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Joint Environmental Toolkit (JET)

SECTION H – PHASE 2 DOWN-SELECT EVALUATION

H001 PHASE 2 DOWN-SELECT

a.   General

The Joint Environmental Toolkit (JET) acquisition will be conducted in two phases: (1) Phase 1 (initial award) for the plan to achieve the Air Force Weather (AFW) “To Be” Architecture, plus delivery and operational assessment of the Increment 1 software candidate, and (2) Phase 2 (down-select) for the completion and fielding of Increment 1, plus the proposed options for Increment 2 and all other future Increments.

During Phase 2, the Phase 1 Contractors will be evaluated based on their performance during Phase 1 and an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors set forth in this Section H.  The Government plans to exercise a Phase 2 option for only one of the Contractors originally selected to perform Phase 1, but reserves the right to exercise no option at all, based upon Phase 1 performance, quality of the proposal(s) submitted or the availability of funds.

This is a best value down-select determination which may result in the selection of a higher rated, higher priced Contractor, where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and the SSA reasonably determines that the technical superiority and/or overall business approach and/or superior past performance of the higher priced Contractor outweighs the cost difference.

b.   Positive Consideration

Positive consideration may be given to proposals that exceed the Government’s minimum requirements.

H002 PHASE 2 DOWN-SELECT EVALUATION FACTORS
a.   Evaluation Factors and Subfactors and their Relative Order of Importance

Phase 2 down select will be based on successful completion of Phase 1 effort and an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors described below.  Mission Capability and Proposal Risk are of equal importance and both are more important than Cost/Price.

Factor 1:  Mission Capability

    Subfactor 1:  Architecture

    Subfactor 2:  Integrated Processes

Factor 2:  Proposal Risk (results of Phase 1 performance)

    Subfactor 1:  Architecture

    Subfactor 2:  Integrated Processes

Factor 3:  Cost/Price

b.   Importance of Cost/Price

In accordance with FAR 15.304(e), 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.

c.   Factor and Subfactor Rating

A color rating will be assigned to each subfactor under the Mission Capability factor IAW AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(A).  The color rating depicts how well the Offeror’s proposal meets the Mission Capability subfactor requirements in accordance with the stated evaluation criteria and solicitation requirements.  The Mission Capability subfactors are described below.  A Proposal Risk rating will be assigned to each of the Mission Capability subfactors.  Proposal Risk represents the risks identified with an Offeror’s proposed approach as it relates to the evaluation criteria and solicitation requirements.  Cost/Price will be evaluated as described below.  When the integrated assessment of all aspects of the evaluation is accomplished, the color ratings, proposal risk ratings, and evaluated cost/price will be considered in accordance with paragraph a. above.  Any of these considerations can influence the Source Selection Authority’s (SSA) decision.

d.   FACTOR 1: Mission Capability

Each subfactor within the Mission Capability Factor will receive one of the color ratings described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(A), 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.

Subfactor 1:  Architecture

For this subfactor, an evaluation will be made of the Offeror’s proposed system design and architecture to determine the level of compliance within the following:

· Command and Control Enterprise Reference Architecture (C2ERA)/Technical Architecture for C4ISR Enterprise Integration.  The assessment will consider the architecture development approach, soundness and flexibility of the selected architecture, compliance with Air Force i-TRM, JTA, NCES, NCOW RM, and COE requirements and conformance to C2ERA central principles and design patterns including:

· Consistency with C2 node architecture

· Supports multiple inter-node information exchange partners and specifies the shared data definitions and metadata needed to describe and implement inter-node information exchange requirements

· A Service Oriented Architecture (SOA) approach that provides a technical framework to implement enterprise level and mission (COI) level services as appropriate

· Partitions the system into separable mission function components and infrastructure components with standard interface mechanisms between the components

· Conforms to the C2 node-specific architecture and utilizes the C2 node infrastructure provided by each C2 node in which the system(s) will be operated

· Utilization of Global Information Grid (GIG) Enterprise Services (GES) and Common Integrated Infrastructure (CII) Enterprise Services, Internet Protocols (IP) version IPV6, and Universal Resource Locators (URL) which are accessible via web browser, using HTTP(S)/HTML.

· Tradeoff analysis for selection of optimal architecture to meet JET requirements including tolerance for change.

· Increment 1 Candidate (Phase 1 Deliverable):  Achievement of threshold TRD priorities in Increment 1 software candidate, consistent with the AFW “To Be” Architecture
· Developmental Test:  The Government will evaluate the results of the testing performed against the capability delivered as part of the fly-off.
· Specified vs. developed:  The Government will compare what requirements and capabilities the Contractor specified they could deliver against what the Contractor actually delivered.

· Operational Assessment:  Government Operational Assessment of delivered Increment 1 capability (including verification of applicable technical orders, manuals and training syllabi/materials), fielding, operations, support and sustainment

· Integration with C2 systems:  The Government will evaluate the demonstrated capability from the fly-off to determine how effectively and efficiently it interfaces with the C2 programs that specified their weather interface requirements (ABCS, TBMCS, JMPS, GCCS), as well as the flexibility of the design to support future C2 program interfaces.

· Software Reuse:  The Government will evaluate the Contractor’s buy versus build plan and the processes for evaluating products for reuse and how re-use opportunities were utilized.  Reused software can come from any available source, such as GFI, software developed for other programs or COTS, to name a few.

· Hardware Reuse:  The Contractor’s plan will be evaluated to determine the methods used to maximize reuse of the existing (already fielded) hardware that is still within its lifecycle, in an effort to support cost savings as well as the Contractor’s plan to technically refresh hardware as it reaches its end of lifecycle or warranty coverage.

· Re-engineered AFW “To Be” Architecture: The Government will evaluate how the requirements and capabilities addressed in the TRD and SOO are applied to support achieving the AFW “To Be” Architecture.  The plan will be evaluated for realism in achieving the “To Be” Architecture, in the shortest schedule, within budget constraints

· Server Consolidation:  The Government will evaluate how the system design, architecture, and migration plan support the AFW server consolidation philosophy.

· Information Distribution Technologies:  The Government will evaluate the proposed system design for its use of information distribution technologies to allow access, update, and distribution of the Data Cube as described in the AFW “To Be” Architecture and how that design scales as the amount of information within the Data Cube increases over time.

Subfactor 2: Integrated Processes

The Government will evaluate the effectiveness of the integrated processes used during Phase 1 to provide timely, accurate, and relevant cost/schedule and technical status to the Government and to identify and mitigate risks appropriately.  The Government will also evaluate the reasonableness of updated management plans and schedules for the delivery, testing, fielding and sustainment of future system increments.  This subfactor will be evaluated on the basis of the following:

· Assessment of Phase 1 Performance

· IMP/IMS

· Program Management

· Risk Management

· Systems Engineering

· System Sustainment / Transition / Migration

· Earned Value Management System (EVMS)

e.  FACTOR 2: Proposal Risk (against the Mission Capabilities Sub-Factors)

Proposal Risk will be evaluated at the Mission Capability subfactor 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)(B).

f.  FACTOR 3: Cost/Price

In making the down-select decision, the Contractor's cost/price proposal will be evaluated for cost reasonableness and realism to implement Phase 2 and all future Increments, within identified Government fiscal year budget constraints, in accordance with the following:

· Total Evaluated Cost/Price
For purposes of Phase 2, the Contractor’s proposal will be evaluated for reasonableness against the budget constraints identified in Section L of the RFP.  The total evaluated cost/price will be calculated as the Government Estimate of Most Probable Cost (GEMPC) to the Government for the Phase 2 Cost Plus CLINS.

The Contractor’s cost/price proposal will be evaluated based on the contract type, as described below.  The proposed estimated costs shall not be the controlling factor for source selection purposes for the Cost Plus Award Fee (CPAF) or Cost Plus Fixed Fee (CPFF) CLINs.  Proposals will be evaluated as follows:

· CPAF efforts will be evaluated based on the GEMPC as determined by the Cost/Price Realism Assessment (CPRA) plus proposed fee.
· T&M efforts will be evaluated based on the GEMPC as determined by the CPRA.  The GEMPC will be based on the Government assessment of the labor hours needed to perform the effort times the loaded labor rates proposed by the Contractor in the T&M Table.

· Cost Reimbursable CLINs for Travel and ODC associated with all Increments will be evaluated based on the GEMPC as determined by the CPRA.

· Evaluation Technique

The Contractor'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.  If a Contractor fails to substantiate estimated costs, the Government will consider under the applicable proposal risk subfactor, the Contractor’s lack of understanding of the technical requirements of the corresponding technical capability subfactor.

· Cost/Price Realism Assessment

The Contractor's cost/price proposal will be evaluated for cost realism.  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 Contractor.  When the Government evaluates an Offer as unrealistically low or high compared to the anticipated costs of performance and the Contractor fails to explain these estimated costs, the Government will consider, under the applicable Proposal Risk subfactor, the Contractor's lack of understanding of the technical requirements of the corresponding Mission Capability or Proposal Risk subfactor.

· Information Other Than Cost or Pricing Data

Information other than cost or pricing data will be evaluated for purposes of determining cost realism and the best value.

(Members from the technical and contracting teams may conduct plant or site visits to assist in determining the contractor’s capability to perform the proposed effort. If you plan to conduct a plant visit(s), use language such as the following provision.)

(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.)
H003 SOLICITATION REQUIREMENTS, TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Contractors 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 to be eligible for award.  Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the solicitation may result in the Contractor 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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