Electrical Systems Engineering Services II (ESES II)

Solicitation Number NNG11375927R

Draft RFP QUESTIONS – Part 1

Questions Related to Past Performance
1.A.  Reference L.18(a), DRFP page 101: “A proposed significant subcontractor for this procurement is defined as any proposed subcontractor that is estimated to meet/exceed an average annual cost/fee of $10M.” Question: Does the Government expect to change this figure in the final RFP? The ESES II contract ceiling is set at $475M over five years, resulting in a potential average annual contract value of ~$95M. Considering the applicability of the 50% rule to the ESES II contract, the ESES II prime contractor can reasonably anticipate an annual contract value of at least ~$48M. Considering the size, scope, and complexity of the ESES II contract, the $10M/year threshold for the prime offeror’s relevant past performance contract citations is reasonable and appropriate.

1. B. (Similar question, different offeror): In the Draft RFP, L.18 and M.5 sets minimum size limits for past performance contract examples for both the prime contractor and significant subcontractors.  Currently, these minimums are "an average annual cost/fee of $10M".  We suggest reducing these limits from $10M to $3M, which we think would be more appropriate to maximize competition for a small business set-aside procurement.  
1.C (Similar question, different offeror): The Draft RFP includes minimum size limits for past contract examples, which could restrict competition for a small business set-aside procurement and preclude us from bidding.  We suggest doing one or both of the following: 1. Reduce the minimum limit to something closer to $4M or less; or 2. Allow offerors to combine multiple contracts to reach the minimum limit. 

ANSWER:  The Government has decided to reduce the minimum size limit for individual past contract examples for prime offerors and significant subcontractors to "an average annual cost/fee of $3M".  This will be reflected in the final RFP.  Offerors are reminded that RFP Section M.5 refers to this minimum number as "minimally relevant" and "size" will be subjectively considered in the overall past performance evaluation.  If a prime offeror does not have any recent past contracts that are relatively close in size to the ESES II estimated value, they may not receive the highest past performance level of confidence ratings available.

2. Section M.5, second paragraph states that the past performance of significant subcontractors will be evaluated and attributed to the offeror based on the work proposed to be performed by that subcontractor, and weighted accordingly in assigning the overall past performance adjectival rating to the offeror.  QUESTION:  Will any comparable assessment be provided for subcontractors if they are not significant subcontractors but are providing specialized capabilities, facilities and/or services that are most related to specific elements in the ESES II SOW?  
ANSWER:    Past performance of subcontractors that do not meet the significant subcontractor threshold will not be evaluated.

3. Section M.5 Past Performance Evaluation Factor (paragraph 11) – The Draft RFP allows for the evaluation of a “parent or affiliated or predecessor company” for past performance wherein that affiliate has resources and/or capabilities that will affect the program regardless of whether the parent or affiliate is subcontracted to the program or proposed to perform work, nor is it subject to the significant subcontractor threshold.   QUESTION: Will the Government consider removing this clause or allow for the evaluation of past performance of mentor companies in SBA-approved mentor-protégé agreements with the prime contractor?  

ANSWER:  At this time the Government is not considering the removal of this clause, or allowing consideration of mentor companies in SBA-approved mentor-protégé agreements with the prime.

4. Section M Overall – The evaluation criteria consistently ranks size with a clear preference towards larger sized companies.  We believe this restricts competition, creates barriers for companies to grow, and does not rank equally teams that collectively have the size, content, and complexity and may in fact provide ESES II with a broader and more flexible service for the uncertain future.  We recommend that the government re-assess its evaluation criteria and either remove size as a factor or allow for evaluations of the collective size, content and capability of the proposed and demonstrated team (through evidence of teaming agreements).   We believe the bidder should be required to demonstrate its approach towards handling the size, content, and complexity either through teaming, approved mentor protégé, and/or business investments to scale to the level necessary to perform the contract in the mission suitability volume, and if the bidder demonstrates a clear and compelling team and capability to perform at the size, content, and complexity required, should be equally rated.  
ANSWER: This solicitation is a small business set-aside competition.  The RFP includes no preference or evaluation criteria for “larger sized” companies.  The Past Performance evaluation criteria include examples of past contracts and their size as one aspect of relevance, in addition to other relevance aspects and performance.  Note, in the relevance comparison in past performance, size is less important than content and complexity, although it is still part of the evaluation.
5. Section L.14(b)(1), p.86, summarizes the Proposal Content and Page Limitations. 

The current Page Limitations for the Past Performance Volume would allow Offerors with multiple Significant Subcontractors to have many more pages (likely 100 pages or more) than an Offeror without Significant Subcontractors, thus creating an inherent disparity in the level of detail that may be presented. We believe such an approach to be unfairly biased in favor of teams with multiple Significant Subcontractors. We recommend that the Final RFP provide the same Page Limitation for all Offerors, independent of team composition. In order to illustrate fully an Offeror’s proven ability to perform on contracts with scope and complexity comparable to ESES-II, we recommend a 35-Page Limitation. 
ANSWER:  The final RFP will be revised to apply past performance information page limitations to the combined submission of the Prime contractor and all significant subcontractors.  The page limit will be increased from 25 pages to 35 pages.
6. Part IV, SOW Survey of the Past Performance Questionnaire only includes SOW Functions 2, 3 and 4. In addition, only select requirements within SOW Functions 2, 3 and 4 are included. QUESTION: Please explain the significance of the selected SOW requirements and if the Government only requires Offerors to discuss relevancy of their contract references within the Past Performance Volume to these stated SOW requirements. 

ANSWER: The SOW Functions identified in the Questionnaire are considered to be the key SOW areas for Questionnaire/evaluation purposes for Past Performance.  In the Past Performance Volume the contractor should follow the instructions provided, which are not limited to specific SOW areas.  

