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Definitions
· Target language as used for this particular acquisition is ______.  
· Target Language Country in this case refers to the country/countries where the target language is the primary means of communication among the educated and commercial elite. 
· Contact Hours  is the number of class periods, usually 50 minutes, spent on teaching students.  NOTE:  Monitoring a language lab session is not considered a “contact hour.”
· Target audience refers to the “type” of student population, e.g. university students in an undergraduate or graduate program, high school students, adults such as businesspeople, government employees, military, etc.
· A significant strength is defined as an aspect of the submission that appreciably increases the likelihood of successful contract performance.

· A strength is defined as an aspect of the submission that increases the likelihood of successful contract performance.

· A weakness is defined as a flaw in the submission that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  

· A significant weakness is a flaw in the submission that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

· A deficiency is defined as an aspect of the submission that fails to meet a Government requirement or a combination of significant weaknesses in the quote that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.

· A clarification is defined as limited exchanges between the Government and quoters, for the purpose of enhancing the Government’s understanding of submissions, without entering into discussions, or requesting a revision to the submission.

· Discussions are defined as exchanges between the Government and quoters for the purpose of identifying to the quoter significant weaknesses, deficiencies, and other aspects of its submission that could, in the opinion of the Contracting Officer, be altered or explained to enhance materially the submission’s potential for award and where revised submissions are requested. 

1.0
NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE ACQUISITION 

1.1 Description of the Effort. (Inserted by the Requiring Activity.)
1.2 Acquisition Strategy.  (Coordinated between the Requiring Activity and Contracting.)  The Government intends to extend one offer for a firm fixed price contract for a base year plus four one-year option periods.  The estimated value of this procurement is x,xxx euros for the base year  (for 7 blocks of instruction and all option items), x,xxx euros for option year one (for 7 blocks of instruction and all option items), x,xxx euros for option year two (for 7 blocks of instruction and all option items), x,xxx euros for option year three (for 7 blocks of instruction and all option items), and x,xxx euros for option year four (for 7 blocks of instruction and all option items) for a total of xx,xxx euros (including all option items).  The acquisition and source selection are being conducted in accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Parts 12 and 13 to the maximum extent possible.  Elements of Part 15 may be used, in the event discussions are required.
1.3 Source Selection Milestones (Developed jointly by Contracting and the Requiring Activity.)    

Event







Date
Synopsis Issued 





1-11 May 2008
Legal Review





22 April - 5 May 2008
RFQ issued





12 May 2008  
Submissions due from quoters



23 May 2008
Technical Evaluations




26 - 30 May 2008
Competitive Range Determination (if necessary)

9 - 12 June 2008
Legal Review (if necessary)



13 June 2008
Discussions (if necessary)




14 - 19 June 2008
Reevaluations (if necessary)



20 - 26 June 2008
Source Selection Decision




7 - 10 Jul 2008
Legal Review





10 - 15 July 2008
Announcement of Decision



23 July 2008
Contract Award





23 July 2008
2.0 SOURCE SELECTION ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES


The evaluation process and source selection for this acquisition involves a two-tier approach consisting of a Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) and the Source Selection Authority (SSA). The responsibility of the SSEB is to evaluate the technical submissions (to include education, experience, and technical approach).  The responsibility of the SSA is to make the source selection decision using trade-off techniques.
2.1 Source Selection Authority (SSA). The SSA will make the final source selection decision in accordance with the stated basis for award and her integrated assessment of the submissions. The SSA for this acquisition is ______.  The SSA is responsible for the acquisition and ensures that the source selection is conducted properly and efficiently and conforms to DoD and Federal acquisition policies and requirements. The SSA will also:

(
Review and approve the Source Selection Plan (SSP)

(
Review and approve the evaluation criteria 

(
Review and approve the ranking of the evaluation criteria

(
Appoint the chairperson and members of the SSEB, and ensure that members are properly trained (See Appendix A for SSEB member listing)

(
Ensure conflicts of interest or appearances thereof do not exist

(
Provide the SSEB with guidance and special instructions for conducting the evaluation and selection process

(
Ensure that there is no premature or unauthorized disclosure of proprietary or source selection information

(
Make the final award decision

· Extend the offer/Award the contract as necessary
2.2 Contracting Officer (KO). The Contracting Officer (KO) oversees the regulatory process, ensures compliance with the FAR, DoD FAR Supplement (DFARS) and other relevant regulations, and acts as staff advisor to the SSEB. A major responsibility is to ensure that the evaluation criteria set forth in the RFQ are properly addressed in the SSP. The KO for this acquisition is _______. Other specific KO duties are to:

· Ensure all SSEB members are fully trained prior to start of evaluation, including any replacement SSEB members 

· Ensure conflicts of interest or appearances thereof do not exist

(
Provide the SSEB with guidance and special instructions for conducting the evaluation and selection process

(
Ensure that there is no premature or unauthorized disclosure of proprietary or source selection information

· Ensures the evaluation board properly evaluates the submissions against the stated evaluation criteria, and monitors compliance with source selection “rules”

(
Decide whether to conduct discussions as defined in FAR Part 15.201 and how to conduct them

(
Review evaluation reports

· Ensure source selection determination rationale is fully documented before source selection announcement 

(
Conduct debriefings of the quoters, both successful and unsuccessful

· Extend the offer/Award the contract
2.3 Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB). The primary responsibility of the SSEB is to ensure a comprehensive evaluation of each submission in response to the RFQ in accordance with the SSP and the evaluation factors contained in the solicitation. The SSEB should be composed of personnel familiar with the operational requirements and environment of the project. The SSEB will be led by a chairperson and will consist of one team reviewing all stated, non-price evaluation factors.  The SSEB Chairperson will head the SSEB and will report to the SSA.  The SSEB shall:

· Maintain a full commitment to the evaluation process until the evaluation is complete, a decision is reached by the SSA, and the contract is awarded

· Evaluate each submission in an impartial and equitable manner, and report its findings to the SSEB Chairperson

· Evaluate submissions based on the information provided by the quoter unless the solicitation specifically allows the use of information otherwise obtained

· Evaluate each submission against the established evaluation criteria only and ensure that submissions are not compared against one another

· Identify and fully document submission strengths, weaknesses, and required clarifications as well as provide an overall assessment of each submission
· Participate in and/or assist in discussions and debriefings as required by the KO
2.3.1  SSEB Chairperson Responsibilities. The SSEB Chairperson appointed to lead the submission evaluation effort will function as a voting member of the board.  The SSEB Chairperson appointed to lead the submission evaluation effort is _______.  The SSEB Chairperson will:

· Manage the overall activities of the SSEB and ensuring compliance with source selection information security procedures

· Ensure all SSEB members are duly appointed and confirmed by memorandum and that all necessary procurement integrity certifications, statements of non-disclosure, and rules of conduct are executed by SSEB members

· Ensure all SSEB members understand the evaluation objectives, procedures, schedules, and individual team member responsibilities 

· Provide the KO with a consolidated evaluation report immediately following the technical evaluation

· Serve as the focal point for coordination and consultation with the SSA 

· Ensure that SSEB’s report’s narrative justification supports the evaluation results 

· Coordinate technical participation for discussions (if held) with quoters and debriefings, as directed by the KO, and other activities as required

· Provide KO with all evaluation documentation for the contract file

· Brief the SSA on the findings of the SSEB

· Participate in de-briefing the quoters if required

2.3.3 SSEB Evaluator Responsibilities.  The SSEB Evaluators are voting members of the SSEB, and will be responsible for determining how well submissions satisfy the non-price evaluation criteria of the RFQ.  This will be accomplished by evaluating all written and oral submissions and rating each of them against the appropriate evaluation factors specified in Appendix C to this SSP.  The evaluators will initially perform an individual evaluation of each submission and provide an individual rating to each submission.  This rating should be the result of each evaluator's individual review of the submission rather than of discussions between the evaluators.  After individual evaluations are concluded, the evaluators will prepare technical discussion questions and engage in group discussions to reach a consensus on a final rating. 

2.4 Duration and Location of the Evaluation. The SSEB evaluation will depend on the number of submissions received and is currently estimated to require approximately five days. The evaluation committee members will remain available and committed until all evaluation and source selection actions have been completed. All evaluation committee members will be required to be present at the evaluation location during normal duty hours.  The submission evaluations will be performed at the Marshall Center Contracting Division.  All facilities used for source selection shall be configured so that the evaluation can be performed in a controlled area.

3.0 SUBMISSION EVALUATION PROCESS


The purpose of the evaluation process is to provide critical input to the source selection determination by providing a rational basis for selection of the successful quoter.  Evaluators will not compare one submission against another, but rather evaluate each submission against the factors stated in the SSP (See Appendix C) and the criteria established for the evaluation (See Appendix C).  The evaluation process provides the necessary analysis of the submissions, which will allow the SSA to decide which submission best satisfies the needs of the Government.

3.1 Preparation and Training.  Several functions must be performed prior to initiation of the actual evaluation process.

(  
The SSA must approve the SSP evaluation strategy and criteria.

(
Personnel participating in the SSEB must be identified and notified.

(
Participants in the source selection must sign non-disclosure and other related statements that become part of the official supporting documentation (See Appendix B).

(
Participants in the source selection will read the RFQ to become thoroughly familiar with project requirements. Any questions concerning the RFQ requirements, evaluation process, or criteria should be directed to the KO for resolution.

(
Evaluation panel members must acquire a thorough knowledge and understanding of the evaluation factors and criteria and how they are applied.

(
Personnel participating in the source selection will be required to attend an introductory briefing held by the KO to familiarize them with:

-
The non-personal services Instructor acquisition strategy

· How the evaluation will be conducted

· Application of evaluation criteria

· Rating submissions and documenting the results

· Protection of source selection information

· Necessary administrative details 

3.2 Submission Evaluation.  SSEB Evaluators will assess and rate submissions based on how well the quoters meet the factors and requirements outlined in the RFQ using the evaluation criteria and instructions in the SSP (See Appendix C).  Evaluators will assess each written technical submission and past performance information (see Attachment A), then prepare a narrative description of the strengths, weaknesses, and areas requiring clarification to support the rating. Telephone or e-mail interviews for past performance utilizing the points of contact identified by quoters or obtained independently may be conducted during the evaluation process as deemed appropriate.

3.3 Oral Presentations.   Not anticipated.

3.4 Discussions.  The Government intends to evaluate submissions and extend an offer/award a contract without discussions with quoters (except clarifications as described in FAR 15.306(a)). The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the KO later determines them to be necessary.  If the KO determines that the number of submissions that would otherwise be in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted, the KO may limit the number of submissions in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated submissions.  The Government may reject any or all quotes if such action is in the public interest; accept other than the lowest quote; and waive informalities and minor irregularities in quotes received.

3.5 Limits on Exchanges. Government personnel involved in the acquisition shall not engage in conducts that: 

· Favors one quoter over another

· Reveals a quoter’s technical solution, including unique technology, innovative and unique uses of commercial items, or any information that could compromise a quoter’s intellectual property to another quoter
· Reveals the names of the individuals providing reference information about a quoter’s past performance 

· Knowingly furnishes source selection information in violation of FAR Part 3.104 and 41 U.S.C. 423(h)(1)(2)

3.6  Source Selection Documentation. It is extremely important that the source selection process is adequately documented; both to substantiate and provide an audit trail for the source selection decision and support that decision against possible protests by unsuccessful quoters. The appropriate documents, including the SSA’s decision document, as required by FAR 15.308, briefings to the SSA, and other reports as necessary to capture all consensus findings of the SSEB, will be retained as part of the contract file. 

4.0
EVALUATION RATINGS

4.1 Evaluation Factors and Methodology. All submissions shall be evaluated by the SSEB in accordance with the factors and criteria established in the SSP (See Appendix C).  The evaluation criteria provide for technical evaluations based upon criteria established before receipt of the submissions and is intended to ensure that the evaluation will be a structured process employing equitable measures.

5.0
SECURITY OF SOURCE SELECTION INFORMATION

5.1 Restriction of Source Selection Participants. Because participation in a source selection involves access to procurement sensitive information, it is essential that it be safeguarded in a manner similar to "classified" material. Participants in a source selection must accept and be willing to certify their acceptance of certain restrictions when nominated to serve on the SSEB. Participants shall not disclose proprietary or source selection information in accordance with FAR 3.104-5 and DFARS 203.104-5.  Participants must avoid actual or perceived conflicts of interests. Participants will be required to understand and sign a Conflict of Interest and Non-Disclosure Statement.

5.2 Document Control.  Submissions, the SSP, and other material related to the source selection will be closely controlled by the SSEB. All work performed as part of this source selection will be conducted at the source selection facility, and source selection materials will not be removed from the evaluation work location, except with the specific, expressed permission of the KO. Following the establishment of a contract, submissions will be disposed of in accordance with established procedures.

APPENDIX A

Source Selection Evaluation Board - Member Listing

TITLE
Source Selection Organization Member Listing

TITLE
1.  Source Selection Authority:  NAME, Contracting Officer.

2.  SSEB Members  (Names are recommended by the Requiring Activity and endorsed by the SSA.) 
· NAME (Chairman)

· TITLE
· DSN 440- 
· E-mail address
· NAME  
· TITLE

· DSN 440- 

· E-mail address

· NAME (Advisor)

· Contracting Officer

· DSN 440- 

· E-mail address

· NAME (Advisor)

· Contract Specialist

· DSN 440- 

· E-mail address

3.  Price Evaluation will be conducted by the Contract Specialist and Contracting Officer.  The SSEB members may be consulted for technical input on various pricing elements.
4.  Changes or additions to the composition of the Source Selection Organization may only be made with the approval of the Source Selection Authority.

APPENDIX B

Source Selection Certificates

MEMORANDUM FOR SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION BOARD [image: image1.png]



SUBJECT: Unauthorized Disclosure of Procurement Information  
The proper custody, use and preservation of official information related to procurement evaluation, selection proceedings, negotiations, etc. cannot be overemphasized.  It is essential that personnel associated with procurement actions strictly comply with the applicable provisions of the law, including, but not limited to, 18 U.S.C. § 1905, which provides:

“Whoever, being an officer or employee of the United States or of any department or agency thereof, any person acting on behalf of the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight, or agent of the Department of Justice as defined in the Antitrust Civil Process Act (15 U.S.C. §§ 1311-1314), publishes, divulges, discloses, or makes known in any manner or to any extent not authorized by law any information coming to him in the course of his employment or official duties or by reason of any examination or investigation made by, or return, report or record made to or filed with, such department or agency or officer or employee thereof, which information concerns or relates to the trade secrets, processes, operations, style of work, or apparatus, or to the identity, confidential statistical data, amount or source of any income, profits, losses, or expenditures of any person, firm, partnership, corporation, or association; or permits any income return or copy thereof or any book containing any abstract or particulars thereof to be seen or examined by any person except as provided by law; shall be fined under this title, or imprisoned not more than one year, or both; and shall be removed from the office or employment.”

Activity representatives shall not reveal any information to anyone who is not also participating in the same proceedings.  Such information is classified For Official Use Only.  Furthermore, any communication concerning the procurement or the panel’s composition and activities directed be the undersigned from any source outside the panel must be reported to the Contracting Officer.

The dissemination of information in this category to other parties will be at the sole discretion and sole direction of the Contracting Officer.  Vendors’ submissions, identity of officers, source selection evaluation board documents, and similar materials will be handled and discussed on a need-to-know basis only.  Under no circumstances may submissions, evaluations, and selected property/services, or source selection evaluation board reports, be divulged without the authorization of the Contracting Officer.

Any unauthorized disclosures contrary to the foregoing provisions may result in appropriate disciplinary action such as the penalties set forth above (18 U.S.C. § 1905), or such statutory and regulatory provision as may be deemed appropriate.  To ensure awareness of the above, sign and date one copy of this memorandum.



________________________________

           
         
NAME


Source Selection Authority
SSEB Member

Signature:  _____________________


Date:  ____________________

Conflict of Interest

Certification
I hereby certify that I have read and become familiar with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 3.104-4, entitled “Statutory and related prohibitions, restrictions, and requirements.”  I understand and will completely observe the provisions of this regulation.

Statement Of Conflict Of Interest

To the best of my knowledge, neither I, nor any member of my family, has any direct private, financial, or employment interest in any of the firms or individuals submitting submissions for consideration and evaluation, which conflicts substantially, or appears to conflict substantially, with my duties as a member of the Source Selection Evaluation Board.

In making this certification, I have considered all my stocks, bonds, other financial interests, and employment arrangements (past, present or under consideration) and, to the extent known by me, all the financial interests and employment arrangements of my spouse, my minor children, and other members of my immediate household.

If after the date of this certification, any person, firm, or organization with which, to my knowledge, I (including my spouse, minor children, and other members of my immediate household) have financial interests, or with which I have or have had at any time in the past an employment arrangement, submits an offer, is proposed as a subcontractor, or otherwise becomes involved in the subject project, I will notify the Chairperson of the Panel and, thereafter, until advised to the contrary, I will not participate further in any way, by rendering advice, making recommendations, voting, or otherwise, in the work of this Panel.

Signature:  ________________________

Name:  ___________________________

Title:  ____________________________

Date:  ____________________________

APPENDIX C

EVALUATION FACTORS and METHODOLOGY

TITLE
Evaluation Factors & METHODOLOGY
TITLE
1. Evaluation Factors 
(Developed jointly by the Requiring Activity and the Contracting Office.)  

Requirement.  In its response, the quoter must address all factors (to include the pass/fail factors) for each instructor proposed.  Target language (TL) as used for this particular acquisition is ____.  It is expected that the proposed instructor has educated native speaker proficiency in the Target Language.  Target Language Country as used for this acquisition refers to the country/countries where the target language is the primary means of communication among the educated and commercial elite and/or the majority of the population. 

Factor 1, Pass/Fail
Language Skills



Sub-factor 1

Target Language Proficiency

Sub-factor 2

Working Knowledge of Egyptian Dialect


Sub-factor 3

Working Knowledge of English

Factor 2

Education

Factor 3

Experience

Sub-factor 1

Teaching Experience

Sub-factor 2

Development of Instructional or Test Material

Sub-factor 3

Life and Work Experience in Target Language Country

Factor 4

Past Performance

Factor 5

Price

1.1 Pass/Fail, Factor 1, Language Skills.

1.1.1. Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 1.  Target Language Proficiency.
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall demonstrate the proposed instructor’s target language proficiency with the ability to listen, speak, read, and write at a level consistent with that of an educated native speaker.  Documentation to demonstrate target language proficiency shall consist of evidence that the proposed instructor is a native speaker, or obtained target language proficiency through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in the TL), or obtained TL language proficiency certification, or has used the TL in a work environment where the TL was the primary means of communication. 

1.1.2.     Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 2, Working Knowledge of Egyptian Dialect.
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall demonstrate the proposed instructor’s working knowledge of Egyptian Dialect.  Language skills must be sufficient to fulfill the teaching requirements of this contract.  The quoter shall provide evidence of the proposed instructor’s working knowledge of Egyptian Dialect, either as a native speaker, through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in Egyptian Dialect and requiring participation in Egyptian Dialect, e.g. term papers), or Egyptian Dialect language proficiency certification, or has used Egyptian Dialect in a work environment where Egyptian Dialect was the primary means of communication.  

1.1.3       Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 3, Working Knowledge of English.
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall demonstrate the proposed instructor’s working knowledge of English.  English language skills must be sufficient to fulfill the requirements of this contract (e.g. understand written and oral instructions, counsel students, give explanations, verify accuracy of translations etc.).  The quoter shall provide evidence of the proposed instructor’s working knowledge of English, either as a native speaker, through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in English and requiring participation in English, e.g. term papers), or English language proficiency certification, or has used English in a work environment where English was the primary means of communication.

1.2.  Formal Education.  
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall demonstrate the proposed instructor’s educational qualifications by providing transcripts or diplomas of all courses taken by the proposed instructor at institutions of higher learning.

1.3 Factor 3, Experience.

1.3.1  Sub-Factor 1.  Teaching Experience.
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall provide a narrative of the proposed instructor’s teaching experience including subjects taught, number of years taught, target audience (e.g., high school, secondary school students, university students, business people, etc.), and number of contact hours during the past six years.  A “contact hour” is an instructional period lasting at least 50 minutes.  

1.3.2  Sub-Factor 2.  Development of Instructional or Text Material.
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall provide a description of any instructional or test materials the proposed instructor developed, and for each indicate if it was published, not published but shared by peers (e.g. 15 lessons for 20 instructional periods, shared with 3 colleagues), or for personal use only (e.g. exercises to supplement commercial text).  “Instructional materials” do not refer to articles/books about the language, but actual lessons.  Instructional materials also do not refer to lesson plans, but actual lessons and exercises developed.  If publications are identified, the quoters must include the title, publisher’s name and date.  

1.3.3  Sub-Factor 3.  Life and Work Experience in Target Language Country.
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall clearly and fully indicate the number of years the proposed instructor spent as an adult (after age 18) in the TL country (provide dates) and what he/she did during that time (e.g. university studies, teaching, worked for a publishing company etc.).

1.4  Factor 4, Past Performance.
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall provide past performance information for the proposed instructor (e.g. letters of recommendation, copies of student/supervisor feedback, performance evaluations) indicating the quality of teaching during the past three years.  Past performance information shall cover a minimum of 1 year in teaching.  The quoter shall provide at least one reference for any project identified under the experience factor that has a performance period within the past three years.  The quoter shall complete the name of the proposed instructor and immediately forward the below Past Performance Questionnaire (Attachment A) for completion by references for projects cited under the experience factor.  Quoters shall request their references to return Attachment A to the George C. Marshall Center Procurement Office as soon as possible so that the Government receives as many references as possible on or before the due date for the receipt of quotes.  For each reference, the quoter shall use Attachment A and provide:  

1.   Organization/company/contracting partner’s name.

2.   Point of contact’s (POC) name and contact information:  

(a) Current phone numbers.

(b) Valid email addresses.

3.   Description that precisely explains: 

(a)    General scope of the contract.

(b)    Specific requirements of the contract.

(c)    Performance period.

PAST PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRE - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

“ATTACHMENT A”

The contractor listed below is being considered in a Source Selection by the Partner Language Training Center Europe (PLTCE) at the George C. Marshall Center in Garmisch, Germany.  It would be appreciated if you would provide us with comments regarding the named instructor's past performance.  Your comments are considered Source Selection Sensitive; therefore, you are advised that the Federal Acquisition Regulation (15.1004) prohibits the release of the names of individuals providing reference information about a contractor’s past performance.  In order to maintain the integrity of the source selection process, we respectfully request that you do not divulge the name of the contractor nor discuss your comments on this questionnaire with any other individuals. Please fax or e-mail this form as soon as possible to: Katharina Beam at +49 (0) 8821 750 2412 or beamk@marshallcenter.org. 

Background information of PLTCE’s requirement:  

The mission of the PLTCE includes providing language enhancement training to students.  Instruction is primarily conducted at the intermediate and advanced proficiency levels (Levels 1+ to level 3); however, introductory courses (Levels 0 – 1) will also be conducted. Overall, PLTCE offers introductory, intermediate, advanced and specialized classroom instruction in approximately ten languages and dialects for approximately 400 U.S., NATO/PfP military and civilian linguists each year.  Up to one contract may be awarded for Modern Standard Arabic language instruction services.  The Contractor shall provide 35 hours of intensive ARABIC/EGYPTIAN DIALECT language instruction a week, for as much as 7 contact hours a day.  

__________________________(the name of the proposed instructor shall be completed by the quoter before sending the form to references) is being considered as an instructor for ARABIC/EGYPTIAN DIALECT language instruction at PLTCE.  

Your Project Information:

1.  Contractor’s name (prime/sub): 











2.  Project title/contract number: 
























3.  Date of award: ___________      

4.  Actual completion date: ________

5.  Contract currently in process:  

Yes    

No

6.  Contract value per year: 





7.  Contract type: (FFP/CPAF/Etc.)  




8.  What languages were taught by this instructor under your contract?  


















9.  What was the target audience for each course?  






























10.  For each course taught, how many contact hours did this instructor perform under your contract?  (Note:  A “contact hour” is defined as the number of class periods, usually 50 minutes, spent on teaching students.  Monitoring a language lab session is not considered a “contact hour.”)  




















































11. Did this instructor develop course materials in support of your contract?  If so, please describe the materials developed and how they were used.   





























































Information for Reference:  (The following information will assist in the analysis of the data.  Information will be kept confidential.)

1. Name:_______________________________________ Date:________________

2. Phone no.:________________________________ Fax no.:_________________

3. Address:__________________________________________________________

4. Your position or function in relation to project:_____________________________

5.        Have you personally observed this contractor in the classroom?  



















Ratings:  (Please evaluate the instructor's performance using the following ratings.)

“VG”   Very Good
The instructor’s performance clearly exceeded the contract requirements.

“G”      Good  
The instructor’s performance somewhat exceeded the contract requirements.

"S"       Satisfactory
The instructor's performance met the contract requirements.

"M"      Marginal
The instructor's performance met the minimum contract requirements but with difficulty.

"U"      Unsatisfactory
The instructor's performance was poor and/or did not satisfy contract requirements.

Please rate and provide any supporting information for the following:  (Use additional sheets as needed)

1.  Please describe the instructor’s interpersonal skills.  
























































  Rating 



2.  Please describe the instructor’s effectiveness and variety of teaching methods employed.  




















































  Rating 



3.  Does the instructor attempt to involve students in the learning process?  






















































  Rating 



4.  Does the instructor provide meaningful learning activities to students?  









































  Rating 



5.  Does the instructor provide positive, constructive feedback to students?  






















































  Rating 



6.  Is the instruction student-centered or does the instructor prefer to lecture?  






















































  Rating 


7.  Please describe the quality of materials developed and used by the instructor. 






















































  Rating 



8.  Please describe the instructor’s ability to explain difficult concepts in English.  








































  Rating 



9.  Please describe the feedback obtained from students for this instructor.  









































  Rating 



10.  Were your desired results achieved by this instructor?  
























































  Rating 



11.  Please describe the instructor’s teamwork with colleagues.  












































  























  Rating 



12.  Is the instructor consistently well prepared for class?  





































































  Rating 



13.  Please describe the relationship between the contractor and your contract team.  








































  Rating 


14.   Please describe the contractor's on-site management and coordination of subcontractors. 







































  Rating 


15.  Please describe the contractor's overall corporate management, integrity, reasonableness and cooperative conduct.  



































  Rating 



16.  Please describe the contractor's ability to provide the required work at a reasonable total price.  






































  Rating 


17.  Has the contractor been given any of the following:  Cure notice, show cause, letters of reprimand, suspension of payments, termination?  If yes, please explain.   

























































  Rating 

  

18.
Was the customer satisfied with the end product?   
























































  Rating 


19.
Has the contractor been provided an opportunity to discuss any negative performance ratings?  If so, what were the results?    





























































  Rating 



20.
Would you award another contract to this contractor?  If no, please state reasons for not recommending this contractor for additional work.  



























































  Rating 


21.  Has an official contractor performance evaluation been completed for this contract?  If so, please provide the official evaluation with your response to this questionnaire.

Please provide any additional comments you think we should consider when making our selection:  










































































































Signature of Reference:










1.5  Factor 5, Price.

Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall provide firm fixed unit and total prices in all line item descriptions (SF1449) except for the travel Contract Line Items (CLINS) 0006, 0007, 0008, 0009 and their corresponding option year CLINS.  

2. Evaluation Methodology

The Government intends to extend up to one offer resulting from this solicitation to the responsible quoter whose quote conforming to the solicitation will be most advantageous to the Government, price and other factors considered.  

(Developed jointly by the Requiring Activity and the Contracting Office.)  Language Skills is a pass/fail factor.  To be considered further, the quote must receive a pass rating for Factor 1.  Education, experience, and past performance are of equal importance.  On experience sub-factors 2 and 3 are of equal importance.  When combined, sub-factors 2 and 3 are of equal importance to sub-factor 1.  Education, experience, and past performance, when combined, are significantly more important than price.  
2.1 Pass/Fail , Factor 1, Language Skills.

In order to be eligible for award, quoter must satisfactorily demonstrate that he/she meets the requirements spelled out by sub-factors 1, 2 and 3.  The SSEB shall ensure that only those quotes that meet these requirements will be further evaluated.

2.1.1  Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 1.  Target Language Proficiency.
If the Government receives evidence that the proposed instructor is a native speaker, or the proposed instructor obtained target language proficiency through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in the TL), or TL language proficiency certification, or has used the TL in a work environment where the TL was the primary means of communication, the proposed instructor shall receive a pass under this sub-factor.  Only those quotes that meet these requirements will be evaluated further.

2.1.2      Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 2.  Working Knowledge of Egyptian Dialect.

If the Government receives evidence that the proposed instructor’s Egyptian Dialect language skills are sufficient to fulfill the teaching requirements of this contract, the proposed instructor shall receive a pass under this sub-factor.  Evidence shall consist of proof that the proposed instructor is either as native speaker, or, he/she has obtained Egyptian Dialect language fluency through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in Egyptian Dialect and requiring participation in Egyptian Dialect, e.g. term papers), or Egyptian Dialect language proficiency certification, or has used Egyptian Dialect in a work environment where Egyptian Dialect was the primary means of communication.  Only those quotes that meet these requirements will be evaluated further.  This sub-factor differs from a Working Knowledge of English by the higher degree of proficiency required for teaching Egyptian Dialect rather than simply the communication skills required for English.

2.1.3
Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 3, Working Knowledge of English.
If the Government receives evidence that the proposed instructor’s English language skills are sufficient to fulfill the requirements of this contract (e.g. understand written and oral instructions, counsel students, give explanations, verify accuracy of translations etc.), the proposed instructor shall receive a pass under this sub-factor.  Evidence shall consist of proof that the proposed instructor is either as native speaker, or, he/she has obtained English language fluency through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in English and requiring participation in English, e.g. term papers), or English language proficiency certification, or has used English in a work environment where English was the primary means of communication.  Only those quotes that meet these requirements will be evaluated further.

2.2  Formal Education.  
The Government will evaluate the level and relevancy of the proposed instructor’s educational qualifications (i.e., MA in teaching the Target Language to foreigners, etc.).  Ratings are:
Rating


Definition

Very Good
M.A. or higher. in teaching the Target Language (TL) to foreigners, (Foreign Language Education)




OR in teaching English as a Foreign Language (EFL/ESL)

Good
M.A. in Linguistics/Philology of the TL country




NOTE:  “TL Country” = where the TL is the primary means of communication among the educated and commercial elite and/or the majority of the population).  

Satisfactory
M.A. in History/Literature/Anthropology/Education (related to TL country), educational psychology, international relations.

Marginal
B.A. with major concentration in history/literature/anthropology/international relations/


(related to the target language country)/education/educational psychology.
Unsatisfactory

Proposed instructor did not demonstrate possessing a University degree.  
(What about a University degree in an unrelated field? Look at most recent competitions – how was this addressed?)
2.3  Factor 3, Experience.

2.3.1  Sub-Factor 1.  Teaching Experience.   
The Government will evaluate the depth, recency, and relevancy of the proposed instructor’s experience as compared to the services required by this solicitation.  Relevant experience includes contracts operating in similar working environments and contracts involving services that are considered to be similar in scope, magnitude, and complexity when compared to the requirements described in this solicitation (e.g., teaching the Target Language at a government institution in a formal setting to multinational adult learners for extended periods of time/contact hours).  Ratings are:
Rating


Definition

Very Good
Based on the depth, recency, and relevancy of the proposed instructor’s experience, there is a high probability of success and no risk that this proposed instructor would fail to meet the quantity, quality and schedule requirements.
Good
Based on the depth, recency, and relevancy of the proposed instructor's experience, there is a good probability of success and negligible risk that this proposed instructor would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements. 
Satisfactory
Based on the depth, recency, and relevancy of the proposed instructor’s experience, there is some probability of success and some risk that this proposed instructor would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.
Marginal
Based on the depth, recency and relevancy of the proposed instructor's experience, there is a low probability of success and great risk that this proposed instructor would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.  
Unsatisfactory
Based on the depth and relevancy of the proposed instructor's experience, the degree of risk is so high that there is no reasonable likelihood of success, regardless of price.
2.3.2  Sub-Factor 2.  Development of Instructional or Test Material.
The Government will evaluate the extent to which the proposed instructor has developed relevant instructional or test materials.   Ratings are:

Rating


Definition

Very Good
The proposed instructor has great depth of experience developing instructional and test materials that are relevant to this requirement.  Based on the information provided, there is a very good probability of success with overall low degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Good
The proposed instructor has good depth of experience developing instructional or test materials that are relevant to this requirement.  Based on the information provided, there is a good probability of success with overall low to moderate degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Satisfactory
The proposed instructor has some experience developing instructional or test materials that are relevant to this requirement.  Based on the information provided, there is a fair probability of success with overall moderate to high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Marginal
The proposed instructor has little experience developing instructional or test materials that are relevant to this requirement.  Based on the information provided, there is minor probability of success with overall high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Unsatisfactory
The proposed instructor did not previously develop instructional or test materials.  Based on the information provided, there is very little probability of success with very high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

2.3.3  Sub-Factor 3.  Life and Work Experience in Target Language Country.
The Government will evaluate the extent of life and work experience the proposed instructor spent as an adult (after age 18) in the TL country.  Ratings are:

Rating


Definition

Very Good
Specified at least 5 years of life and work experience in the TL country as an adult.  Very good probability of success with overall low degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Good
Specified at least 3 years of life and work experience in the TL country as an adult. Good probability of success with overall low to moderate degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Satisfactory
Specified at least 2 years of life and work experience in the TL country as an adult.  Fair probability of success with overall moderate to high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Marginal
Specified at least one year of life and work experience in the TL country as an adult.  Minor probability of success with overall high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Unsatisfactory
Proposed instructor specified less than one year of life and work experience in the TL country as an adult.  Very little probability of success with very high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

2.4 Factor 4, Past Performance.
The Government will evaluate the currency, relevancy, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in the proposed instructor’s past performance.  Relevant contracts are contracts operating in similar working environments and contracts involving services that are considered to be similar in scope, magnitude and complexity when compared to the requirements described in this solicitation.  This evaluation is separate and distinct from the Contracting Officer’s responsibility determination. The assessment of the proposed instructor’s past performance will be used to evaluate how well he/she has performed similar services in the past.  Quotes lacking relevant past performance history will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably for past performance.  To assess performance risk the Government may use both past performance data provided by the quoters (e.g., official performance reviews/appraisals, letters of recommendation) and data obtained independently.  Ratings are:

Rating
Definition

Very Good
Based on the proposed instructor’s performance record, there is a high probability of success and no risk that this quoter would fail to meet the quantity, quality and schedule requirements.   

Good
Based on the proposed instructor’s performance record, there is a good probability of success and negligible risk that this quoter would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.   

Satisfactory
Based on the proposed instructor’s performance record, there is some probability of success and some risk that this quoter would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.   

Marginal 
Based on the proposed instructor’s performance record, there is a low probability of success and great risk that this quoter would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.   

Unsatisfactory
Based on the proposed instructor’s performance record, the degree of risk is so high that there is no reasonable likelihood of success, regardless of price.  

Neutral
The proposed instructor has no relevant past performance history.  

2.5 Factor 5, Price.
All prices, including option years, will be evaluated for reasonableness and in accordance with FAR 52.225-17, Evaluation of Foreign Currency Offers (FEB 2000), as applicable, except for the travel Contract Line Items (CLINS) 0006, 0007, 0008, 0009 and their corresponding option year CLINS. 
The Government will evaluate quotes for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement.  The Government may determine that a quote is unacceptable if the option prices are significantly unbalanced.  Evaluation of options shall not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s). 

The solicitation will also note that this requirement is being solicited using FAR 13.5, Test Program for Certain Commercial Items.  The purpose of this test program is to vest Contracting Officers with additional procedural discretion and flexibility, so that commercial item acquisitions greater than the simplified acquisition threshold but not exceeding $5.5 million may be solicited, offered, evaluated, and awarded in a simplified manner that maximizes efficiency and economy and minimizes burden and administrative costs for both the Government and industry.  As such, the Contracting Officer will perform an initial price reasonableness screening of all quotes.  If a quoted price is so high that the Contracting Officer determines the firm has no reasonable chance of award, the Government reserves the right to conduct no further evaluation of the technical portion of the quote.  

APPENDIX E

TITLE
Evaluation Form
Evaluator:  







Date:  




QUOTER:  




Rating for this Factor:  



Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 1.  Target Language Proficiency
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall demonstrate the proposed instructor’s target language proficiency with the ability to listen, speak, read, and write at a level consistent with that of an educated native speaker.  Documentation to demonstrate target language proficiency shall consist of evidence that the proposed instructor is a native speaker, or obtained target language proficiency through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in the TL), or obtained TL language proficiency certification, or has used the TL in a work environment where the TL was the primary means of communication. 

Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 1.  Target Language Proficiency.

If the Government receives evidence that the proposed instructor is a native speaker, or the proposed instructor obtained target language proficiency through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in the TL), or TL language proficiency certification, or has used the TL in a work environment where the TL was the primary means of communication, the proposed instructor shall receive a pass under this sub-factor.  Only those quotes that meet these requirements will be evaluated further.

Narrative to Support Pass:  











































































Narrative to Support Fail:  












































































Technical Questions:  












































































(Note:  Cite the paragraph and page number(s) from the quote where the above findings can be found.)

TITLE
Evaluation Form
Evaluator:  







Date:  




QUOTER:  




Rating for this Factor:  



Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 2, Working Knowledge of Egyptian Dialect.
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall demonstrate the proposed instructor’s working knowledge of Egyptian Dialect.  Language skills must be sufficient to fulfill the teaching requirements of this contract.  The quoter shall provide evidence of the proposed instructor’s working knowledge of Egyptian Dialect, either as a native speaker, through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in Egyptian Dialect and requiring participation in Egyptian Dialect, e.g. term papers), or Egyptian Dialect language proficiency certification, or has used Egyptian Dialect in a work environment where Egyptian Dialect was the primary means of communication.  

Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 2, Working Knowledge of Egyptian Dialect.
If the Government receives evidence that the proposed instructor’s Egyptian Dialect language skills are sufficient to fulfill the teaching requirements of this contract, the proposed instructor shall receive a pass under this sub-factor.  Evidence shall consist of proof that the proposed instructor is either as native speaker, or, he/she has obtained Egyptian Dialect language fluency through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in Egyptian Dialect and requiring participation in Egyptian Dialect, e.g. term papers), or Egyptian Dialect language proficiency certification, or has used Egyptian Dialect in a work environment where Egyptian Dialect was the primary means of communication.  Only those quotes that meet these requirements will be evaluated further.  This sub-factor differs from a Working Knowledge of English by the higher degree of proficiency required for teaching Egyptian Dialect rather than simply the communication skills required for English.

Narrative to Support Pass:  











































































Narrative to Support Fail:  












































































Technical Questions:  













































































(Note:  Cite the paragraph and page number(s) from the quote where the above findings can be found.)

TITLE
Evaluation Form
Evaluator:  







Date:  




quoter:  




Rating for this Factor:  



Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 3, Working Knowledge of English.
Submission Requirements:  The quoter shall demonstrate the proposed instructor’s working knowledge of English.  English language skills must be sufficient to fulfill the requirements of this contract (e.g. understand written and oral instructions, counsel students, give explanations, verify accuracy of translations etc.).  The quoter shall provide evidence of the proposed instructor’s working knowledge of English, either as a native speaker, through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in English and requiring participation in English, e.g. term papers), or English language proficiency certification, or has used English in a work environment where English was the primary means of communication.

Pass/Fail-Sub-Factor 3, Working Knowledge of English.
If the Government receives evidence that the proposed instructor’s English language skills are sufficient to fulfill the requirements of this contract (e.g. understand written and oral instructions, counsel students, give explanations, verify accuracy of translations etc.), the proposed instructor shall receive a pass under this sub-factor.  Evidence shall consist of proof that the proposed instructor is either as native speaker, or, he/she has obtained English language fluency through formal education (courses completed at an institution of higher learning taught in English and requiring participation in English, e.g. term papers), or English language proficiency certification, or has used English in a work environment where English was the primary means of communication.  Only those quotes that meet these requirements will be evaluated further.

Narrative to Support Pass:  











































































Narrative to Support Fail:  












































































Technical Questions:  













































































(Note:  Cite the paragraph and page number(s) from the quote where the above findings can be found.)

TITLE
Evaluation Form
Evaluator:  







Date:  




QUOTER:  


Rating for this Factor:  



Formal Education.  
The Government will evaluate the level and relevancy of the proposed instructor’s educational qualifications (i.e., MA in teaching the Target Language to foreigners, etc.)  

Very Good
M.A. or higher. in teaching the Target Language (TL) to foreigners, (Foreign Language Education)




OR in teaching English as a Foreign Language (EFL/ESL)

Good
M.A.  in Linguistics/Philology of the TL country.




NOTE:  “TL Country” = where the TL is the primary means of communication among the educated and commercial elite and/or the majority of the population).  

Satisfactory
M.A. in History/ Literature/anthropology/education (related to TL country), educational psychology, international relations.

Marginal
B.A. with major concentration in history/literature/anthropology/international relations/


(related to the target language country)/education/educational psychology.
Unsatisfactory

Proposed instructor did not demonstrate possessing a University degree.  (what if they have  a University degree in unrelated field?)
Strengths:  













































































Weaknesses:  














































































Deficiencies:  













































































Technical Questions:  












































































(Note:  Cite the paragraph and page number(s) from the quote where the above findings can be found.)

TITLE
Evaluation Form
Evaluator:  







Date:  




QUOTER:  


Rating for this Factor:  



Factor 3, Experience.

Sub-factor 1, Teaching Experience.

The Government will evaluate the depth, recency, and relevancy of the proposed instructor’s experience as compared to the services required by this solicitation.  Relevant experience includes contracts operating in similar working environments and contracts involving services that are considered to be similar in scope, magnitude, and complexity when compared to the requirements described in this solicitation (e.g., teaching the Target Language at a government institution in a formal setting to multinational adult learners for extended periods of time/contact hours).  Ratings are:

Rating


Definition

Very Good
Based on the depth, recency, and relevancy of the proposed instructor’s experience, there is a high probability of success and no risk that this proposed instructor would fail to meet the quantity, quality and schedule requirements.
Good
Based on the depth, recency, and relevancy of the proposed instructor's experience, there is a good probability of success and negligible risk that this proposed instructor would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements. 
Satisfactory
Based on the depth, recency, and relevancy of the proposed instructor’s experience, there is some probability of success and some risk that this proposed instructor would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.
Marginal
Based on the depth, recency and relevancy of the proposed instructor's experience, there is a low probability of success and great risk that this proposed instructor would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.  
Unsatisfactory
Based on the depth and relevancy of the proposed instructor's experience, the degree of risk is so high that there is no reasonable likelihood of success, regardless of price.
Strengths:  













































































Weaknesses:  














































































Deficiencies:  













































































Technical Questions:  












































































(Note:  Cite the paragraph and page number(s) from the quote where the above findings can be found.)

TITLE
Evaluation Form
Evaluator:  







Date:  




QUOTER:  


Rating for this Factor:  



Factor 3, Experience.

Sub-Factor 2.  Development of Instructional or Test Material.   
The Government will evaluate the extent to which the proposed instructor has developed relevant instructional or test materials.   Ratings are:

Very Good
The proposed instructor has great depth of experience developing instructional and test materials that are relevant to this requirement.  Based on the information provided, there is a very good probability of success with overall low degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Good
The proposed instructor has good depth of experience developing instructional or test materials that are relevant to this requirement.  Based on the information provided, there is a good probability of success with overall low to moderate degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Satisfactory
The proposed instructor has some experience developing instructional or test materials that are relevant to this requirement.  Based on the information provided, there is a fair probability of success with overall moderate to high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Marginal
The proposed instructor has little experience developing instructional or test materials that are relevant to this requirement.  Based on the information provided, there is minor probability of success with overall high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Unsatisfactory
The proposed instructor did not previously develop instructional or test materials.  Based on the information provided, there is very little probability of success with very high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Strengths:  













































































Weaknesses:  














































































Deficiencies:  













































































Technical Questions:  












































































(Note:  Cite the paragraph and page number(s) from the quote where the above findings can be found.)

TITLE
Evaluation Form
Evaluator:  







Date:  




QUOTER:  


Rating for this Factor:  



Factor 3.  Experience.

Sub-Factor 3.  Life and Work Experience in Target Language Country.
The Government will evaluate the extent of life and work experience the proposed instructor spent as an adult (after age 18) in the TL country.   Ratings are:

Very Good
Specified at least 5 years of life and work experience in the TL country as an adult.  Very good probability of success with overall low degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Good
Specified at least 3 years of life and work experience in the TL country as an adult. Good Probability of success with overall low to moderate degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

Satisfactory
Specified at least 2 years of life and work experience in the TL country as an adult.  Fair probability of success with overall moderate to high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Marginal
Specified at least one year of life and work experience in the TL country as an adult.  Minor probability of success with overall high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Unsatisfactory
Proposed instructor specified less than one year of life and work experience in the TL country as an adult.  Very little probability of success with very high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

Strengths:  













































































Weaknesses:  














































































Deficiencies:  













































































Technical Questions:  












































































(Note:  Cite the paragraph and page number(s) from the quote where the above findings can be found.)

TITLE
Evaluation Form
Evaluator:  







Date:  




QUOTER:  


Rating for this Factor:  



Factor 4, Past Performance.
The Government will evaluate the currency, relevancy, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in the proposed instructor’s past performance.  Relevant contracts are contracts operating in similar working environments and contracts involving services that are considered to be similar in scope, magnitude and complexity when compared to the requirements described in this solicitation.  This evaluation is separate and distinct from the Contracting Officer’s responsibility determination. The assessment of the proposed instructor’s past performance will be used to evaluate how well he/she has performed similar services in the past.  Quotes lacking relevant past performance history will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably for past performance.  To assess performance risk the Government may use both past performance data provided by the quoters (e.g., official performance reviews/appraisals, letters of recommendation) and data obtained independently.  Ratings are:

Rating
Definition

Very Good
Based on the proposed instructor’s performance record, there is a high probability of success and no risk that this quoter would fail to meet the quantity, quality and schedule requirements.   

Good
Based on the proposed instructor’s performance record, there is a good probability of success and negligible risk that this quoter would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.   

Satisfactory
Based on the proposed instructor’s performance record, there is some probability of success and some risk that this quoter would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.   

Marginal 
Based on the proposed instructor’s performance record, there is a low probability of success and great risk that this quoter would fail to meet the quantity, quality, and schedule requirements.   

Unsatisfactory
Based on the proposed instructor’s performance record, the degree of risk is so high that there is no reasonable likelihood of success, regardless of price.  

Neutral
The proposed instructor has no relevant past performance history.  

Strengths:  













































































Weaknesses:  














































































Deficiencies:  













































































Technical Questions:  












































































(Note:  Cite the paragraph and page number(s) from the quote where the above findings can be found.)
SSEB CONSENSUS RATINGS
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