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EIM EVALUATION CRITERIA

1 INTRODUCTION

The Air Force is interested in qualified Information Technology (IT) companies capable of providing an integrated Commercial Off–The–Shelf (COTS), Enterprise Information Management (EIM) product suite.  This EIM product suite will provide Air Force–wide capability for content, records, document, workflow, and knowledge management, include basic asynchronous collaboration capabilities, and integrate with the existing Air Force, PureEdge–based, Information Management Tools (IMTs).  The selected offeror shall integrate their EIM product suite into the Global Combat Support System–Air Force (GCSS–AF) Integration Framework (IF) and provide deployment, employment, and sustainment services for initial GCSS–AF IF software integration and EIM pilots. 

1.1 PURPOSE  

This document outlines the criteria the Government will employ to evaluate an offeror’s proposal.  These criteria are intended to confirm the offeror's capabilities and to establish the scope of the evaluation to be performed on proposals submitted in response to this solicitation. 

1.2 SCOPE

The Government will conduct an evaluation of the offeror’s proposal that shall include Technical, Price, Management/Past Performance Volumes.  The proposed EIM product suite demonstrations will be evaluated as an element of the technical volume.

2 BASIS FOR BPA ISSUANCE 

2.1 ISSUANCE 

Blanket Purchase Agreement (BPA) issuance will be made to the offeror whose proposal conforms to the solicitation requirements and is judged, by an integrated assessment of the criteria listed below, to exhibit the best value to the Government.  

2.2 SELECTION

The Government will determine which proposal provides the best value based on an integrated assessment using the criteria below.  Technical Volume, including the demonstrations, is of most importance. Price Volume is of lesser importance than the Technical Volume.  Management/Past Performance Volume is of lesser importance than the Price Volume.  The Government reserves the right to issue the BPA to other than the offeror with the lowest price. 

3 EVALUATION CRITERIA

The Government will evaluate the offerors’ proposal in the following areas:

3.1 TECHNICAL VOLUME

The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated to ensure the proposed EIM product suite, deployment, employment, and sustainment approaches satisfy the requirements as set forth in the EIM Statement of Objectives (SOO), Capability Development Document (CDD) for EIM, Content Management System (CMS) Description, EIM Use Case, and EIM Throughput Analysis.  The offeror’s approach to accomplishing these requirements will be evaluated from a standpoint of adherence to sound engineering, business, and industry practices to include conformance with applicable standards, directives, and policies.  The risk associated with the proposed solution and implementation approach will be assessed.  Specifically, the offeror will be evaluated on their understanding, approach, and demonstrated successes associated with the following: 

3.1.1 Demonstrations

3.1.1.1  Interoperability Demonstration

The requirement for an EIM product suite to interoperate with the GCSS-AF IF is critical for overall EIM program success; Air Force experience with other products has shown an element of risk with interoperability.  EIM offerors shall demonstrate the interoperability of their proposed EIM product suite with GCSS–AF IF through a publicly–accessible instance of the GCSS–AF IF security services (GCSS-AF Test Environment).  The Interoperability Demonstration will be evaluated according to the tasks listed in Attachment 7, EIM Interoperability Test.  

3.1.1.2 Use Case Demonstration

The offeror shall demonstrate functionality of the proposed EIM product suite using the Government–furnished EIM Use Case (Attachment 3).  This will be a stand-alone, self-contained demonstration on offeror equipment.  For the demonstration, no software will be installed on any Government equipment.  This demonstration will be evaluated for:

· Clarity of demonstration – Ease of understanding of presentation 

· Look and Feel – Consistent graphical user interface compatible with common desktop applications 

· Intuitiveness – Operations and functions easily discerned by the user, thereby minimizing training requirements

· Flexibility – Ease of individualization 

· Transparency – Integration of features, functionality appears seamless to the user 

· Use Case 

· Completeness/thoroughness – Demonstrate all Use Case elements 

· Accuracy – Demonstrate actual Use Case responses are consistent with the expected responses

3.1.2 Essential EIM Capabilities 

· Ability of offeror’s proposed EIM product suite to fulfill the requirements of the CDD, CMS Description, and SOO.  
· Offerors approach to ensuring scalability and managing the potential challenges to scalability up to 648,000 users.

3.1.3 Integration and deployment on GCSS–AF IF 

· Ability to disable the proposed EIM product suite’s native services to include:

· Authentication, authorization services

· Messaging service

· Ability to accept authentication information via the GCSS-AF IF security services, without performing a separate authentication

· Support for administrative interfaces permitting secure, remote administration through role–based EIM access within the boundaries of the GCSS-AF Remote Administration Policy, which is available on the GCSS-AF Website

· Compatible with MQ Series/Java messaging services

· Compatibility of built–in access control (authorization) mechanism with Lightweight Directory Access Protocol (LDAP) based, role-based, and group based strategies (e.g., The ability to accept GCSS​–AF IF, Tivoli Access Manager–generated user identity and role information; the actual access check may be done using (in increasing order of desirability):  internal access check methods; Java Authentication and Authorization Services (JAAS); Container Managed Security)

· Ability to employ standard file–based and Java Database Connectivity (JDBC)/Open Database Connectivity (ODBC) Application Program Interface (API)

· Independent of proprietary storage mechanisms, interoperates with standard, GCSS–AF IF relational database software

· Approach on how sessions are maintained

· Client–specific information (e.g., Internet Protocol (IP) addresses, etc.) shall not be required to maintain sessions

· Accessibility of the proposed EIM product suite APIs

3.1.4 DoD 5015.2-STD Compliance

The Records Management Application (RMA) shall be compliant with DoD 5015.2-STD, Jun 02, Chapters 2 and 4.

· The Records Management Application (RMA) supporting this capability shall receive a Joint Interoperability Test Command (JITC) Standards Conformance Certification for DoD 5015.2-STD, Chapters 2 and 4 within 12 months after BPA issuance.

· If Standards Conformance Certification of the RMA is not provided within 12 months of proposal receipt, the contractor shall provide a fully JITC certified replacement RMA and shall be liable for replacement of all licenses purchased to date, GCSS–AF IF integration and documentation costs, costs to migrate existing and in–development applications, interfaces, data transport mechanisms, costs to update training materials, and other costs associated with deployment, employment, and sustainment of the RMA.

3.1.5 EIM Throughput Analysis 

Size of product pages and network bandwidth requirements (ITO, Attachment 2) 

3.2 PRICE VOLUME

3.2.1 General Information.  

BPA selection will be based on the offeror providing the best value.  The best value selection may result in a BPA with an offeror who did not propose the lowest price.  Per FAR 13.303-6 and DFARS 208.404-70, the BPA will be reviewed no less than annually to determine whether it still represents the best value to the Government.  The price evaluation will be based upon the reasonableness and completeness of each offeror’s Price Volume.  The Offeror's proposal will be evaluated in accordance with the following:

3.2.2 Reasonableness

The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated for reasonableness.  The price must represent a price to the Government that a prudent person would pay when consideration is given to the prices in the market.  Labor rates will be evaluated to ensure they are at or below the GSA FSS rates.  Labor hours and categories proposed in the Price Volume may also be reviewed by the technical team to determine reasonableness and to ensure that it reflects a clear understanding of the requirements and is consistent with offeror’s Technical Volume.

3.2.3 Completeness

The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated for completeness to ensure that the offeror is responsive in providing all price information outlined in Instructions to Offerors Price Volume II.

3.2.4 Evaluation Technique

All Offeror proposed worksheets and tables, labor skill code categories, rates, and descriptions may be evaluated by the Cost/Price team using one or more of the following techniques to determine price reasonableness:

· Comparison of proposed prices received in response to the solicitation.

· 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.

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

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

· Analysis of pricing information provided by the offeror.

3.3 MANAGEMENT/PAST PERFORMANCE VOLUME

3.3.1 Management

The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated to ensure their ability to effectively and successfully manage the proposed EIM product suite integration, deployment, employment, and sustainment services. The Government will evaluate the feasibility of the offeror’s pilot plan and approach.  Specifically, the offeror will be evaluated on their understanding, approach, and demonstrated successes and results for the following:

3.3.1.1 Management Approach

Evaluate the offeror’s understanding of the following areas:

· Communications

· Management of customer expectations

· Risk mitigation

· Contract management

· Scheduling

3.3.1.2 Pilot Services Approach 

Evaluate the offeror’s understanding of and approach to management of the proposed EIM product suite integration, deployment, employment, and sustainment management of the pilot to include training. 

3.3.1.3 Statement of Work (SOW) 

The offeror’s SOW will be evaluated to determine the offeror’s understanding of the requirements outlined in the SOO: that is, whether the SOW fully describes the work to be performed in terms of activities, functions, schedule, and desired results.

3.3.2 Past Performance

Past performance will be evaluated to determine the offeror’s ability to perform the solicitation requirements, especially experience in large–scale implementations.

3.3.2.1 References

The Government will review all references submitted with the proposal and may contact any or all of those references to verify past performance quality.

3.3.2.2 Past Performance Questionnaires

The Government will review all past performance questionnaires submitted with the proposal and may contact any or all of the referenced companies/organizations to verify past performance quality.

3.3.2.3 Large–Scale Deployment Descriptions (100,000+ Users)

The Government will review all large–scale deployment descriptions to determine the level of expertise brought by the offeror and team members and the breadth of understanding of issues involved in the deployment of large–scale enterprise solutions.

3.3.2.4 CPARS

The Government may review all applicable Contractor Performance Assessment Reports.


