Each offeror shall provide information that explains the salient features and overall capability of its software.  Those offerors whose software is most highly rated will be requested to provide an evaluation copy and limited duration use license of their proposed software solution to enable the Government to fully evaluate the proposed tool.  The evaluation copy will be used by the Government for the strict purpose of evaluating the proposed tool and will be for a period not to exceed 45 days from the date of its submission.  The material provided in your initial response to this request for quote should explain your plan to deliver an evaluation copy of the software.  Also, you are requested in your initial response to provide instructions for loading and maintaining tool in server-based database structure, including recovery procedures for restoring stored files

Desirable Characteristics for Evaluation Support Software

General Features:

· Facilitate storage of data for multiple Source Evaluation Boards (SEB) within one database vs. requiring multiple databases and unique, individual links to each board and its own database.  This feature should permit the copying, archiving or removing of data for one SEB without having to copy, archive or remove data from other SEBs.

· Provide print capability for all SEB users with access to different areas of privileges to the system unless the ability to permit low-level user print capability can be controlled by the administrator.

· Provide capability for multiple concurrent users to access the tool and update data, as needed, without overwriting another user’s changes or requiring user managed merging of changes.

· Provide capability for user privileges to be set up and maintained by designated local administrator verses server-side administration.

· Provide ad hoc reporting capability.

· Provide capability to cut and paste from other text in tool or compatible tools to populate text fields within the evaluation tool
· Provide capability to export into Microsoft Word, Excel and Powerpoint files

Data entry:

The vendor shall deliver software capable of assisting personnel in conducting competitive procurement activities in accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Part 15 and the NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) Part 1815.  The software shall allow multiple concurrent users to enter the results of their evaluation of competitive proposals and document the steps taken by each Source Evaluation Board (SEB) in reaching a consensus with regard to which initial evaluation results will constitute the official findings of the SEB.

The delivered software should create a record of the results from each of multiple levels of consensus-reaching during each procurement phase.  For example, when evaluating initial proposals or final proposal revisions, a committee assigned to assist the SEB should be able to document their consensus on which draft observations should be presented to the SEB voting members for consideration as SEB findings.  

For each observation made by a person evaluating proposals, the software should provide a graphical user interface that includes unique data entry fields to capture each of the following items of information:

· A field that shows the name of the company whose proposal is being evaluated

· A field that requires the evaluator to identify the topical area or evaluation criteria to which the finding or draft finding correlates

· A field to permit input of a brief finding summary that can be used to populate summary briefing charts to be presented to the SSA

· A field to permit entry of the full finding or draft finding narrative

· A field or fields that permit input of document reference information (e.g. proposal volume, page number, solicitation page reference)

· A field automatically populated by the software with a unique numerical identifier upon creation of a finding or draft finding

· A field for the name of the evaluator that initiated the finding
· A field or fields that allows the committee or SEB to designate the current status of a finding (e.g. evaluator finding, committee approved, committee disapproved, committee modified – consolidated, SEB consensus approved, SEB consensus disapproved, SEB consensus modified – combined)

· A field that allows findings or draft findings to be designated by type (e.g. deficiency, significant weakness, weakness, strength, significant strength)

· A field that facilitates entry of detailed rational for any evaluated changes to findings either by the committee or the voting membership of the SEB.
· A field that serves as a place for the Committee/SEB to input rationale for disapproving a finding or annotating the number of the finding it was  consolidated into.
· A field that facilitates entry of detailed rational for any evaluated changes to findings resulting from improvements of proposals following the establishment of a competitive range and discussions with the most highly rated offers

· A field that permits evaluators, committees, or the SEB to designate a finding as one that correlates to a probable cost adjustment (e.g. place an “(R)” after the finding title for those findings that would require additional resources to correct)

· A field for the SEB to designate the consensus sequence of the approved findings
The software shall support the ability to enter adjective ratings and scores by individual SEB members and then by the SEB, as well as being able to print a summary of the ratings and scores by individual and SEB.  

The software shall concurrently support multiple, different procurements concurrently.  To do this, the software shall be easily customizable to fully support individual procurement’s unique list of offerors, evaluators, evaluation criteria, evaluation scheme, and solicitation requirements.  This feature should permit unique evaluation schemes both for each solicitation (e.g. request for proposal RFP 1, RFP 2, and RFP 3) as well as for each evaluation factor within a single solicitation (e.g. mission suitability, past performance, or cost).  Evaluation schemes that should be available for separate evaluation factors within an RFP shall include those suggested in the NFS as well as other color, numeric, or adjectival approaches.

The data entry fields designed to facilitate entry of narrative information or detailed rational shall when activated be easily or automatically expandable such that a large full screen text edit field is available to evaluators.  These narrative fields should have a search, search and replace, and cut and paste capability.  A spell and grammar check tool should also be available when entering or editing data a data entry field intended to capture summary information, narrative text or detailed rationale.  Standard formatting capabilities such as strikethroughs, italicizing, and boldface should be included.  
The software should permit the entry of reference text from the RFP to minimize the effort to be expended by evaluators when referring back to the solicitation requirements.  Access to reference information should be context specific based upon the topical areas the evaluator selected as the one corresponding to the finding or draft finding being entered.

The software should be accessible and fully functional in an isolated network environment.  For purposes of evaluation the software should be compatible with Windows 2003 Server.
Typical levels of user privileges:

· The delivered software should provide an easily customizable approach to control which authorized users will have specific rights or privileges in the system.  Individuals having more than one specific level of privilege in the system should not have to be assigned multiple systems identification names or passwords.  

Data manipulation:

The software shall enable users to sort findings.  This capability should include the ability to sort data based upon any or upon multiple data fields.  The tool should be designed so that each individual SEB may only view and process data pertinent to the solicitation or proposals there are responsible for evaluating.

The SEB Chair should be able to change the status of finding records and amend data contained in finding records.  Upon modification of a record by an SEB Chair, the system should automatically prevent system users other than the SEB Chair from modifying the finding.

Once the SEB Chair designates a finding as having been approved by the SEB, only a user designated as an SEB Chair should be permitted to further modify the finding.  The SEB Chair should be able to delegate this authority in the system.
The software should support multiple rounds of evaluations.  The software should automatically capture and retain a copy of all the records in the system upon a Super User executing steps designed to alert the system that a particular phase of the evaluation is complete.  The retained copy should be archived to enable future audit of the output from the completed phase(s) of the procurement.  In addition, the software shall retain a live copy of the data at the end of each phase that can be modified during the next evaluation phase, without overwriting the retained copy of the prior phase evaluation.  The finding identification numbers assigned to particular records should not be changed from one phase to the next so that the evolution of the finding from one phase of the evaluation to the next can be tracked using these numbers.  All findings shall transfer to the next round with the status it was assigned in the previous round, regardless of the creator of the finding or which evaluators scored the first round.  
Reporting:

The software should enable authorized users to generate customizable reports.  While the system may include standard reports, it should also include an ad hoc reporting capability that allows sorting and reporting based upon single or multiple criteria (e.g. company name, evaluation factor, evaluation subfactor, approval status, type of finding, or unique combinations of these and other data fields).

For example, a user should be able to report all approved Mission Suitability Factor findings for a particular offeror, by subfactor within the Mission Suitability Factor, by finding type within each subfactor, and by finding number within finding type.  The specific sequence for presenting finding types should be customizable.  In an outline format, this could look like:

Company A


Approved Findings



Mission Suitability Factor




Subfactor 1





Significant Strength 1





Significant Strength 2





Strength 1





Strength 2





Deficiency 1





Deficiency 2





Significant Weakness 1





Significant Weakness 2





Weakness 1





Weakness 2




Subfactor 2





Significant Strength 1





Significant Strength 2





Strength 1





Strength 2





Deficiency 1





Deficiency 2





Significant Weakness 1





Significant Weakness 2





Weakness 1





Weakness 2

Approved findings should be reported in a way that it does not assign the finding to a particular person but rather the most recent approval status of the finding (e.g. draft, Committee Consensus Approved, SEB Consensus Approved).

