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SECTION M

Evaluation Factors for Award

(add applicable provisions in full text)

(Includes the key provision(s) telling the offerors how the overall source selection decision will be made.)

(If you need to add further description concerning "Evaluation Factors for Award" not covered in this template, see your Acquisition Support Team specialist for approved administrative provisions and/or assistance in drafting provisions to suit your specific situation.)

Clearly state in this part of Section M all factors and subfactors (and elements, if used) and their relative importance as well as the general approach for evaluating these factors and subfactors (and elements, applicable).

1.0 SOURCE SELECTION

1.1 Basis for Contract Award

The Government will select the best overall offer based upon an integrated assessment of Mission Capability, Past Performance, Proposal Risk, and Price/Cost.  This is a best value source selection conducted in accordance with Air Force Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (AFFARS) 5315.3 Source Selection of 1 May 1996 and the AFMC supplement (AFMCFARS) thereto.  Contract(s) may be awarded to the offeror who is deemed responsible in accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), as supplemented, whose proposal conforms to the solicitation’s requirements (to include all stated terms, conditions, representations, certifications, and all other information required by Section L of this solicitation) and is judged, based on the evaluation factors and subfactors (and elements, if used) to represent the best value to the Government.  The Government seeks to award to the offeror who gives the Air Force the greatest confidence that it will best meet or exceed the requirements affordably.  This may result in an award to a higher rated, higher priced offeror, where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and the Source Selection Authority (SSA) reasonably determines that the technical superiority and/or overall business approach and/or superior past performance of the higher price offeror outweighs the cost difference.  To arrive at a source selection decision, the SSA will integrate the source selection team’s evaluations of the evaluation factors and subfactors (and elements, if used) (described below). While the Government source selection evaluation team and the SSA will strive for maximum objectivity, the source selection process, by its nature, is subjective and, therefore, professional judgment is implicit throughout the entire process.

1.2 Number of Contracts to be Awarded

The Government intends to award up to one (insert number) contract for the Remotely Operated Weapon System (insert program name) Program.

1.3 Rejection of Unrealistic Offers

The Government may reject any proposal that is evaluated to be unrealistic in terms of program commitments, including contract terms and conditions, or unrealistically high or low in cost when compared to Government estimates, such that the proposal is deemed to reflect an inherent lack of competence or failure to comprehend the complexity and risks of the program.

1.4 Correction Potential of Proposals

The Government will consider, throughout the evaluation, the "correction potential" of any deficiency or proposal inadequacy.  The judgment of such "correction potential" is within the sole discretion of the Government.  If an aspect of an offeror's proposal not meeting the Government's requirements is not considered correctable, the offeror may be eliminated from the competitive range.

1.5  Competitive Advantage from Use of GFP

The Government will eliminate any competitive advantage resulting from an offeror's proposed use of Government-furnished property (GFP).

2.0 EVALUATION FACTORS
(List factors and subfactors (and elements, if used) and state their order of importance. Tailor the evaluation factors and subfactors (and elements, if used) and their order of importance to your acquisition. The important thing to do is specify order of importance down to the last level of indenture.)

Note: In accordance with AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2), the Past Performance factor must be at least as important as the most important non-cost/price factor (typically Mission Capability).

2.1  Evaluation Factors and Subfactors and their Relative Order of Importance

Award will be made to the offeror proposing the combination most advantageous to the Government based upon an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors (and elements, if used) described below. 

Factor 1: Mission Capability/Proposal Risk 

   Subfactor 1: System Performance

   Subfactor 2: Schedule Capability

Factor 2: Past performance

Factor 3: Price/Cost

 (The subfactors listed above and the relative importance of the factors and subfactors are for illustrative purposes only. For a slightly more complex example, see the Section M Guide.)

Mission Capability/Proposal Risk and Past Performance are of equal importance, and individually are more important than Price/Cost.  Within the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk factor, the subfactors are listed in descending order of importance.

(This paragraph meets the requirements of FAR 19.1202)

(This paragraph meets the requirement of DFARS 215.304)

If the offeror is other than a small business, the offeror's Small Business Subcontracting Plan submitted in accordance with FAR 52.219-9 and Section L paragraph (6.3.4.3 in the Section L Template) shall also be evaluated to determine the extent to which the offeror identifies and commits to the participation of SB, HBCU, and MI whether as joint venture members, teaming arrangement, or subcontractor.  Failure to submit such a plan will render the offeror ineligible for award.

2.2. Importance of Cost/Price  (NOTE:  Be sure this is consistent with the relative order of importance in paragraph a above.)

In accordance with FAR 15.101(b)(2), the evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price; however, cost/price will contribute substantially to the selection decision.
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(The following paragraphs describe each of the evaluation factors. Tailor these to meet the requirements of your solicitation, including reordering the paragraphs to reflect the relative order of importance of the factors.)

2.3  Factor and Subfactor Rating

A color rating will be assigned to each subfactor under the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk factor.  The color rating depicts how well the offeror’s proposal meets the Mission Capability/Proposal subfactor requirements in accordance with the stated evaluation criteria and solicitation requirements.  Subfactor ratings will not be rolled up into an overall color rating for the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk factor.  The Mission Capability/Proposal Risk subfactors are described in paragraph 2.6 below. A proposal risk rating will be assigned to each of the Mission Capability/ Proposal Risk subfactors.  Proposal risk represents the risks identified with an offeror’s proposed approach as it relates to the Mission Capability subfactor.  A Performance Confidence Assessment will be assigned to the Past Performance factor. Performance confidence represents the Government's assessment of the probability of an offeror successfully performing as proposed and is derived from an evaluation of the offeror’s present and past work record. Price/cost will be evaluated as described in paragraph 2.4 below.  When the integrated assessment of all aspects of the evaluation is accomplished, the color ratings, proposal risk ratings, performance confidence assessment, and evaluated cost/price will be considered in the order of priority listed in paragraph a above.  Any of these considerations can influence the SSA’s decision.

2.4 Cost/Price Factor   

The offeror’s cost/price proposal will be evaluated for award purposes based upon the total price proposed for basic requirements (basic award) and all options.

(For Time & Materials (T&M), Labor Hour, or Hourly Rate Over & Above Efforts)

(For Fixed-Price Incentive (FPI) efforts)

 (For Cost Reimbursement Efforts)

2.5  Past Performance Factor

Under the Past Performance factor, the Performance Confidence Assessment represents the evaluation of an offeror’s present and past work record to assess the Government's confidence in the offeror’s probability of successfully performing as proposed.  The Government will evaluate the offeror's demonstrated record of contract compliance in supplying products and services that meet user's needs, including cost and schedule.  The Past Performance Evaluation is accomplished by reviewing aspects of an offeror's relevant present and recent past performance, focusing on and targeting performance which is relevant to the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk subfactors. (insert appropriate criteria, such as product similarity, product complexity, similar technology, type of effort [development, production, repair, etc.] contract scope and type, and schedule)
This information may include data on efforts performed by other divisions, critical subcontractors, or teaming contractors, if such resources will be brought to bear or significantly influence the performance of the proposed effort.  The Government may consider as relevant efforts performed for agencies of the federal, state, or local governments and commercial customers.  As a result of an analysis of those risks and strengths identified, each offeror will receive an integrated Performance Confidence Assessment, which is the rating for the Past Performance factor.  Although the past performance evaluation focuses on performance that is relevant to the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk subfactors, the resulting Performance Confidence Assessment is made at the factor level and represents an overall evaluation of contractor performance.  In addition to evaluating the extent to which the offeror's performance meets mission requirements, the assessment will consider things such as the offeror's history of forecasting and controlling costs, adhering to schedules (including the administrative aspects of performance), reasonable and cooperative behavior and commitment to customer satisfaction, and generally, the contractor's business-like concern for the interest of the customer.  (For solicitations that include FAR 52.219-8, Utilization of Small, Small Disadvantaged, and Women-Owned Small Business Concerns and/or FAR 52.219-9, Small, Small Disadvantaged, and Women-Owned Small Business Subcontracting Plan, add the following
Where relevant performance record indicates performance problems, the Government will consider the number and severity of the problems and the appropriateness and effectiveness of any corrective actions taken (not just planned or promised).  The Government may review more recent contracts or performance evaluations to ensure corrective actions have been implemented and to evaluate their effectiveness.

Each offeror will receive one of the ratings described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2)(S-92) for the Past Performance factor.

Offerors without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance and, as a result, will receive a "Neutral/Unknown Confidence" rating for the Past Performance factor.  (Consider adding:  For offerors with no relevant performance record, the Government may consider relevant performance information regarding key personnel.)

NOTE: The criteria the PRAG uses to determine “relevancy” should be included in this part of Section M.  For example, relevancy criteria might include domain expertise, software development and integration experience, contract/subcontract management, and scope of effort. These criteria should relate to the Mission Capability subfactors.  To that "relevancy" discussion, add the following:)

More recent and relevant performance will have a greater impact on the Performance Confidence Assessment than less recent or relevant effort.  A strong record of relevant past performance may be considered more advantageous to the Government than a "Neutral/Unknown Confidence" rating.  Likewise, a more relevant past performance record may receive a higher confidence rating and be considered more favorably than a less relevant record of favorable performance.

Past performance information will be obtained through the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting Systems (CPARS), similar systems of other Government departments and agencies, questionnaires tailored to the circumstances of this acquisition, Defense Contract Management Command (DCMC) channels, interviews with program managers and contracting officers, and other sources known to the Government, including commercial sources.

Offerors are to note that, in conducting this assessment, the Government reserves the right to use both data provided by the offeror and data obtained from other sources.

(For further discussion of the Past Performance factor and the Performance Confidence Assessment, see Section M Guide)

2.6  Mission Capability/proposal Risk Factor

Each subfactor (and element, if used) within the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk Factor will receive one of the color ratings described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(i), based on the assessed strengths and proposal inadequacies of each offeror's proposal as they relate to each of the Mission Capability subfactors.  Subfactor ratings shall not be rolled up into an overall color rating for the Mission Capability factor.

2.6.1 Subfactor 1: System Performance

The Government will evaluate the following:

     (  The adequacy of the offeror’s proposed equipment  in meeting all threshold

         functional requirements.
     (  The offeror’s approach to meeting all threshold environmental requirements.

· The adequacy of the offeror’s site design in providing the required level of 

         protection.

2.6.2 Subfactor 2: Schedule Capability

The Government will evaluate the following:

     (  The offeror’s approach to meeting his proposed delivery schedule.  This includes 

        adequate manufacturing facilities and personnel, scheduling priority, and adequate 

        shipping/handling.
(Include the description of each Mission Capability subfactor and how it will be evaluated.  See Section M Guide for detailed discussion of Mission Capability subfactors)

 (If thresholds are established, but not objectives, and consideration will be given to performance in excess of the thresholds, add:)  (If thresholds and objectives are established, add:)    

In arriving at a best value decision, the Government reserves the right to give positive consideration for performance in excess of threshold requirements, up to the objective requirements.  No further positive consideration will be given for performance in excess of the objective requirements.

OR

(In addition to one of the statements above for any subfactor for which tradeoffs may be considered, you must also describe how you will evaluate the tradeoff (e.g., what other factors or subfactors will be considered if you plan to tradeoff between evaluation factors/subfactors, what relative weight will be given to performance in the tradeoff range).

(NOTE:  If tradeoffs will be considered, it is mandatory to state in the solicitation how the tradeoffs will be evaluated.  This must be articulated in Section M.  Include a description of any tradeoffs you will consider among the Mission Capability subfactors and/or between individual or groups of subfactors and other evaluation factors.  See the Section M Guide for a discussion of tradeoffs.)

2.7  Proposal Risk Factor

Proposal Risk will be evaluated at the Mission Capability factor level.  The Proposal Risk assessment focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with an offeror's proposed approach and includes an assessment of the potential for disruption of schedule, increased cost, degradation of performance, and the need for increased Government oversight, as well as the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  For each identified risk, the assessment also addresses the offeror's proposal for mitigating the risk and why that approach is or is not manageable.  Each Mission Capability subfactor will receive one of the Proposal Risk ratings defined at AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(ii).

 (This subparagraph puts offerors on notice that, should the Government elect to hold discussions, their responses to Evaluation Notices and their Final Proposal Revisions will be considered along with their original proposal in making the best value source selection.)

(See Section M Guide for further discussion of Discussions and tradeoff factors)

2.8) Pre-award Survey

The Government may conduct a pre-award survey (PAS) as part of this source selection.  Results of the PAS (if conducted) will be evaluated to determine each offeror's capability to meet the requirements of the solicitation.

(Note: For information on how to request a PAS, the forms, and how the survey is made and reported, refer to FAR Part 9 and its supplements.)

2.9 Plant Visits

The Source Selection Evaluation Team (SSET) may conduct plant visits during the evaluation phase to gather information for judging the offeror's potential for correcting deficiencies, quality of development or manufacturing practices/processes, or other areas useful in evaluating the offer.  If conducted, the results will be assessed under the applicable factors/subfactors and will be used to validate and confirm the offeror's written proposal. 

(To place the offeror on notice that the awardee will be bound to meet all terms and conditions of the resulting contract (not just the evaluation factors), you should include language in Section M similar to the following provision.)
2.10 (specify provision number) SOLICITATION REQUIREMENTS, TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Offerors are required to meet all solicitation requirements, such as terms and conditions, representations and certifications, and technical requirements, in addition to those identified as factors, subfactors (and elements, if used).to be eligible for award.  Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the solicitation may result in the offeror being removed from consideration for award.  Any exceptions to the solicitation’s terms and conditions must be fully explained and justified.
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