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  EVALUATION CRITERIA  FOR AWARD


ATTACHMENT 3

EVALUATION CRITERIA

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD OF DEAMS

1.0 BASIS FOR CONTRACT AWARD

The Government will select the best value offer, based upon an integrated assessment of Mission Capability, Proposal Risk, and Price. This is a best value competitive acquisition conducted in accordance with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Part 8.4, utilizing procedures that are similar to those found in FAR Part 15.  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,  and all other information required by Instructions to Offerors (ITO) portion of this solicitation; and who is judged, based on the evaluation factors and subfactors, to represent the best value to the Government.  To arrive at a best value decision, the Source Selection Authority (SSA) will integrate the source selection team’s evaluations of the Offeror’s proposal and the Offeror’s participation in the Defense Enterprise Accounting and Management System (DEAMS) Conference Room Fly-Off (described in Attachment 3-1 of this solicitation) against the evaluation factors and subfactors (described below).  As part of the proposal evaluation, the Government may request additional information clarifying but not revising any proposal as submitted.  Such clarifications will not constitute discussions.  The Government reserves the right to award without discussions. 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.

1.1 Number of Contracts to be Awarded

The Government intends to award one (1) contract for the DEAMS Program.  However, the Government reserves the right not to award a contract, depending upon the quality of the proposal(s) submitted and the availability of funds. 

1.2 Best Value Award

The Government may award to a higher rated, higher priced Offeror, where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and the SSA reasonably determines that the technical superiority of the higher priced Offeror outweighs the price difference.

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, 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 any aspect of an Offeror’s proposal not meeting the Government’s requirements is not considered correctable, the Offeror may be eliminated from the competition.

2.0 EVALUATION FACTORS

2.1 Evaluation Factors and Subfactors and Their Relative Order of Importance

Award will be made to the Offeror with the most advantageous proposal to the Government based upon both the evaluation of each Offeror’s proposal and their participation in the DEAMS Conference Room Fly-off.  The results of these will be combined as part of an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors described below.  The evaluation factors are listed below in descending relative order of importance.  Mission Capability (Factor 1) is more important than Price (Factor 3).  Proposal Risk (Factor 2) is only assessed at the subfactor level. Within the Mission Capability factor the subfactors are of equal importance.

Factor 1: Mission Capability


   Subfactor 1: Functional


   Subfactor 2: Technical

Factor 2: Proposal Risk (only assessed at the subfactor level)

Factor 3: Price
2.2 Importance of Price

The evaluation factors other than price (as identified above) when combined are significantly more important than price; however, price will contribute to the selection decision.

2.3 Factor and Subfactor Rating

A color rating will be assigned to each subfactor under the Mission Capability factor.  Based on these assessments, a color rating will be assigned to the Mission Capability factor.  The color ratings are defined in Table 1, and depict how well the Offeror’s proposal meets the Mission Capability evaluation criteria and solicitation requirements. The Mission Capability subfactors are described in paragraph 2.4 below.  

A Proposal Risk rating will be assigned to each Mission Capability subfactor.  Proposal Risk ratings are defined in paragraph 2.5.  Proposal risk represents the risks identified with an Offeror’s proposed approach as it relates to the Mission Capability subfactors. The Proposal Risk ratings are defined in Table 2.

Price will be evaluated as described in paragraph 2.6.  When the integrated assessment of all aspects of the evaluation is accomplished, the Mission Capability color ratings, Proposal Risk ratings and evaluated price will be considered in the order of priority listed in paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2 above.  Any of these considerations can influence the SSA’s decision.   

2.4  Factor 1 -  Mission Capability

The Government will assess each Offeror’s Mission Capability Volume and its participation in the DEAMS Conference Room Fly-off as part of their evaluation. The evaluation will assess the product’s ability to satisfy the requirements as outlined in the Statement of Objectives (SOO), and further delineated in the System Requirements Document (SRD).  The assessment will include ensuring the product possesses a Joint Financial Management Improvement Program (JFMIP) qualification, evaluating the methods for ensuring the preparation of auditable financial statements based on federal accounting and reporting standards, and evaluating the methods for meeting management reporting requirements.  As part of the evaluation of this factor, risk will be addressed at the subfactor level.  

The establishment of a color rating for the Mission Capability factor will not be independently determined.  This rating will be determined based on the combination of the Functional and Technical Subfactors. For purposes of this evaluation, the Mission Capability subfactors are of equal importance:

Subfactor 1.   Functional

Subfactor 2.   Technical

These subfactors represent the primary areas in which proposals will be assessed.  The ability of the Offeror’s proposed approach to meet or not meet the standards associated with each of these subfactors will be assessed.  A color rating will be assigned using the definitions in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(A) (as shown in Table 1), at the Mission Capability subfactor level based on the assessed strengths, inadequacies, and deficiencies of each Offeror’s proposal. 

Strengths, inadequacies, and deficiencies are defined as follows:

Strength—a significant, outstanding or exceptional aspect of an Offeror’s proposal that has merit and addresses specified performance or capability requirements in a way beneficial to the Air Force, and either will be included in the contract or is inherent in the Offeror’s process.

Inadequacy-- an aspect or omission from an Offeror’s proposal that may contribute to a failure in meeting specified minimum performance or capability requirements.

Deficiency-- a material failure of a proposal to meet a Government requirement or a combination of significant weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.

	Color
	Rating
	Definition

	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.


Table 1

The evaluation criteria for each subfactor are provided in the following paragraphs.

2.4.1 Subfactor 1 - Functional

This subfactor will be used to determine the degree to which each commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) product meets the functional requirements as defined in the DEAMS SRD.  The evaluation of this subfactor will be based on the evaluation of the information provided in each Offeror’s Mission Capability Volume and each Offeror’s participation in the DEAMS Conference Room Fly-Off (a more detailed description of the DEAMS Conference Room Fly-off can be found in Attachment 3-1 of this solicitation).  This evaluation will include an assessment of the functional requirements met (including those that demonstrate the ability to meet the majority of non-JFMIP, non-BMMP requirements specified in the Government provided Fit-Gap Template as “DEAMS Unique Requirements”); the “gaps” between the SRD-defined requirements and process flows and the underlying COTS business processes for the “DEAMS Unique Requirements” identified in the Government provided Fit-Gap Template; each product’s user views and reports; each product’s on-line help facilities; and each product’s usability. 

2.4.2.  Subfactor 2 - Technical

This sub-factor will be used to determine the degree to which each COTS product meets the technical requirements as defined in the SRD.  The evaluation of this subfactor will be based on the evaluation of the information provided in each Offeror’s Mission Capability Volume and through the participation of each Offeror in the DEAMS Conference Room Fly-Off (a more detailed description of the DEAMS Conference Room Fly-off can be found in Attachment 3-1 of this solicitation).  This will include an assessment of the ability to provide a web-accessible application that allows for role-based user access control, interoperability with other ERP and accounting and finance packages and the ability to interoperate with standard Global Combat Support System-Air Force Integration Framework (GCSS-AF IF) relational database software.  In addition, evaluation will include a review of the technical architecture upon which each COTS product is developed; the systems administration, database management, and workflow configuration capabilities of each product; the established and ad hoc reporting capability; and the ability to: integrate with the GCSS-AF IF, be Net Centric ready, support Global Information Grid (GIG) compliance, address information assurance, support data integration through the use of established APIs, recover from system failures, perform data edit/validation, provide exception handling services, provide and address product upgrades with minimal impact to system availability.  

2.5  Factor 2 – Proposal Risk 

Proposal risk will be evaluated in an integrated fashion using both the information provided in each Offeror’s  Mission Capability Volume and their participation in the DEAMS Conference Room Fly-off.  Proposal risk assesses the risks as they relate to weaknesses as defined below:

Weakness— a flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. A “significant weakness” in the proposal is a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

The risks are associated with each Offeror’s proposed approach based on their ability to accomplish the requirements of the solicitation.  Assessment of proposal risk will be accomplished at the Mission Capability Subfactor level.  A proposal risk includes the potential for disruption of schedule, increased price, degradation of performance, and the need for increased Government oversight as well as the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance. In addition, the risk associated with either adopting the business processes that support each functional area within each COTS product or configuring the product to meet the requirements as defined in the SRD will be evaluated.  

Risk is assessed based on the following criteria:

	Rating
	Definition

	High
	Likely to cause significant disruption of schedule, increased cost or degradation of performance. Risk may be unacceptable even with special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring.

	Moderate
	Can potentially cause some disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degradation of performance. Special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring will probably be able to overcome difficulties.

	Low
	Has little potential to cause disruption of schedule, increased cost or degradation of performance. Normal contractor effort and normal Government monitoring will probably be able to overcome difficulties.


Table 2

2.6 Factor 3 - Price  

Price will be evaluated as described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(1) and this paragraph.  Price will be evaluated as to the Reasonableness, Completeness and Realism of each Offeror’s Price Proposal.  The Offeror’s Price proposal will be evaluated in accordance with the following:

Reasonableness:  The price must represent a price to the Government that a prudent person would pay when consideration is given to the price in the market.

Completeness:  The Offeror’s proposal will be evaluated for completeness to ensure that the Offeror is responsive in providing all price information outlined in the Instructions to Offerors.

Realism:  The proposal price is realistic for the work to be performed, reflects a clear understanding of requirements, and is consistent with the unique method of performance described in the Offeror’s technical proposal.

This factor evaluation includes the following:

The Government will evaluate each Offeror’s proposed price based on the definitions above.  This will include an evaluation of the extent to which proposed prices indicate a clear understanding of solicitation requirements, and reflect a sound approach to satisfying those requirements.  All Offeror proposed worksheets and tables may be evaluated using one or more of the following techniques:

a) Comparison of proposed prices received in response to the solicitation.

b) Comparison of previously proposed prices and previous Government and commercial contract prices with current proposed prices for the same or similar items, if both the validity of the comparison and the reasonableness of the previous price(s) can be established.

c) Comparison with competitive published price lists, published market prices of commodities, similar indexes, and discount or rebate arrangements.

d) Comparison of proposed prices with prices obtained through market research for the same or similar items.

e) Analysis of pricing information provided by the Offeror.

When the Government evaluates an Offeror price proposal as unrealistically low, the Government reserves the right to eliminate this unrealistically low price.

2.7 Solicitation Requirements, Terms and Conditions
Offerors are required to meet all solicitation requirements, such as terms and conditions, and functional 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.

2.8 General Information

Verification that the Offeror has complied with the page limits and formats will be made.  If page limits are exceeded, the excess pages will not be read or considered in the evaluation of the proposal and will be returned to the Offeror as soon as practicable.  Executive Summary information will be checked for completeness.
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