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SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1.0  BASIS FOR CONTRACT AWARD

The Government will select the best overall offer based upon Mission Capability, Past Performance, and Cost/Price Data.  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.  Award 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.  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.  This may result in an award to 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 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.

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.  Failure to comply with any of those requirements may result in the Offeror being removed from further consideration for award.

The Government may award with or without discussions (other than discussions conducted for the purpose of minor clarification).  If discussions are required during the evaluation period, Offeror responses to Evaluation Notices (ENs) and, if necessary, a Final Proposal Revision (FPR) will be considered in making the best value decision
M.1.1  NUMBER OF CONTRACTS TO BE AWARDED

The Government intends to award one contract for the RSAF C4I Contractor Engineering and Technical Support Project, but reserves the right to award no contract depending upon the quality of the proposal(s) submitted and the availability of funds.

M.1.2  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.

M.1.3  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.

M.2.0  EVALUATION FACTORS, SUBFACTORS AND RELATIVE ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

Award will be made to the Offeror whose proposal provides the best value to the Government based upon an integrated assessment of evaluation factors and subfactors described below.   The Mission Capability / Proposal Risk Factor and Past Performance Factor are of equal importance, and more important than the Cost/Price Factor.  Within the Mission Capability Factor, Program Management and Technical Manpower Performance Subfactors are of equal importance.


Factor 1:
Mission Capability/Proposal Risk



- Subfactor 1:  Program Management



- Subfactor 2:  Technical Manpower Performance 


Factor 2:
Past Performance

Factor 3:
Cost/Price

If the Offeror is other than a small business, the Offeror’s Small Business Subcontracting Plan, submitted in accordance with FAR 52.219-9 and Section L, shall also be evaluated to determine the extent to which the Offeror identifies and commits to the participation of small business concerns, veteran-owned small business, service-disabled veteran-owned small business, HUBZone small business concerns, small disadvantaged business, and with women-owned small business concerns whether as joint venture members, teaming arrangement, or subcontractor.  Failure to submit such a plan will render the Offeror ineligible for award.

M.2.1  FACTOR AND SUBFACTOR RATING

A color rating will be assigned to each subfactor under the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk Factor.  The color rating depicts how well the Offeror’s proposal meets the Mission Capability subfactor requirements.  A proposal risk rating will also be assigned to each of the Mission Capability subfactors.  Proposal risk represents the risks identified with an Offeror’s proposal as it relates to each Mission Capability subfactor.  The Mission Capability subfactors are described below in paragraph 2.2.  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.  The Past Performance Factor is addressed in paragraph 2.3 below. The Cost/Price Factor will be evaluated as described in paragraph 2.4 below.  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 based on the importance listed in paragraph 2.0 above.  In accordance with FAR Part 15.304(e), all evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are more important than cost or price.  Any of these considerations can influence the SSA’s decision.

M.2.2  FACTOR 1:  MISSION CAPABILITY/PROPOSAL RISK

The Evaluation Criteria listed below will be used to rate the Offeror’s written proposal for the Mission Capability Factor.  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 proposal strengths and inadequacies of each Offeror's proposal as they relate to each of the Mission Capability subfactors.

PROPOSAL RISK will be evaluated for each Mission Capability subfactor. 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).

The subfactor ratings and subfactor proposal risk assessments will NOT be rolled up into an overall rating for the Mission Capability factor.

M.2.2.1  Evaluation Criteria for Subfactor 1:  Program Management

The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s approach and ability to perform all management requirements necessary to provide the technical manpower for assisting the RSAF Staff in the improvement and support of the RSAF C4I System and to apply appropriate resources and skill to perform IAW the Offeror’s proposed Integrated Master Plan (IMP).  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s ability to manage cost, schedule, subcontractors, quality, and performance based on the following Evaluation Criteria:

The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s approach to meeting or exceeding all SOW requirements and assurances that all tasks necessary for the delivery and support of qualified engineers will be completed.  This includes Offeror plans for operation in KSA given heightened tensions in the Middle East.

The Offeror proposes a  “ramp up” schedule that assures all tasks necessary for the delivery and support of the Engineering and Technical Assistance Program are completed in a timely manner.  The Government will evaluate the proposed schedule to determine if it contains all tasks grouped in a logical sequence to mobilize required manpower for all designated locations in KSA.  This includes all key events, major milestones, and required CDRL approvals and activities.  All schedule information will be evaluated for consistency with milestones, events, and accomplishment criteria.

The Government will evaluate how the Offeror shall meet the requirements to establish and maintain a program management system that will direct and control the administrative, technical, subcontracts, quality assurance, financial, logistics (including any special Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA) requirements such as site/facility access, customs support), and training functions associated with the Contractor Engineering and Technical Support Program.  The Government will also evaluate the following specific areas of interest 

· Knowledge of Saudi Arabian labor laws and customs critical to retaining a Non-Saudi workforce

· Management approach for coordination between Offeror, USAF, and RSAF

· Subcontract Management Plan, if applicable

· Planned Support For Mobilized Personnel

· Plan for Supporting KSA Travel to C4I Sites

· Structured On-the-Job Training (OJT) Program

· Risk Management/Mitigation Plans

· Local Purchase/Spares and Repairs Option

M.2.2.2  Evaluation Criteria for Subfactor 2:  Technical Manpower 

The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s approach and ability to meet or exceed the experience and education requirements of Position Descriptions attached to the Statement of Work (SOW).  The Government will also evaluate the Offeror’s approach for:

· Obtaining qualified engineers including the use of available Offeror employees, hiring from current resumes on-hand, and/or use of available subcontractor personnel that will lead to rapid mobilization of all required positions.  

· Retaining engineers through full period of performance (including incentives, if any).

· Interfacing with Original Equipment Manufacturers and System Designers to identify solutions for difficult issues regarding support & operations of the RSAF C4I System.

M.2.3  FACTOR 2:  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 the proposed effort.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s and all key or 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 Capability subfactors, including their schedule and cost/price performance.

To be considered at least somewhat relevant, Prime Contractor’s past performance efforts must have been performed by the same division and location within the past five (5) years.  In determining recency, the government will only consider work performed during a five-year period ending with the date of the Final Proposal Revision (FPR) if discussions are conducted, or the date of proposal submission if there are no discussions.  The Government will then assess only contract efforts over $5M and considered to be at least somewhat relevant in the determination of the confidence rating.  In determining relevance, the following criteria will be used:

1. Past work as a prime contractor in providing C4I engineering/technical support capabilities in Saudi Arabia

2. Past work as a prime contractor performing a USG Foreign Military Sales (FMS) contract concerning the development or support of a C4I system

3. Past work involving development or sustainment of a Command and Control System having two or more base/sector operations centers reporting via data link to a central command center.

4. Past work involving the software and hardware upgrade of a large scale Command and Control System.

5. Past work involving the development, design or support of a major automated multimode communications network with a centralized network management capability.

6. Past work involving the development or support of a system of radars that provide surveillance and beacon data to an air defense command and control system.

To be considered Very Relevant, the past contract(s) must meet Criteria 1 plus either Criteria 2 or 3.  To be considered Relevant, the past contract(s) must meet Criteria 2 or 3.  To be considered Somewhat Relevant, the past contract(s) must meet at least one (1) of the remaining criteria.

Subcontractors will be assessed as either relevant or not relevant.  In order for a subcontractor to be considered relevant, the contract must have been performed at the same division and location within the past five (5) years.  The past contract(s) must be for the same type of effort being proposed.
Past Performance 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 where the performance can be independently verified.  As a result of an analysis of these past efforts, each Offeror will receive a 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.

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.  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 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.

M.2.4  FACTOR 3:  COST/PRICE

The Offeror’s cost/price proposal will be evaluated for award purposes, based upon the total price proposed for basic requirements plus options; excluding CLINs 0012, 0014, 0015, 0016AC, and 0016AD.  Evaluation of options shall not obligate the Government to exercise such options.

Unrealistically Low Prices.  Unrealistically low proposed prices may be grounds for eliminating a proposal from the competition either on the basis that the Offeror does not understand the requirement or the Offeror has made an unrealistic proposal.  This includes both original submissions and final proposal revisions.

Materially Unbalanced Offer.  Offerors are cautioned against submitting a materially unbalanced offer.  The Government will analyze offers to determine whether 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 materially unbalanced if it is based on prices that are significantly less than the cost for some contract line item and significantly overstated in relation to cost for others, and if the offer is so grossly unbalanced that its acceptance would be tantamount to allowing an advance payment.

M.3.0  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.
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