SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M001  SOURCE SELECTION

a.  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.  This is a best value source selection conducted in accordance with Air Force Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (AFFARS) 5315.3 of 22 Nov 2002 and the AFMC supplement (AFMCFARS) thereto.  A contract 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 to represent the best value to the Government.  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 price difference.  To arrive at a source selection decision, the SSA will integrate the source selection team's evaluations of the evaluation factors and subfactors (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.

b.  Number of Contracts to be Awarded

The Government intends to award a single contract for the Battle Control System – Mobile Communications Switch Subsystem (CSS) Program, but reserves the right to award no contract, depending upon the quality of proposals submitted and the availability of funds.

c.  Rejection of Unrealistic Offers

The Government may reject any proposal that is evaluated to be unrealistic in terms of schedule, program commitments, including contract terms and conditions, or unrealistically high or low in price 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.

d.  Correction Potential of Proposals

The Government will consider, throughout the evaluation, the "correction potential" of any deficiency or proposal inadequacy.  The judgement 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.

e.  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) that is not issued as GFP upon the award of this contract.

f.  Positive Consideration

In arriving at a best value decision, the Government reserves the right to give positive consideration for the following items (listed in descending level of importance) that exceed the Government's minimum requirements:

1) An integrated RED/BLACK switch solution that has been TEMPEST certified.

2) The extent to which the Offeror's solution is an open system design compliant with the Joint Technical Architecture and that enables a low cost upgrade path to Voice over Internet Protocol and the Joint Tactical Radio System.

3) The extent to which the Offeror's solution is off-the-shelf and is enabled by reliable and affordable integrated product support capability for five (5) or more years.

4) Offeror possesses a current International Standards Organization quality certified and/or Capability Maturity Model Integration Level 3 rating as assessed by an independent organization.

M002  EVALUATION FACTORS

a.  Evaluation Factors and Subfactors and their Relative Order of Importance

Award will be made to the Offeror proposing the offer most advantageous to the Government based upon an integrated assessment of the pre-award in-plant visit and demonstration, and the evaluation factors and subfactors described below.  The first three evaluation factors listed below are of equal importance, and are each more important than Factor 4, Cost/Price.

Factor 1:  Mission Capability


Subfactor 1:  System Performance


Subfactor 2:  Integrated Processes

Factor 2:  Proposal Risk

Factor 3:  Past Performance

Factor 4:  Cost/Price

b.  Importance of Cost/Price

In accordance with FAR 15.304(e), the evaluation factors other than cost/price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price; however, cost/price will contribute significantly to the selection decision.

c.  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 requirement in accordance with the stated explanation, within the subfactor, of how the subfactor will be evaluated.  The Mission Capability subfactors are described in paragraph d. below.  A proposal risk rating will be assigned to the Mission Capability subfactor.  Proposal risk represents the risks identified with an Offeror's proposed approach as it relates to the Mission Capability subfactors.  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 will be evaluated as described in paragraph g. below.  When the integrated assessment of all aspects of the evaluation is accomplished, the color ratings, proposal risk ratings, performance confidence assessment, and price will be considered in the order of priority listed in paragraph a. above.  Any of these considerations can influence the SSA's decision.

d.  Mission Capability Factor

The Government will use the Offeror's written proposal, including the Offeror's documented off-the-shelf system capability, the Government's in-plant visit, and the Offeror's off-the-shelf system demonstration to evaluate the Mission Capability.  In general, the evaluation will assess the extent to which the Offeror's proposed technical solution fulfills the CSS System Capabilities Document (SCD) and Statement of Objectives (SOO) capabilities and objectives and the soundness of the Offeror's plan to implement his proposed solution.

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, and deficiencies 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.

1)  Subfactor 1:  System Performance

For this subfactor, an evaluation will be made of the Offeror's proposed system to determine compliance with user requirements as documented in the BCS-M Communications Switch Subsystem SCD.  Priority 1 capabilities are mandatory.  Priority 2 capabilities are more important than Priority 3 capabilities.

2)  Subfactor 2:  Integrated Processes

For this subfactor, an evaluation will be made of the soundness and completeness of the Offeror's proposed plan for execution of the CSS program.  Key areas within this subfactor are the Offeror's proposed program plan and supporting management and technical processes to be used in achieving SOO objectives and delivering SCD compliant CSS within the schedule constraints.

e.  Proposal Risk Factor

Proposal Risk will be evaluated at the Mission Capability subfactor level.  The Proposal Risk assessment will consider the Offeror's entire proposal.  This 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.  The Mission Capability subfactor will receive one of the Proposal Risk ratings defined at AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(B).

f.  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 subfactors.  

Offeror's past performance efforts must have been performed by the same division and location, within the last three years.  Relevancy for the prime contractor's efforts will be based on the following criteria:

1)  Past work developing or supporting air defense voice communications systems with a similar type and quantity of interfaces required by the SCD.

2)  Past work as part of an integrated product development team with other associate contractors on similar efforts

3)  Past work supporting at NSTISSAM TEMPEST approval and certification

4) Past work performed under a fixed price contract

5) Past work performed on projects with total cost of at least $7M

In order to be considered Very Relevant, the past contract must meet criteria 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.  To be considered Relevant, the past contract must meet criteria 1, 4 and 5.  To be considered Somewhat Relevant, the past contract must meet any two of the five criteria.  Contracts determined to be not relevant will not be used in the past performance evaluation.

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.  These efforts will be assessed as either relevant or not relevant.  To be considered relevant the effort must have been performed by the same division/location within the past three years, and must have been the same type of effort as is being proposed for the BCS-M effort.

The Government may consider 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 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.

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)(E) 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. 

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 may 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.

g.  Cost/Price Factor

1)  The Offeror's price proposal will be evaluated for award purposes, based upon the total of the prices proposed for all priced CLINs.  For CLINs that have a variable delivery quantity, the Best Estimated Quantity (BEQ) prices will be used for the evaluation.  The Cost-Reimbursement (No Fee) CLINs for Other Direct Costs will be evaluated at the Government established price in Schedule B.

2)  The Offeror's 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)  Offerors are cautioned against submitting a materially unbalanced offer.  The Government will analyze offers to determine if they are unbalanced with respect to prices for 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 prices which are significantly less than the price for some contract line item and significantly overstated in relation to price for others.  An offer is materially unbalanced if it is mathematically unbalanced and if:

(a)  There is a 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 advance payment.

h. Discussions

The Government reserves the right to award without discussions.  

M003 PLANT VISITS

The Government will be conducting in-plant visits during which the Government will survey Contractor processes and observe in-plant demonstrations of Offeror proposed baseline (off-the-shelf) systems.  The Government will use the information collected during the survey and demonstration visit to clarify and verify Mission Capability documented in the Offeror's written proposal.  The Government will also use the in-plant visit to help understand and assess Proposal Risk Factors.

The Government intends to compare the results of the actual demonstration against the System Capabilities Matrix included in the Offeror's written proposal to confirm the capability of the Offeror's proposed baseline.  The Verification of BCS-M Block 20 Communication Switch Subsystem SCD Priority 1 capabilities will be of particular interest.  Information collected from the demonstration will be used in helping the Government assess System Performance Subfactor under the Mission Capability Factor.

The Government also intends to use the in-plant survey to better understand the methods and quality aspects of the Offeror's integrated processes.  The Government will be looking for direct evidence of the Offeror's integrated processes that will be used to execute the tasks documented in the Offeror's CSOW to achieve the Government's program objectives.  Information collected from the in-plant survey will be used in helping the Government assess Integrated Processes Subfactor under the Mission Capability Factor.

In conjunction with the in-plant survey and demonstration during the evaluation phase, the Source Selection Evaluation Team (SSET) may gather information for judging the Offeror's potential for correcting deficiencies and understanding Offeror's responses to evaluation notices.  If this additional information is collected, it will be considered under the applicable factors/subfactors and will be used to validate and confirm the Offeror's written proposal.  The Government's in-plant survey and demonstration time for each offeror will be limited to one (1) eight-hour work day with one additional hour for lunch and breaks.

M004 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 and 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.

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

A.  FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION SOLICITATION PROVISIONS

52.217-05
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS  (JUL 1990)

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

5352.215-9019
ADDITIONAL EVALUATION FACTOR FOR CONSIDERATION OF PAST PERFORMANCE RED-YELLOW-GREEN PROGRAM (OVER $100K) (AFMC)  (AUG 2002)

RFP FA8720-04-R-0004 

Section M - page 7

