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have communicated to the vendors any significant deficien-
cies or weaknesses in their proposals and given them time 
to correct those deficiencies. The presence of a weakness in 
the final evaluation generally means (1) we don’t believe the 
vendor understands or recognizes the weakness we’ve pointed 
out and hasn’t changed its proposal to respond to it; or (2) 
despite the vendor’s attempt(s) to respond to the weakness, 
we still don’t understand how the vendor plans to address it or 
don’t see the staffing or other resources to resolve the matter.  

Q: Wasn’t this just a Lowest Priced, Technically Acceptable 
(LPTA) source selection?  

A: There is a time and place for LPTA, but the RFP will always 
state specifically where the evaluation falls on the best value 
continuum. The vast majority of our source selections are con-
ducted as best value trade-offs. From the top down in Special 
Operations Research, Development and Acquisition, we’re 
strong believers in best value source selections and actively 
strive to be the best in DoD at conducting them. We focus a 
great deal of time and effort to ensure we have a well-trained 
and prepared acquisition workforce with the experience and 
tools to properly execute, document and communicate the 
source selections we make and to defend the selections in the 
event of any protests.

Q: Can you tell us how our cost or proposal compared with 
the other offerors?

A: Unfortunately, no. In most cases, we will provide the win-
ning offeror’s total cost, and the winner’s evaluation results 
in terms of colors. We are prohibited by the FAR from dis-
closing any proprietary information (including other offerors’ 
costs), directly comparing vendors or providing point-by-
point comparisons.

Some Common Feedback
The evaluation team felt you spent too much of your proposal 
regurgitating the requirement to us. It’s sometimes a fine bal-
ance, but you need to convey to us that you understand the 
requirement without just reading it back to us. In addition, 
including examples of work on past efforts does not demon-
strate your understanding of the requirement. That experience 
is evaluated as part of past performance.

Your pricing, staffing model or overall approach (or portions 
of them) did not make sense to us, were not well supported or 
didn’t track back clearly to your understanding of the require-
ment. When evaluating your proposal, we take a very struc-
tured approach. We read to understand your overall approach 
and understanding of the requirement, evaluate whether 
your proposal meets our requirements, and then identify any 
strengths or weaknesses of your approach. Well-written pro-
posals lead us clearly and unambiguously through that process 
and are consistent throughout. An example of this is dividing 
a large proposal into sections by different vendor offices or 
organizations. This can save time by having the subject-matter 

expert write each proposal area, but frequently results in a 
disjointed proposal when the different sections are not well 
integrated. We recommend a detailed final review by the of-
feror of the entire proposal to ensure it is clear and consistent 
and that the data are not repeated in multiple sections.

Evaluation of past performance is based on the offeror’s re-
cent/relevant performance record from a variety of sources. 
This may include information provided by the offeror, informa-
tion obtained from questionnaires (internally or externally), or 
information obtained from any other source available to the 
government (Past Performance Information Retrieval System, 
electronic Subcontract Reporting System, etc.).

So, that’s a quick down and dirty overview of the format we 
use for debriefings of unsuccessful offerors, questions we’re 
frequently asked during the discussions, and some of the 
common feedback we seem to repeat regularly. Hopefully, 
it provides some insight into the thought patterns and work 
processes of the evaluation team and background for your 
next source selection.  	

The author can be contacted at anthony.davis@socom.mil. 

MDAP/MAIS Program Manager Changes
With the assistance of the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, Defense AT&L magazine publishes the names 
of incoming and outgoing program managers for major 
defense acquisition programs (MDAPs) and major au-
tomated information system (MAIS) programs. This an-
nouncement lists all such changes of leadership, for both 
civilian and military program managers for the months 
of September-December 2015.

Navy/Marine Corps
CAPT Mark Kempf relieved CAPT Scott D. Heller as 
program manager for the Distributed Common Ground 
System Navy Program (PMW 120) on Sept. 1, 2015.

CAPT Mark Johnson relieved CAPT Joseph D. Mauser 
as program manager for the Tactical Tomahawk Program 
(PMA 280) on Sept. 19, 2015.

Thomas Rivers relieved CAPT Christopher P. Mercer as 
program manager for the LHA 6 America Class Amphibi-
ous Assault Ship and Ship to Shore Connector Programs 
(PMS 377) on Sept. 28, 2015.

CAPT John Hensel relieved CAPT Dave Padula as pro-
gram manager for the C-9 Replacement Aircraft Program 
(C-40A) and KC-130J Aircraft Programs (PMA 207) on 
Dec. 1, 2015.
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