Management and Legal reviews were completed and approved on August XX, 20XX and August XX, 20XX, respectively (Contract File - Tab 6).  On August XX, 20XX, the RFO was sent to each of the nine (9) Offerors, via electronic-mail.
PRICE ANALYSIS:
Six (6) of the prospective Offerors responded to the solicitation with the following offers:

Offerors



5 Year Total


Comparison to IGCE
Offeror A



$16,788,116.80

25.35% lower
Offeror B



$18,916,607.70

15.88% lower
Offeror C



$19,030,269.66

15.37% lower
Offeror D



$20,740,646.06

7.77%   lower
Offeror E



$20,976,034.30

6.72%   lower 
Offeror F



$22,246,275.90

1.07%   lower
Original IGCE


$22,487,744.35
These offers ranged from 1.07% to 25.35% lower than the IGCE.
Determination of Price Reasonableness:
Offeror C received the highest technical score and had the 3rd lowest cost.  Offeror A had the lowest cost, however, was deemed to be unacceptable by receiving the lowest technical score, including major deficiencies.  Offeror B had the 2nd lowest cost and received the 3rd highest technical score.  Their cost was only 0.51% lower than Offeror C, who had the highest technical rating.
Offeror C cost was 15.37% lower than the IGCE.  This acquisition illustrated immense price competition from the prospective Offerors.
EVALUATION FOR AWARD
The criteria below were used to evaluate the prospective Offerors.  Each criterion was scored on a range from 0 to 10.  0 = Unacceptable, 1-3 = Marginal, 4-7 = Acceptable, and 8-10 = Excellent.
1. Past experience aligning IT support with business objectives in an organization of similar size and scope.

2. Qualifications of Key Personnel.

3. Past experience in providing Government agency IT support in organizations of similar size or scope.

4. Past experience in implementing and supporting applications used in servicing-business environment.

5. Technical approach relating to the particular assistance addressed in the criterion, Offeror’s technical and management approach, including systems used, project organizational structure, manpower usage, and support strategy that the Offeror has performed.

The Offerors received the following technical scores:
Offeror C


38.5 = 77%

Offeror E


36    = 72%

Offeror B


34.5 = 69%

Offeror F


31.5 = 63%

Offeror D


28    = 56%

Offeror A


10    = 20%

Offeror C received the highest technical score of 38.5.
DETERMINATION OF CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITY:
1. The proposed contractor is not on the Excluded Parties System List (Contract File – Tab 33).
2. The proposed contractor successfully performed similar services for Region 6 during the past five (5) years.
3. The proposed contractor is in good standing within the SBA 8(a) program and has successfully negotiated contracts under the GSA Federal Supply Schedule and MARS Program.
CONCLUSION:
Based on the above information, including technical evaluations and price competition, Offeror C offers the best value to the Agency.  Offeror C received the highest technical rating and offered the 3rd lowest price.  The cost difference between Offeror’s C top technical rating and the lowest acceptable offer from Offeror B was only 0.51%.  Further, Offeror C is considered to be financially, technically, and managerially capable of performing the required services in view of their past performance history with the legacy Region 6 and their technical evaluation results.
Joe Smith
Contracting Officer
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