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FOREWORD

Tills REPORT COVERS THE EVALUATION BY THE
SOURCE EVALUAT10N PAliEL

" ACQUISITION Of YOICE Mall SYS1EM (VOMS)"
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Competitive Range Reevrnendation Report (RTP-No.-RS-lRM-89-148,

:

" Acquisition of Yofee Mail S stem (VOMS)" i.
y,

'

The Source Evaluation Panel (fr.P) has completed the technical evaluation of the
seven proposals received in response to this RTP. The results of the initiali '

cost proposals are:, .

-

y " _ COMPANY _
_ 60 MONTH EVALVATED..

~

FURCHAS.E_fRICEg

' '

1. Wang I
'

3 *
3t 2. VSS!

,-

i.

3. Rolm M
. V~

.p

4. Bell South- i\ ~

5. Tel Plus |

6. Microlog I
"

7. Bell Atlantic "

a- _i
The offerors also provided lease prices which were evaluated higher comparedito the of ferors purchase price.

,

.

The proposals were evaluated in accordance with the evaluaticn criteria stated )U #

in Section-M.? and M.3.4 of the RFP. /
'~ '

H.2 EVALUATION Of PPOPOSALSyt- . h,utuA.
To be acceptable and' eligible for evaluation, proposals m*..st (1) be prepared in
accordance with and corrply with the instructions given in this solicitation .

document, (2) meet all the candatory requirerents forth in Section C, and4

(3) meet the reouirements of the evaluated optic & 3 feature (see Section C),. if
J. proposed. Based on the recorrnendations of tha Government's technical staff, 1

the Contracting Officer shall adjust, as apprcpriate, the offeror's cost pro-
*

posal to reflect the Government's assessment of value of the evaluated optional
features. Proposals meeting the tr,andatory requirerents will be further evaluated

<

and award made to that responsible offero" whese proposal is detcrmined to be
p -the lowest overall cost to the Government price and other factors considered -

for the s stem (s) life, and for which funds are available. Cost to the Govern-
.

'

ment inc1 des the offeror's prices (equipment, software and support) over the'

systems life, assesstnents-for evaluated optional features not satisfactorily 1,

;c., proposed, and any predetermined in-house expenses for YOM installation andoperations.,
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H.3.4 SELECTION BASIS

Each offer shall be reviewed technically for conforr.ance with the mandabry
recuirements of Section C.P. A through DD, A pass / fail determination shall
be inade and award shall be made to the eligible offeror who is technically
acceptable and detemined to have the lowest evaluated systems life cost, p# (ja gtprice and other factors insidered, j

The Panel has cetermined that three proposals would require significant
rewriting and are unacceptable, four can be acceptable with clarifications.
The tec!:nicci (valuations with reasons for unacceptable and questions for
clarification are attached.

There were no conflict of interest situttions identified for any of the
of ferors who submitted proposals in response to the RfP.
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