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SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
52.217-5 
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (JUL
1990)(Reference 17.208(c)(1)) 
M.2

BASIS FOR AWARD.
Award will be made to the proposal that is determined to be the most beneficial to the Government using a tradeoff (i.e., best value) process, with appropriate consideration given to the following five (5) evaluation Factors: Technical, Cost/Price, Performance Risk, Management and Supportability

.

To receive consideration for award, an offer must receive a rating of at least 

“Acceptable” for the Technical, Management and Supportability evaluation factor. 

Award may not necessarily be made to the lowest Cost/Price Offeror; or, if non-Cost/Price Factors are evaluated as approximately equal between two or more Offerors, Cost/Price may become a determinative factor.

M.3
RELATIVE ORDER OF IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION FACTORS AND SUBFACTORS.

M.3.1

Relative Order of Importance.  In order to provide Offerors with an understanding of their importance to the Government, the evaluation Factors and Subfactors are assigned a relative order of importance.  The following terminology is used:

a. Significantly More Important. The criterion is substantially more important than another criterion.  Criterion is given far more consideration than another criterion.

b. More Important. The criterion is greater in value than another criterion, but not as much as a significantly more important criterion.  Criterion is given more consideration than another criterion.

c. Approximately Equal. The criterion is nearly the same in value as another criterion; any difference is very slight.

M.3.2 

Factors and Subfactors to be Evaluated:

All non-Cost/Price evaluation Factors, when combined, are Significantly More Important than the Cost/Price Factor.

M.3.2.1
Technical Factor.  There are no Subfactors. 

M.3.2.2
Cost/Price Factor.  There are no Subfactors.

M.3.2.3
Performance Risk Factor.  There are no Subfactors.

M.3.2.4
Management Factor. 

The Management Factor consists of the following Subfactors:

· Management Approach Subfactor

· Corporate Management Experience and Expertise Subfactor

· Small Business, HUBZone Small Business, Women-Owned Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Participation Subfactor

M.3.2.5
Supportability Factor.  There are no Subfactors.

M.3.3.1
Factor Order of Importance.  The Technical Factor is Significantly More Important than the Cost/Price Factor.  The Cost/Price Factor is More Important than the Performance Risk Factor.  The Performance Risk Factor is Significantly More Important than the Management Factor and the Supportability Factor individually.  The Management Factor and the Supportability Factor are Approximately Equal

.  

M.3.3.2
Subfactor Order of Importance.  All Management Subfactors are Approximately Equal.

M.4

EVALUATION APPROACH. 
M.4.1

Technical Factor.

M.4.1.1
The following criteria will be considered for the Technical Factor:

a.  Understanding the Problems and Requirements.  The extent to which the proposal demonstrates a clear understanding of the problems to be solved and the requirements to be satisfied.  The extent to which uncertainties are identified and resolutions proposed.

b.  Feasibility of Approach.  The extent to which the proposed approach is workable and the end results achievable.  The extent to which successful performance is contingent upon proven devices and techniques that do not require excessive development.  The proposal will be evaluated to determine whether the offeror’s methods and approach in meeting the requirements provide the Government with a high level of confidence to ensure successful performance.  The extent to which the Offeror is expected to be able to successfully complete the proposed tasks and requirements within the proposed schedule.  Technical experience will be considered.

c.  Completeness.  The extent to which requirements have been considered, defined, and satisfied based solely upon the proposal. Evaluators will not assume that the Offeror’s performance will include areas of investigation or development not specified in its proposal.

d.  System Development and Demonstration (SDD) Solution.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach for the performance of the ETF program SDD.  This evaluation will consist of an assessment of all relevant aspects, including but not limited to the following: 1) the adequacy and the anticipated performance of the proposed system architecture, including interfaces, design, communications, and quantities of components comprising the proposed system; 2) the proposed system and application software and software development procedures; 3) the adequacy of the proposed ETF fabrication process including the quality assurance methodology and the configuration management methodology; 4) the adequacy of the proposed process for production performance specification and drawings development; and 5) the adequacy of the proposed testing and evaluation.

M.4.2

Cost/Price Factor.

M.4.2.1 
SDD Cost.

The SDD Cost will be calculated in accordance with instructions in Section L and the ETF Cost/Price Model (see Section J, Attachment 4).  The Cost/Price evaluation period will begin with the anticipated date of contract award:  30 April 2004.  The evaluated contract life will be 24 months plus up to four optional production periods (one LRIP and three FRP) of twelve months each for a total of 72 months.

M.4.2.2 
Cost Realism Analysis - SDD.

The Offeror's proposed costs (CLIN 0001) of the Offeror’s Cost/Price proposal will be evaluated to determine if they are realistic for the work to be performed during SDD, reflect a clear understanding of the SDD requirements, and are consistent with the various elements of the Offeror's technical proposal.  The Offeror’s proposed SDD costs will be evaluated to determine the probable cost of performance.  If the Government's probable cost of performance differs from the Offeror’s proposed cost, the Offeror's proposed cost for the SDD effort may be adjusted upward or downward for the purposes of evaluation only.

M.4.2.3
Price Evaluation Adjustment for Small Disadvantaged Business Concerns 

Offers received from small disadvantaged business concerns, and determined to be within the competitive range based on evaluation of non-cost/price related factors, will be given a price evaluation adjustment, as determined by the Department of Commerce (DOC), and except as provided by FAR Subpart 19.1103(a).  A 10% factor will be applied to a line item or a group of line items on which award may be made.  A price evaluation adjustment will NOT be given when the Government determines that such adjustment would cause award, as a result of this adjustment, to be made at a price that exceeds fair market price by more than the 10% factor. 

M.4.2.4
Price Evaluation Preference for HUBZone Small Business Concerns.

Offers received from HUBZone small business concerns, and determined to be within the competitive range based on evaluation of non-cost/price related factors, will be given a price evaluation preference except as provided by FAR 19.1307(b).  A factor of 10% will be applied on a line item basis to any group of items on which award may be made.  A concern that is both certified HUBZone small business and small disadvantaged business will receive the benefit of both the HUBZone small business price evaluation preference and the small disadvantaged business price evaluation adjustment, if applicable based on authorized NAICS Industry Subsector (see FAR 19.1102).  Each applicable price evaluation preference or adjustment will be calculated independently against an offeror’s base offer.  These individual preference and adjustment amounts will both be added to the base offer to arrive at the total evaluated price for that offer.

M.4.3

Performance Risk Factor.

The Government Performance Risk Analysis Group (PRAG) will conduct a risk assessment based on the quality, relevancy, and currency of the Offeror’s past performance references and independent data, as well as that of its first-tier subcontractors, to determine the probability of successful performance.  When assessing performance risk, the Government will consider all aspects of performance, including, but not limited to, the Offeror’s record of: 1) conforming to specifications and standards of good workmanship; 2) forecasting and containing cost on cost reimbursement contracts; 3) adherence to contract schedules; 4) attention to administrative aspects of performance; 5) commitment to customer satisfaction; and 6) meeting Small Business, HUBZone Small Business, Women-Owned Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting Goals.

NOTE.  Current (or recent) performance is defined as contracts performed and/or completed within the past three years.

NOTE.  Relevant performance is defined as contracts that are for efforts that have a logical connection with the efforts required by the ETF solicitation.

NOTE. If the Offeror or its predecessor companies or its first-tier subcontractors have no current, relevant past performance, the Offeror will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably under this Factor and will be considered an unknown performance risk.

NOTE. Offers submitted by a Small Business, HUBZone Small Business, Women-Owned Small Business or a Small Disadvantaged Business will be evaluated without reference to the element within the Performance Risk Factor that pertains to meeting Small Business, HUBZone Small Business, Women-Owned Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting Goals.

M.4.4

Management Factor.

M.4.4.1 
Management Approach Subfactor.

The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed organization and procedures for management of the ETF program.  This evaluation will consist of an assessment of all relevant aspects, including but not limited to the following: 1) the adequacy of the proposed Integrated Product and Process Development (IPPD) methodology, including Integrated Product Team (IPT) implementation; 2) the adequacy of the proposed approach to Integrated Master Plan (IMP) and Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) development; 3) the approach and tools for monitoring, controlling, and reporting progress and expenditures, including the progress and expenditures of subcontractors; and 4) team organization and staffing.

M.4.4.2.
Corporate Management Experience and Expertise Subfactor.

The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s 1) proposed corporate management experience with programs that are similar to ETF in value, scope, and complexity; 2) qualifications, education, experience, and availability of key management personnel for their roles under the proposed effort; and 3) management procedures for implementing lessons-learned throughout the corporation.

NOTE. This Subfactor refers to "experience" (what type of work was performed) as distinct from "past performance" (which assesses how well this work was performed).

M.4.4.3 
Small Business, HUBZone Small Business, Women-Owned Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Participation Subfactor.

Offerors will be evaluated based on the nature and extent of commitment to small businesses, HUBZone small businesses, women-owned small businesses and small disadvantaged businesses in performance of this contract. 

M.4.5

Supportability Factor.

M.4.5.1
The following criteria will be considered for the Supportability Factor:

a.  Understanding the Problems and Requirements.  The extent to which the proposal demonstrates a clear understanding of the problems to be solved and the requirements to be satisfied.  The extent to which uncertainties are identified and resolutions proposed.

b.  Feasibility of Approach.  The extent to which the proposed approach is workable and the end results achievable.  The extent to which successful performance is contingent upon proven devices and techniques, which do not require excessive development.  The proposal will be evaluated to determine whether the Offeror’s methods and approach in meeting the requirements provide the Government with a high level of confidence to ensure successful performance.  The extent to which the Offeror is expected to be able to successfully complete the proposed tasks and requirements within the proposed schedule.  Supportability experience will be considered.


c.  Completeness.  The extent to which requirements have been considered, defined, and satisfied based solely upon the proposal. Evaluators will not assume that the Offeror’s performance will include areas of investigation or development not specified in its proposal.


d.  The Government will perform a complete and comprehensive evaluation of the Offeror’s proposed approach for Supportability during SDD.  This evaluation will evaluate the adequacy of the proposed Integrated Logistics Support procedures during the SDD effort, including maintainability, MANPRINT, technical manuals, training and training support and supply support/support equipment.  The Government will also evaluate the adequacy of the proposed system support during PQT-2 and EUA.


e.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach for the supportability of the ETF program in production.  This evaluation will consist of an assessment of all relevant aspects, including but not limited to the following: 1) the adequacy of the proposed supportability implementation procedures during LRIP and FRP, including system support, scheduled and unscheduled servicing by the using unit in the field and sustainment support at depot level; 2) the adequacy of the proposed distribution capabilities; 3) the adequacy of the proposed approach to provide technical manuals prepared in accordance with Attachment A to the SOW for ETF; 4) the adequacy of the proposed approach to provide the operator and maintainer training courses; and 5) the adequacy of proposed system support during OT.
END OF SECTION M
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