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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 factors and subfactors identified in the areas of Technical, Cost/Price, Performance Risk, and Management.
To receive consideration for award, an offer must receive a rating of at least 

“Acceptable” for the evaluation factors/subfactors in the Technical and Management areas. 


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 determining factor.

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

M.3.1

Terminology.  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 

Relative Order of Importance of Factors and Subfactors.

a. Factors.  Technical is significantly more important than Supportability. 
Supportability is more important than Cost/Price.  Cost/Price is more important than Performance Risk.  Performance Risk is approximately equal to Management.
b. Subfactors.   All subfactors are approximately equal to one another, within
an individual factor.
c.  All non-Cost/Price evaluation Factors, when combined, are significantly more important than the Cost/Price Factor.





· 
· 
· 



M.4

EVALUATION CRITERIA. 
M.4.1

Technical.

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

a. Understanding and/or perception of project objectives (performance, management, and security) as identified in the Statement of Objectives.  This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to:

(1) The extent to which the proposal demonstrates a clear understanding of the requirements to be satisfied.
b. Completeness, including creativity and thoroughness, of the proposed technical solution, approach and execution of the effort, including discussion of specific methods and techniques for completing discrete tasks within the areas of system development, demonstration, supportability, and production.  This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to: 
(1) The extent and adequacy of the proposed system architecture design, communications, and quantities of components comprising the proposed system, including interfaces; 
(2) The extent and adequacy of proposed system and application software and software development procedures; 
(3) The extent and adequacy of the proposed fabrication process including quality assurance and the configuration management methodologies; 
(4) The extent and adequacy of production performance specification and drawing development; 
(5) The extent and adequacy of proposed testing and evaluation; and 
c.  Feasibility of proposed solution in terms of performance objectives outlined in the SOO.  
This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to:
(1) The extent to which the proposed approach is workable and the end results achievable; 


(2) The extent to which successful performance is contingent upon proven devices and techniques that do not require excessive development; and
(3) The extent to which the Offeror’s methods and approach in meeting the requirements provide the Government with a high level of confidence to ensure successful performance.
c. 


d.  Anticipation of potential uncertainties, risk areas, risk mitigation and solutions to problems, including future integration of new processes and technology enhancements.
e.  The adequacy of the proposed Performance Work Statement as a contract document to be used for the purpose of ensuring satisfactory performance, quality level achievement, and total payment related to the degree that performance meets contract standards.    
M.4.1.2
Standards against which the proposal will be evaluated are outlined in the Performance Specification (see Section J).

M.4.2

Supportability Factor.

M.4.2.1
The following subfactor will be considered for the Supportability Factor:

a.  Understanding and/or perception of supportability objectives as identified in

the Statement of Objectives.  This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to:

(1) The extent to which the proposal demonstrates a clear understanding of the requirements to be satisfied.

b.  Completeness, including creativity and thoroughness, of the proposed supportability solution, approach and execution of the effort.  This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to: 

(1) The extent to which requirements have been considered, defined, and satisfied based solely upon the proposal.  Note that evaluators will not assume that the Offeror’s performance will include areas of investigation or development not specified in its proposal;

(2) 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; 

(3) The adequacy of the proposed distribution capabilities; 
(4) The adequacy of the proposed approach to provide technical manuals; 
(5) The adequacy of the proposed approach to provide the operator and maintainer training courses; and 
(6) The adequacy of proposed system support during OT.
c.  Feasibility of proposed solution in terms of supportability objectives outlined in the SOO.  This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to:

(1) The extent to which the proposed approach is workable and the end results achievable; 

(2) The extent to which successful performance is contingent upon proven devices and techniques that do not require excessive development; and

(3) The extent to which the Offeror’s methods and approach in meeting the requirements provide the Government with a high level of confidence to ensure successful performance.

d.  Anticipation of potential uncertainties, risk areas, risk mitigation and solutions to problems, including future integration of new processes and technology enhancements.

M.4.3

Cost/Price.

M.4.3.1 
The following subfactors will be considered for the Cost/Price Factor:

a. Validity, fairness, and reasonableness of the proposed costs or prices.  

b. Cost realism in relation to the proposed technical approach.  Note that, applicable to the cost reimbursement portions of the offerors’ cost proposals, to the degree that the Government’s most probable cost estimate exceeds the offeror’s proposed cost, the cost will be adjusted upward or downward for the purposes of evaluation only.  The offerors' proposed cost for the fixed price incentive portions will not be adjusted for evaluation purposes.  This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to:
(1) Determining the most probable cost based on the risks identified for the technical approach; and

(2) Quantifying significant risks associated with the technical approach.
c. Best value once risk and excluded items, if any, are added to total evaluated

price.



M.4.4

Performance Risk Factor.

M.4.4.1
The following subfactors will be considered for the Performance Risk Factor:

a. Quality, relevancy, and currency of the Offeror’s past performance references.   This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to:

(1) Degree of comparability of cited projects to the current project, in
terms of scope, complexity, and/or cost magnitude.  Supporting subcontractors, consultants and partners will be considered.

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 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.

b. Probability of successful performance and completion by the prime as well as first tier subcontractors.  This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to:

(1) The extent to which the references indicate:

(a) Conformance to specifications and standards of good workmanship;
(b) Ability to forecast and contain costs in a cost reimbursement environment;

(c) Adherence to contract schedules and budgets;

(d) Attention to administrative aspects of performance and project management; and
(e) Commitment to customer satisfaction and cooperation between the Offeror’s organization and it’s clients.

c. The extent to which the applicable Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting goals have been attained under contracts requiring a subcontracting plan.




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.4.5

Management Factor.

M.4.5.1 
The following subfactors will be considered for the Management Factor:

a.  Degree and quality of corporate management experience and expertise relative
to programs similar to this project in scope, complexity, and value.  This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to:
(1) Qualifications, education, experience, and availability of key

management personnel in their roles under the proposed effort; 
(2) Discussion of management procedures for implementing

lessons-learned throughout the corporation; and 
(3) 
Corporate and/or division financial stability.

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).
b.  Adequacy of the proposed Integrated Product and Process Development (IPPD) methodology, including Integrated Product Team (IPT) implementation.
c.  Adequacy of the proposed approach to project planning, scheduling, milestone achievement, and deliverable submission, including allocation of personnel (appropriate mix and balance of education and training of proposed team members) in general, and specifically, the Integrated Master Plan (IMP) and Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) development.  This subfactor includes, but may not be limited to:
(1) The use of project management automation tools, specifically
planning and scheduling applications for the monitoring, controlling and reporting performance and cost expenditure for the prime and first-tier subcontract; and corresponding deliverables;

(2) The extent to which the delivery timeline details in the

proposal demonstrate a realistic scoping of the project;

(3) The extent to which the proposal discusses a workable

approach to managing performance and cost risk, evaluating schedule performance and value of work performed, assessing schedule efficiency and earned value, and reporting such to the customer.

(4) Realistic identification of Government dependencies; and
(5) Workforce stability relative to potential production breaks

 associated with the cost/price schedule identified in Section B. 
d.  Appropriate mix and balance of the proposed project team members.  This
subfactor includes:
(1) The extent to which the proposed personnel possess the depth
of skills, relevant experience, training and formal education appropriate to the project; and
(2) Providing an organization structure and staffing chart

appropriate to the project, including Key Personnel and


managerial responsibilities and points of contact.
e.  Approach to logistics, deliverables, and other issues of note relative to the successful performance and completion of the project.  This subfactor includes:

(1) Discussion of logistical issues associated with each phase of the project;

(2) Identification of factors that could impact delivery;
(3) Development of a Contract Work Breakdown Structure that supports the needs of the contract and the proposed solution, mapping to the RFP and SOO as appropriate; and
(4) Discussion of deliverables in terms of those identified in the RFP as well as additional deliverables proposed by the Offeror, including applicable Contract Data Requirements Lists detailing delivery dates and proposed information format and content.
f. Quality and capacity of the proposed production facility and equipment.  This

subfactor includes:

(1) 
Accessibility to Government personnel;

(2)              Facility security and/or protection issues relevant to the success of this contract;

(3) The extent to which a learning curve or ramp-up measures and period is necessary, and the impact to project objectives; 
(4) The extent to which breaks in production may occur and/or fluctuations in production as associated with the cost/price schedule referred to in Section B impact project objectives; and
(5) The extent of surge capability.
g. Nature and extent of commitment to small businesses, HUBZone small businesses, women-owned small businesses, and small disadvantaged businesses in performance of this contract.  This subfactor includes:

(1) The extent to which small businesses are specifically identified in the proposal;

(2) The extent of commitment to use identified small businesses (enforceable vs. non-enforceable commitments);

(3) The complexity and variety of the effort allotted for performance by small businesses;

(4) The realism of the commitment;

(5) The extent of participation of small businesses in proportion to the value of the total procurement; and

(6) The past success in meeting small business subcontracting goals.

h. Approach to the management of subcontract efforts in terms of impact to the successful completion of the effort.
















M.5

ORAL PRESENTATIONS.

General Information.  Oral discussion sessions will be held, at the discretion of

the Government, for each Offeror determined to be in the competitive range.  Since the oral discussion sessions constitute “discussions” in accordance with FAR 15.306(d) and 15.307(b), the Contracting Officer will request the submission of final proposal revisions.  Final proposal revisions will be requested by the Government only after all oral discussion sessions are complete.  Offerors will be allowed a minimum of two (2) calendar days to submit final proposal revisions.

Oral Discussion Scheduling.  The Contracting Officer will schedule the oral
discussion sessions to take place approximately 10 days after receipt of offers, and each Offeror will be notified of the actual time and place at least three (3) days prior to their oral discussion session.  Appropriate security clearances should be provided in sufficient time to process the requests.  The contracting officer will provide additional instructions with the notification.  The oral discussion sessions will be made at the Government’s facility at TBD.

END OF SECTION M
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