 TC "SECTION III
BASIS FOR AWARD, EVALUATION FACTORS AND EVALUATION APPROACH
(SECTION M)" \f C \l "1" BASIS FOR AWARD, EVALUATION FACTORS AND EVALUATION APPROACH

 TC "SECTION III
BASIS FOR AWARD, EVALUATION FACTORS AND EVALUATION APPROACH
(SECTION M)" \f C \l "1" A.  BASIS FOR AWARD. TC "3.1
BASIS FOR AWARD" \f C \l "1"  

Any award to be made will be based on the best overall (i.e., best value) proposal that is determined to be the most beneficial to the Government with appropriate consideration given to the three evaluation factors: Technical, Price and Performance Risk.  Within the Technical Factor are subfactors of Functional Approach, Program Management, Sample Performance Task, Metric Reporting, and Small Business Participation.   

The Technical Factor is more important than the Price Factor, which is more important than the Performance Risk Factor.  Within the Technical Factor, the Functional Approach Subfactor is more important than the Program Management Subfactor. The Program Management Subfactor is more important than the Sample Performance Task Subfactor. The Sample Performance Task Subfactor is more important than the Metrics Reporting Subfactor, which is more important than the Small Business Participation Plan Subfactor. Within the Price factor, the Sample Performance Task Price is more important than the Labor and Material evaluated price.  Offerors are cautioned that award may not necessarily be made to the lowest priced Offeror. To receive consideration for award, a rating of no less than "Acceptable" must be achieved for the Technical Factor and all Technical Subfactors.

B.  FACTORS AND SUBFACTORS TO BE EVALUATED TC "3.2
FACTORS AND SUBFACTORS TO BE EVALUATED" \f C \l "1" 

1.
Technical Factor 

(a)   Functional Approach Subfactor  

(b)   Program Management Subfactor

(c)   Sample Performance Task Subfactor

(d)   Metrics Reporting Subfactor

(e)   Small Business Participation Plan Subfactor


2.
Price Factor




(a)  Labor and Material Evaluated Price



(b)  Sample Performance Task


3. Performance Risk Factor

C.
EVALUATION APPROACH TC "3.3
EVALUATION APPROACH" \f C \l "1" .  
All proposals shall be subject to evaluation by a team of Government personnel.  Non-Government advisors from [tbd] will be used in connection with the evaluation of the Technical and Performance Risk Factors.   
1.
Technical Factors TC "3.3.1
Technical Factor" \f C \l "1" .  
(a) Functional Approach
     The evaluation will focus on the offeror’s understanding of the complexities of the Army fielding process as demonstrated by the offeror’s plan for execution.  While adherences to standard fielding practices will be used, innovation is also encouraged.  The evaluation will also consider any cooperative plans or partnering agreements with other major C4ISR fielding activities.  Consideration will be given to the offeror’s identification of potential risks and planned mitigation of these risks.  An area of specific interest is the plan to assume responsibility for this effort in a manner that provides a seamless transition from the incumbent and provides a continuity of service to the Government. The Operational Theater locations transition plan is more important than the stateside location transition plan. 

(b) Program Management.  The offeror’s ability to manage and coordinate all required activities to perform the full range of services to be provided under acquisition will be evaluated. The adequacy of how the Offeror’s management will coordinate all required activities, the process and cost controls that are in place and the ability to satisfy all data deliverables identified in the SOW will be evaluated.  

(c) Sample Performance Task 
The contractor’s ability to support fielding will be evaluated using a limited fielding window as a Sample Performance Task The Government will use realism and adequate detail as the main criteria for evaluating the contractor’s Sample Performance Task.  

Note:  The proposed Price of this Sample Performance Task shall be evaluated as part of the Price Factor.

(d).  Section 4     Performance Based Metrics 

The Government will use the relevancy of the Performance Based metrics as the main criteria for evaluating the contractor’s proposed Metric Reporting. 

 Technical Subfactors (a) though (d) will be evaluated considering the following: 


(i)  Understanding of Problems


The extent to which the proposal demonstrates a clear understanding of all technical features involved in solving the problems and meeting the requirements.  The extent to which uncertainties are identified and resolutions proposed.


(ii)  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 techniques.  The proposal will be evaluated to determine whether the Offeror’s methods and approach in meeting the requirements in a timely manner provide the Government with a high level of confidence of successful completion.


(iii)  Completeness


The extent to which the requirements have been considered, defined, and satisfied, rating each proposal strictly in accordance with its written content.  Evaluators will not assume that the Offeror’s performance will include areas not specified in the proposal.

(e) Small Business Participation Plan. 

The Small Business Participation Plan shall be evaluated in accordance with the following:  

Small Business Participation Plan.  All offerors (both large and small businesses) will be evaluated on their consideration of the DOD goals in paragraph “f” below, the level of small business commitment that they are demonstrating for the proposed acquisition, and their prior level of commitment to utilizing small businesses in performance of prior contracts.   The following shall evidence small business participation:


a.  The extent to which such firms are specifically identified in proposals;

b.
The extent of commitment to use such firms (enforceable commitments will be weighed more heavily than non-enforceable ones). Small Business Offerors will receive Small Business credit at the prime level weighed equally with enforceable commitments with Small Business Subcontractors.


c.
The complexity and variety of the work small firms are to perform;


d.
The realism of the proposal; 


e.
Past performance of the offerors in complying with requirements of the clauses at FAR 52.219-8, Utilization of Small Business Concerns, and 52.219-9, Small Business Subcontracting Plan; and


f.
The extent of participation of such firms in terms of the value of the total acquisition. 

DOD has established small business goals as an assistance to assure small business receives a fair proportion of DOD awards. The goals are as follows: Small Business: 23% of the total contract value; Small Disadvantaged Business: 5% of the total contract value; Women-Owned Small Business: 5% of the total contract value; Historically Underutilized Business Zone (HUBZone) Small Business: 3% of the total contract value; Veteran Owned Small Business: 3% of the total contract value; Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business: 3% of the total contract value   (Note, for example, that a participation plan, which reflects 2% of the contract value for Woman-Owned Small Business, would also count towards the overall Small Business Goal.) 

g.
The extent to which the offeror provides detailed explanations/documentation supporting the proposed participation percentages.

* The Small Disadvantaged Business goal will be evaluated in accordance with the Offeror’s plan or efforts to utilize SDBs and the Offeror’s rationale as to the percentage of SDBs being utilized for the proposed effort.  

2.
Price Factor TC "3.3.3
Price Factor" \f C \l "1" .
The following Price Evaluation Approach will be used:

Price:  The total evaluated Price shall consist of the proposed Labor Rates and material costs for CY 05-08 plus the price of the Sample Performance Task.
(a) Labor Rates and Material Costs for CY 05-08 evaluation shall consist of the sum of the evaluated prices for T&M Total Labor Price, based on an assumed number of labor hours identified in attachment #1, in four scenarios.  These scenarios shall consist of a combination of each calendar year (CY) and as a combination of the state side rates, regular hour duty day rates, plus state side overtime rates, plus overseas deployed total costs and plus wartime deployed total costs as set forth in Section B. Each of these four scenarios will be equally weighted. The Government will evaluate the labor effort proposed by the Offeror by reviewing the Offeror's proposed labor categories and the loaded labor rates. The total effort will be evaluated by multiplying the loaded hourly labor rates for each of the listed labor categories, for each of the years of the contract, by the number of hours set forth in Attachment 1 to Section L (Proposal Submission Instructions).  The Offeror's proposed loaded labor rate for each labor category will be multiplied by the total number of hours specified in the attachment referenced below for the corresponding skill set for each CY of the contract to arrive at the sub-total for each labor category.  Each sub-total will be added to determine the total labor cost. 

Of lesser weight is a fifth factor, which is the combined total of all FFP, IDIQ line items, with range prices. The anticipated hardware to support services is provided in Section B of the RFP and as listed as in the SOW) and shall be priced on a unit price or per the range prices listed. 
(b).  Sample Performance Task Price.   The Sample Performance Task shall be priced using the criteria specified above in (a) as appropriate, and shall have a total target price, assuming that this effort is performed as a CPFF effort.  Evaluation will consider both loaded cost and profit.  The rates, loadings and profit proposed shall become contractually binding.  
 (c)  Total Evaluated Price.  The total evaluated Price shall equally weight the proposed Labor Rates and material costs for CY 05-08 with the price of the Sample Performance Task.
3.
Performance Risk Factor TC "3.3.2
Performance Risk Factor" \f C \l "1" 
(a).  The Performance Risk evaluation will assess the relative risks associated with an Offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the solicitation’s requirements as indicated by that Offeror’s record of past performance.

(i)  The Government will conduct a performance risk assessment based on the quality, relevancy, and recency of the Offeror’s past performance, as well as that of its major subcontractors, as it relates to the probability of successful accomplishment of the required effort.  When assessing performance risk, the Government will focus its inquiry on the past performance of the Offeror and its proposed major subcontractors as it relates to all solicitation requirements. These requirements include all aspects of cost, schedule and performance, including the Offeror’s record of: 1) conforming to specifications and standards of good workmanship; 2) management of subcontractors; 3) adherence to contract schedules, including the administrative aspects of performance; and 4) commitment to customer satisfaction, as evidenced by reasonable and cooperative behavior. The Government will evaluate the depth and breadth of the offeror’s experience in the types of tasks required for successful fielding of a complex C4ISR system.  ok



(ii)  A significant achievement or problem in any element of the work can become an important consideration in the source selection process.  A negative finding under any element may result in an overall High Risk rating.  Therefore, Offerors are reminded to include all relevant past efforts within the last 3 years (e.g., field support of ruggedized C4ISR systems), including demonstrated corrective actions, in their proposals.


(b)  Offerors are cautioned that in conducting the performance risk assessment, the Government may use data provided in the Offeror’s proposal as well as data obtained from other sources.  Since the Government may not interview all of the sources provided by the Offerors, it is incumbent upon the Offeror to explain the relevance of the data provided. Offerors are reminded that the burden of proving Low performance risk rests with the Offerors.    
