DRAFT – 1 March 2004

Systems Engineering and Integration Contract (SEIC)

SECTION M

Evaluation Factors for Award

1.0.  NOTICE: The following solicitation provisions pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference:

1.1.  FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION SOLICITATION PROVISIONS

52.217-05 Evaluation of Options (JUL 1990)

1.2.  AIR FORCE MATERIEL COMMAND FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION SUPPLEMENT SOLICITATION PROVISIONS

5342.215-9019 Additional Evaluation Factor for Consideration of Past Performance Red-Yellow-Green Program (Over $100K) (AFMC) (AUG 2002)

1.3.  SOURCE SELECTION

The Government will select the best overall offer, based upon an integrated assessment of Mission Capability/Proposal Risk, Past Performance, 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 and the AFMC supplement (AFMCFARS) thereto.  Contract award(s) will be made 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, to represent the best value to the Government.  

The Government reserves the right to award without discussions.  Offeror responses to any Evaluation Notices (ENs) and/or Final Proposal Revisions (FPR) will be considered in making the source selection decision.  

1.3.1.  Best Value

Best value means the expected outcome of an acquisition that, in the Government’s estimation, provides the greatest overall benefit in response to the requirement.  The SEIC program will utilize a trade-off process in arriving at that “best value” decision, as described in FAR 15.101-1.  This may result in a selection of a higher rated, higher priced Offeror, when 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 priced Offeror outweighs the cost difference.  To arrive at a best value decision, the SSA will integrate the source selection team’s evaluations of the Offerors’ proposals against the Evaluation Factors (described below).  While the Government Source Selection Evaluation Team (SSET) 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.  

1.4.  NUMBER OF CONTRACTS TO BE AWARDED

The Government intends to award one SEIC contract but reserves the right to award no contract depending upon the quality of the proposal(s) submitted and the availability of funds.

1.5.  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. 

1.6.  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.

1.7.  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).

1.8.  COMPETITIVE RANGE

After evaluating all proposals, the contracting officer may determine that the number of most highly rated proposals that might otherwise be included in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted.  The source selection authority (SSA) may then limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.

2.0.  EVALUATION FACTORS

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 described below.  

2.1.  EVALUATION FACTORS, SUBFACTORS, & ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

The evaluation factors are listed below in descending order of importance.  Within the Mission Capability and Proposal Risk factor, subfactors 1-3 are of equal importance.  

Factor 1: Past Performance

Factor 2: Mission Capability and Proposal Risk

     Subfactor 1: Systems Engineering

     Subfactor 2: Software System Integration, Test and Evaluation
     Subfactor 3: Enterprise/Increment Management


Factor 3: Cost/Price
2.1.1.  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.

2.1.2.  Factor and Subfactor Rating

A color rating will be assigned to each Subfactor under the Mission Capability factor.  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 in paragraph 2.3.  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.  A Performance Confidence Assessment will be assigned to the Past Performance factor.  Performance confidence represents the Government's confidence in an Offeror's ability to successfully perform as proposed based on an assessment of an Offeror’s present and past work record.  Cost/Price will be evaluated as described in paragraph 2.4.  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 2.1.  Any of these considerations can influence the SSA’s decision.  

2.2.  FACTOR 1 - PAST PERFORMANCE

Under the Past Performance factor, the Performance Confidence Assessment represents the evaluation of an Offeror’s and associated key or major subcontractors’, teaming partners’, and joint venture partners’ past work records to assess the Government’s confidence in the Offeror’s probability of successfully performing as proposed.  A major subcontractor or interdivisional transfer (IDT) (including subsidiaries) is that which exceeds 20 percent or more of the SEIC effort and/or whose performance is such that if it fails, could significantly impact program success.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s major subcontractors’, teaming partners’, and joint venture partners’ 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 the aspects of an Offeror’s and all key or major subcontractors’, teaming partners’, and joint venture partners’ relevant past performance, focusing on and targeting performance that is relevant to the Mission Capabilities subfactors, but also including schedule and price/cost performance.

The Government will evaluate the extent to which the Offeror’s proposed organizational structure addresses the full scope of the SEIC contract.  The Government may consider as relevant efforts performed for agencies of federal, state, or local Governments and commercial customers.  As a result of an analysis of this past/current work history, each Offeror will receive a Performance Confidence Assessment, which is the rating for the Past Performance factor.  The past performance evaluation will be based on the entire SEIC scope.  The Performance Confidence Assessment is made at the factor level and represents an overall evaluation of the likelihood of successful contractor performance.  The Government will evaluate current and past performance to determine the Government's confidence in each Offeror's ability to successfully perform the SEIC effort.  The Government will assess the performance and relevancy of each Offeror's work on current and past contracts, both Government and Commercial.  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.  Past performance for other divisions, critical subcontractors, or teaming contractors must be for the same type of effort as is proposed for SEIC and will be assessed as either relevant or not relevant.  

2.2.1.  Recency

In determining recency, the government will only consider work performed for a three-year period ending with the date of the Final Request for Proposal (RFP).  Non-administrative RFP amendments may extend this date if the Government determines these amendments relevant to Past Performance information.  This allows Offerors to provide current past performance information without delaying the Source Selection Decision.

2.2.2.  Relevancy

To be considered at least somewhat relevant, the Offeror’s past performance efforts must have been performed by the same division and location within the past three years.  The Government will then assess only contract efforts considered to be somewhat relevant, relevant, or very relevant for the prime contractor’s’ Confidence Rating.  Relevancy for prime contractor’s efforts will be based on the following criteria:

1)  Experience integrating large scale software systems (>500K SLOC) 

2)  Experience developing large scale software systems (>125KSLOC)

3)  Experience integrating software in a distributed environment

4)  Experience developing Object Oriented Design and the use of UML modeling 

5)  Experience in developing software in the Microsoft Windows Development Environments and MS Operating Systems
6)  Experience developing and/or integrating systems using spiral development
7)  Experience developing interfaces including experience with XML

8)  Experience integrating large scale software systems without contractual control of development contractors
9)  Experience developing mission planning systems.

Note: Mission Planning for this contract is considered command and control.  

2.2.2.1.  Relevancy Ratings
Contract relevancy will be based on the following:

Very Relevant--the past contract must meet criteria 1 through 5 and any 1 of remaining 4

Relevant--the past contract must meet criteria 1, any 2 of criteria 2 through 5 and any 1 of remaining 4

Somewhat Relevant--the past contract must meet any 3 criteria
2.2.2.2.  Subcontractor Efforts

Subcontractors will be assessed as either relevant or not relevant.  In order for a subcontractor’s effort to be considered Relevant, the contract must have been performed by the same division and location within the past three years and for the same type effort as being proposed for SEIC (the subcontractor’s relevancy will only be assessed against the work element(s) they are identified responsible for as part of the Offeror’s package).  Although the Government will assess prime contractor efforts as Somewhat Relevant, Relevant, or Very Relevant, subcontractors will only be assessed as Relevant or Not Relevant in the determination of the Confidence Rating; in turn, this rating will be of less importance than the prime contractor’s Confidence Rating.   

2.2.3.  Past Performance Information

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

2.2.4.  Performance Confidence Assessment
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 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.  Pursuant to DFARS 215.305(a)(2), for large businesses, the assessment will consider the extent to which the Offeror’s evaluated past performance demonstrates compliance with 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.

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.

2.2.4.1. Confidence Priority

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.  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.

2.2.4.2.  Information Sources

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 Agency (DCMA) 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.

2.3.  FACTOR 2 – MISSION CAPABILITY AND PROPOSAL RISK

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.

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)(ii).

2.3.1.  Subfactor 1:  Systems Engineering
The Government will evaluate the Offeror's proposed systems engineering approach in support of the JMPS development within the Government's schedule requirements and budget limitations as identified in this RFP.  The Government will also evaluate how the Offeror’s reply addresses systems engineering activities for the Mission Rehearsal Common Capability (MRCC) and the migration of a JMPS Operating System (OS) and development environment.  The Government will evaluate the following criteria:
2.3.1.1.  The extent to which the Offeror leverages JMPS architecture products, demonstrating the scalability, extensibility and flexibility.  How well the Offeror’s approach ensures (including proposed measures) the JMPS architecture continues to be scalable, extensible, and flexible to provide for the efficient implementation of changing requirements, to include future missions and system functions and changing guidance.  The completeness and soundness of the proposed systems engineering processes, including performance verification, and JMPS architecture enhancements.

2.3.1.2.  The extent to which the Offeror’s compliance approach ensures the JMPS architecture, integration strategy, and system functions are compatible with DoD enterprise initiatives (e.g., Network-Centric Enterprise Services (NCES) and Global Information Grid (GIG)).

2.3.1.3.  The extent to which the Offeror proposes a robust systems engineering and integration approach for the MRCC.  The completeness and soundness of the Offeror’s ability to identify gaps in use cases and requirements in the MRCC specification.  The completeness and soundness of the proposed approach to identify and manage MRCC interdependencies with other Common Capabilities (CCs), the Framework (FW), Unique Planning Components (UPCs) and Commercial Off the Shelf (COTS) solutions.  The extent to which the Offeror’s proposed solution leverages existing JMPS architecture.  The soundness of the process to deliver the MRCC into the baseline.

2.3.1.4.  The extent to which the Offeror’s approach clearly and comprehensively describes the technical criteria, identifies developer impacts, while providing a sound rationale for migration to a new OS version and development environment version.

2.3.1.5.  Completeness and soundness of the proposed XML schema for Operations ICD.  The extent to which the schema is well structured for the efficient processing of the XML schema itself.
2.3.1.6.  The adequacy of the Offeror’s CMM (or CMMI) Maturity Level 3 appraisal or equivalent as well as how the proposed Program Management and Systems Engineering processes and tools will be employed for the Mission Planning Enterprise.  This evaluation will include adequacy of the approach for training team members in accordance with MP requirements and plans for the adoption of CMMI or equivalent.  For Offerors not in possession of a current (with 24 months of formal RFP release date) formal, independent CMM appraisal or equivalent as a result of transitioning to the CMMI or equivalent, the Government will evaluate the achievability and risks associated with the transition plan and all other related information.

2.3.2.  Subfactor 2:  Software Systems Integration, Test & Evaluation



The Government will evaluate the Offeror's processes in support of JMPS integration, test and evaluation activities.  The Government will also evaluate the extent to which the Offeror’s reply addresses Software Systems Integration and Test & Evaluation activities for the MRCC.  The Government will evaluate the following criteria:  

2.3.2.1.  Completeness and soundness of the proposed technical approach for the development and delivery of an Integrated Development Environment (IDE) for the Mission Planning Enterprise.

2.3.2.2.  Completeness and soundness of the Offeror’s criteria, tools and technologies to standup a Mission Planning IDE, how it enhances the distributed development environment, and managed use for receipt and currency of products (e.g. MRCC) into the IDE.
2.3.2.3.  Completeness and soundness of the proposed approach to horizontal integration. (e.g. CCs to CCs with appropriate Framework (FW) version).  The extent to which the Offeror understands the tasks associated with horizontal integration of the MRCC and their involvement in vertical integration.

2.3.2.4.  Completeness and soundness of the Offeror’s integration plan including availability of a TS/SCI SAR facility including hardware and personnel availability, accessibility and an appropriate capacity for the JMPS program effort.  The offerors understanding of Developmental Test activities and their relationship to horizontal integration tasks.
2.3.3.  Subfactor 3:  Enterprise/Increment Management
The Government will assess the approach to providing appropriate insight into contractor processes and management systems.  The evaluation will focus on:  the Integrated Master Plan (IMP) and Integrated Master Schedule (IMS), risk management, systems engineering and software engineering management, integration, test, installation, and associate contractor and teaming agreements across the enterprise.  The Government will assess the adequacy, maturity and the degree of integration of the proposed processes.   The Government will evaluate the following criteria:

2.3.3.1.  The Offeror’s ability to show how their technical approach to the sub-bullets listed below can be turned into a complete set of detailed tasks that traces from the CWBS and work package assignment through the IMP and updating existing Enterprise IMS.  Also, the adequacy of evaluation points (including formal reviews) that represent actual accomplishment of work, and incorporation into an EVMS process meeting ANSI Std 748-98.  The merit and adequacy of the Offeror’s accomplishment criteria, including proposed Technical Performance Measures (TPMs) and metrics to track detailed tasking in the IMS.  Finally, that the top 3 risks are defined and effective mitigation strategies are proposed that reduce or eliminate that impacts on JMPS deliveries.

· Migrating JMPS to a new OS version and a new development environment version.

· Layout of the development of the MRCC from requirements generation to delivery. 

2.3.3.2.  Completeness and soundness of the proposed approach to execute the JMPS RM and CM processes with multiple baselines, including how they accommodate use or interface of the Government sponsored Requirements Traceability Management system (RTM). 

2.3.3.3.  Completeness, soundness, predicted effectiveness and rationale of the proposed metrics as leading indicators as a means to manage/mitigate risks, and obtain early program insights for both the enterprise efforts (SEIC and MPEC development efforts).

2.3.3.4.  Completeness and soundness of the proposed processes, tools and management techniques to enhance enterprise relations, focusing on participating government agencies and delivery order contractors.
2.3.3.5.  If the Offeror is other than a small business, the completeness and soundness of the offeror's Subcontracting Plan to include small businesses, small disadvantaged business and woman owned business, submitted in accordance with FAR 52.219-9 and Section L paragraph 7.1.2.2.
2.4.  FACTOR 4 – COST/PRICE  

The Offeror's cost/price proposal will be evaluated in accordance with the following:

2.4.1.  Evaluated Cost/Price
The Government will evaluate each Offeror’s price/cost proposals during this source selection using one or more of the proposal analysis techniques outlined in FAR 15.404 (Proposal Analysis). The Government will perform a cost realism analysis on each Cost Plus Award Fee and Cost Reimbursable Contract Line Item Number (CLIN) to determine the probable cost of performance.  The Government Estimate of Most Probable Cost (GEMPC) is determined by the Cost/Price Realism Assessment (CPRA).  This GEMPC, not the contractor’s proposed cost, will be used for the purposes of evaluation to determine best value.  While the results of this cost realism analysis may be used in performance risk assessments and responsibility determinations, they will not be used to adjust offered prices.  The total cost to the Government for evaluation purposes will be derived as the sum of the following:

(a)  GEMPC, plus any associated base award fee, plus maximum proposed award.

(b)  GEMPC for cost reimbursable ODC Incl Travel CLIN.
2.4.2.  Evaluation Technique
The Government will evaluate the cost proposals to ensure they are reasonable (i.e., not overstated or understated).  An offer may be rejected if the Government determines that any lack of balance poses an unacceptable risk to the Government.  The Government shall analyze offers to determine whether they are unbalanced with respect to the total cost/price or separately priced line items.  Offers that are determined to be materially unbalanced may be rejected.  An offer is mathematically unbalanced if it is based on costs/prices which are significantly less than the cost for other contract line items or significantly overstated in relation to cost for other CLINs.  An offer is materially unbalanced if, 

(a) There is reasonable doubt that the offer would result in the lowest overall cost to the Government, even though it is the lowest evaluated offer; or

(b) The offer is so grossly unbalanced that its acceptance would be tantamount to allowing an advanced payment.

2.4.3.  Award Term/Options
Evaluation of award term options shall not obligate the Government to exercise said options.

2.4.4.  Cost Realism Assessment

The Government will evaluate the realism of the Offerors’ proposed cost/price for the basic effort and all priced award term/options.  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 CPRA will consider technical/management risks identified during the evaluation of the proposal and associated costs.  Supporting cost data which are judged to be unrealistically low, and technical/management risk associated with the proposal shall be quantified and included in the Government’s 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 the Offeror’s lack of understanding of the technical requirements of the corresponding Mission Capability/Proposal Risk Subfactor.  Unrealistically low proposed cost or price estimates, initially or subsequently, may be grounds for eliminating a proposal from competition either on the basis that the Offeror does not understand the requirement or the Offeror has made an unrealistic proposal.

2.4.5.  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.

2.5.  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.)

(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.)
2.6.  SOLICITATION REQUIREMENTS, TERMS AND CONDITIONS

As stated throughout this solicitation, 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 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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