ATTACHMENT 3

F19628-03-Q-0007

BEST VALUE EVALUATION CRITERIA

FOR THE

TACTICAL DATA LINKS SYSTEM PROGRAM OFFICE (ESC/DIV)

INTEGRATED DIGITAL ENVIRONMENT FOR TACTICAL DATA LINKS (iLinks)

The TDL SPO will be conducting a Best Value source selection in accordance with Air Force Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (AFFARS) 5315.3 Source Selection of (fill in date of AFFARS issue being used)and the AFMC supplement (AFMCFARS) thereto for a Fifteen (15) month iLinks contract award and Two (2) – One (1) year options. The delivery order is expected to be awarded by the end of June 2003 for work commencing on 01 July 2003. The Government will select the best overall offer, based upon an integrated assessment of Technical and Management Capability, Past Performance, and Price/Cost. 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 and is judged, based on the evaluation factors and sub factors (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 sub factors(and elements, if used) . 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 sub factors (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. The government may exercise options, 30 days prior to the expiration of current delivery order CLINS.

The technical and management capability sub factors shall be derived from requirements or objective and threshold performance requirements when used. Technical and management capability ratings focus on the strengths and proposal inadequacies of the offeror's proposal. Technical and management capability shall be evaluated using the following color ratings below. Sub factor ratings shall not be rolled up to an overall color rating. Note that if an offeror's proposal demonstrates a material failure to meet a Government requirement, this is a deficiency in the offeror's proposal. 

· Blue – Exceptional: Exceeds specified minimum performance or capability requirements in a way beneficial to the Air Force.

· Green – Acceptable: Meets specified minimum performance or capability requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance.

· Yellow – Marginal: Does not clearly meet some specified minimum performance or capability requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance, but any proposal inadequacies are correctable.

· Red – Unacceptable: Fails to meet specified minimum performance or capability requirements. Proposals with an unacceptable rating are not awardable.

Proposal risk assessment focuses on the weaknesses associated with an offeror's proposed approach. Assessment of proposal risk is done at the sub factor level, and includes 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 any weakness identified, the evaluation shall address the offeror's proposal for mitigating those weaknesses and why that approach is or is not manageable. Note that if a combination of significant weaknesses leads to unacceptably high proposal risk, this is a deficiency in the proposal. The Contractor may exceed the listed evaluation criteria by providing in-depth information that demonstrates their superior experience/knowledge/background relative to the criteria questions listed below and how their superior experience/knowledge/background resulted in cost savings to the customer and completed requirements ahead of schedule. 

The following criteria, listed in descending ordering of importance below, with criteria 1 and 2 being equal, will be used to evaluate the proposals. 

Factor 1: Technical and Management Capability

Sub factor 1.1: Technical Capability

Sub factor 1.2: Transition and Total Management Approach

Factor 2: Past performance

Factor 3: Cost/Price Reasonableness (and elements, if used) 
 

1.  Technical and Management Capabilities.  Two sub factors will be used to assess your capabilities:  Technical Capability and Transition and Total Management Approach.  Within the two sub factors, the Technical Capability will be equal in significance to the Transition and Total Management Approach.  

     A.  Technical Capability. The Offeror’s ability to provide support for the full range of technical and administrative services required will be a key selection criterion.   Possession of a staff with a wide range and breadth of technical expertise including, but not limited to, development, use and maintenance of XML, development of web sites, software management and development processes, requirements consolidation, testing and integration experience and human - machine interface experience will be critical in the Government’s selection.  The education, experience, and proven technical and management ability of the Offeror’s staff will be critical to this selection process.

Technical Capability Criteria

· The contractor must provide at a minimum 2 URLs (previously made by the contractor) that display the abilities to meet the requirements written in the SOO.  

· Based on the iLinks SOO paragraph 2.1, the evaluation of the URLs will be specifically focused on, but not limited to:

· The extent of experience demonstrated on the website using an extensible and open design.

· The extent of knowledge in the use of XML, Aspect Oriented programming and any other internet-type technology.

· The extent of Human Factors/Human-Machine Interface knowledge demonstrated in usability and user interface practice.  

· Different members from the TDL user community, software engineers, and Human-Machine interface/usability experts will evaluate these URLs during source selection.   

· Does the contracting team have a minimum Level 3 software maturity as evaluated through Software Engineering Institute (SEI)?

· Does the contractor have a technically viable solution to field the iLinks product in the least amount of time at the least cost to the government?

· To what extent has the contractor proposed to make use of Commercial Off The Shelf (COTS) products if they prove to be more time and cost efficient?

· Does the contractor have an established testing and integration team and process that demonstrates a viable solution for the requirements written in the iLinks SOO paragraph 2.2?  Does this testing and integration process contain a commissioning period after each release?

· To what extent does the contractor show the ability to provide an application that is interoperable in a portal based environment for the Electronics Systems Center (ESC)?

· To what extent does the contractor show understanding of the security features included in existing NIPRNet and SIPRNet software systems in the contractor’s iLinks SOW?

· To what extent does the contractor demonstrate knowledge about Nextapp Echo framework?

     B.  Transition and Total Management Approach. The Offeror’s overall management and technical approach and services will be a key selection criterion.  Particular emphasis will be given to innovative management approaches that can satisfy the SPO’s technical requirements in a cost–effective manner.  The offeror shall provide a description of their spiral development approach. The offeror should provide a smooth transition from the original iLinks contract to the new iLinks contract, which addresses and reduces risks, minimizes disruption to the program and successfully manages the learning curve.

Management Criteria
· Does the contractor’s iLinks SOW have a viable solution to field the iLinks system in the shortest time at the least cost to the government?

· Will the contractor have a minimum of one Certified Project Management Professional (PMP) assigned to the iLinks effort?

· Will the contractor provide an on-sight program manager?

· Does the contractor have the ability to obtain security clearances up to US SECRET for the personnel involved with the initial sites by the time of the award of the contract?

2. Past Performance. The Offeror’s past performance (for the previous 5 years) in providing web capabilities to organizations and working specifically with DOD and Government Agencies will be a key criterion.  Past performance in the conduct of military-related business and functions is especially relevant.  Past performance which demonstrates that the bidder can work seamlessly and productively with other organizations and deliver a product on time and within budget will weigh very heavily in the Government’s past performance evaluation. 

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 Technical and Management Capability sub factors(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 Technical and Management Capability sub factors, 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:)  Pursuant to DFARS 215.305(a)(2), the assessment will consider the extent to which the offerors evaluated past performance demonstrates compliance with FAR 52.219-8.

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.

Past Performance Criteria
· Does the Team have experience working on or with government contracts?  If so, have the customers been satisfied with the contractor work at the working level? 

· How well did the team perform in managing his contract?

· Did the team select the proper subcontractors and/or teaming partners to properly carry out tasks?

· Did the team provide technical data (CDRLs) in a timely manner?

· Has the team shown the ability to establish reasonable and achievable schedules?  Have they shown that they can consistently meet those schedules?

· Was the team accurate in forecasting contract costs? Did they report cost in a sufficient and timely manner?  Were the cost reports consistently accurate?

· Does the team have experience with the integration, design and development of the Actuate Report Generator Tool? 

· Has the contractor team applied best practice methods and standards in past web development efforts? 

3. Cost/Price Reasonableness. The factors identified below will be used to evaluate the offeror’s cost/price reasonableness proposal: (1) Evaluation of options shall not obligate the Government to exercise such options. 
*Note: In accordance with AFFARS 5306.304-93(a), an approved Justification and Approval is required before any NTE option may be exercised.

(Include the following paragraphs (3) and (4) in solicitations for other than fixed price contracts)
(2) The offeror’s cost/price proposal will be evaluated, using one or more of the techniques defined in FAR 15.404, in order to determine if it is reasonable and realistic. (3) The Government will evaluate the realism of each offerors’ proposed costs. This will include an evaluation of the extent to which proposed costs indicate a clear understanding of solicitation requirements, and reflect a sound approach to satisfying those requirements. The Cost/Price Realism Assessment (CPRA) will consider technical/management risks identified during the evaluation of the proposal and associated costs.  Cost information supporting a cost judged to be unrealistically low and technical/management risk associated with the proposal will be quantified by the Government evaluators and included in the CPRA for each offeror. When the Government evaluates an offer as unrealistically low compared to the anticipated costs of performance and the offeror fails to explain these underestimated costs, the Government will consider, under the applicable Proposal Risk sub factor, the offeror’s lack of understanding of the technical requirements of the corresponding Technical and Management Capability sub factor and (4) The Offeror’s labor rates, G&A, travel costs, and other elements of cost/price will be critical to this selection.  The Offeror’s rates and estimated costs should be competitive and both reasonable and realistic.

Cost/Price Reasonableness Criteria
· Are the labor categories and rates submitted by this offeror consistent with the quality of support required by the Program Office?

· Are the labor hours submitted by this offeror consistent with the quantity of support required by the Program Office?

· Is the cost/price both reasonable and realistic?

· Can the contractor identify lifecycle cost drivers and describe how their iLinks solution mitigates them?
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