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Evaluation Factors for Award

1.0 SOURCE SELECTION

1.1 Basis for Contract Award

The Government will select the best value offer(s), based upon an integrated assessment of Mission Capability, Past Performance, Proposal Risk and Cost/Price.  This is an Agency Source Selection conducted in accordance with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 15, and the DFARS, AFFARS, and AFMC FAR Supplements.  Contract(s) may be awarded to the Offeror(s) 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 who is judged, based on the evaluation factors and subfactors,  to represent the best value to the Government.  The Government seeks to award to the Offeror(s) who provides the Air Force the best value.  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) 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 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.

1.2 Number of Contracts to be Awarded

The number of contracts awarded will be based on the quality of proposals.  The Government reserves the right to award to any, all or no Offerors.

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, 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.

2.0 EVALUATION FACTORS

2.1  Evaluation Factors and Subfactors and their Order of Relative Importance

Award will be made to the Offeror(s) proposing the combination most advantageous to the Government based upon an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors  described below. The evaluation factors are listed below in order of relative importance.  Mission Capability factor and Past Performance are of equal value.   Within the Mission Capability factor, the subfactors are listed in order of relative importance. 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.
Factor 1: Mission Capability

Subfactor a) Architecture and Systems Engineering

Subfactor b) Commercial-off-the-Shelf (COTS) Process
 


Subfactor c) Management

            Subfactor d) Integration and Interoperability

                        Subfactor e) Technology Insertion/Modernization

                        Subfactor f)  Information Assurance

             Factor 2:  Past Performance

             Factor 3:  Proposal Risk

             Factor 4:  Cost/Price

2.2 Factor and Subfactor Rating

A color rating will be assigned to each subfactor under the Mission Capability factor. The color ratings are defined in Table 2.3.1, and depicts how well the Offeror’s proposal meets the Mission Capability subfactor requirements.  Each Mission Capability subfactor is further defined to facilitate understandability and for enhanced readability.  No relative importance or weighting is intended by or should be implied from the order or the amount of verbiage within each subfactor.

A proposal risk rating will be assigned to each of the Mission Capability subfactors.  Proposal Risk Ratings are defined in paragraph 2.5.  Proposal risk represents the risks identified by the offeror and/or by the evaluation team with the Offeror’s proposed approach as it relates to the Mission Capability subfactor.  The proposal risk ratings are defined in Table 2.3.2. 

A Performance Confidence Assessment as defined in paragraph 2.4.2 will be assigned to the Past Performance factor based on strengths and weaknesses. 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.

Cost/price will be evaluated as described in paragraph 2.6 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 in the order of priority listed in paragraph 2.1 above. 

2.3 Factor 1 – Mission Capability

The Government will assess the Enterprise Information Technology Acquisition (EITA) Mission Capability volume for the Offeror’s understanding of and ability to produce the technical and management effects and capabilities outlined in the Statements of Objectives (SOO), and further delineated (effects only) in the specific task areas in the Sample Materiel Planning, Budgeting, and Execution (MPBE) Performance Work Statement (PWS).  In addition, proposals will be assessed along the following areas:

· Applied Experience – The Offeror’s demonstrated capabilities and successes that can be effectively applied to areas of key importance to the government on this contract.

· Soundness of Approach – The soundness of the Offeror’s proposed strategy and approach to performing the key MPBE PWS tasks, including effective risk management.

The Mission Capability assessment is an evaluation factor comprised of six subfactors.  For purposes of this evaluation, the Mission Capability subfactors are listed in descending order of relative importance:

a) Architecture and Systems Engineering

b) Commercial-off-the-Shelf (COTS) Process
c) Management 

d) Integration and Interoperability 

e) Technology Insertion / Modernization 

f) Information Assurance. 

These subfactors represent the primary technical and management areas in which proposals will be assessed.  The ability of the Offeror’s proposed approach to meet, exceed or not meet the standards associated with each of these subfactors will be assessed.  Proposed capabilities determined to exceed or not meet the RFP threshold standards will be considered in the government best value determination.  Each subfactor within the Mission Capability Factor will receive a color rating (see Table 2.3.1 below) and proposal risk rating (see Table 2.3.2 below) in accordance with AFFARS 5315.3 and AFFARS 5315.4, based on the assessed strengths and weaknesses of each Offeror’s proposal.  Subfactor ratings will not be rolled up into an overall color rating for the Mission Capability.  Proposal Risk ratings will be assigned and aligned with mission capability subfactor ratings. 


Table 2.3.1 - Evaluation Color Rating Definitions
(for Mission Capability)
	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 2.3.2 -  Proposal Risk Evaluation Ratings

	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.


The Applied Experience assessment represents the desired outcomes for contract performance, and consists of a well integrated set of:

a) Contractor personnel with the necessary expertise and experience

b) Processes founded on best practices developed through successful prior engagements

c) Appropriate tools that facilitate accomplishment of the desired outcomes.

This integrated set of people, processes, and tools will ensure that the required capabilities and effects are provided in a timely, high quality (e.g., minimum rework) manner. 

The Soundness of Approach assessment will be used to evaluate how well the Offeror balances the following characteristics to significantly improve current Government capabilities/effects:

a) Enterprise vision and strategic, mission-oriented planning

b) Innovative, “outside the box” thinking and flexibility in adapting to an ever-changing business and technical environment 

c) Systematic, integrated, performance-based approach

d) Best practices 

e) Warfighter and functional customer orientation

f) Appropriate risk management.

The Sample MPBE PWS presents a life-cycle set of tasks to portray the full breadth and depth of the capabilities required of the winning Offerors.  The Mission Capability Subfactors, Evaluation Criteria, and Instructions to Offerors focus on those areas considered key to evaluating and selecting the set of Offerors that can be expected to provide the best value to the government on this contract. 

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

Note:  The following subfactors are not presented in order of relative importance.  Instead, they are presented in  natural life-cycle order as represented in Section L, Paragraph 4.1.5.  The order of relative importance of the subfactors is defined in Paragraph 2.1 of this Attachment.

2.3.1 Architecture and Systems Engineering Subfactor

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s response to the ITO and Sample MPBE PWS regarding application to this contract of its proven ability to perform the architecture and systems engineering effort, including business process engineering, necessary to provide the required capabilities to produce the effects defined in the sample MPBE PWS.  

Standard: This subfactor is met when the Offeror demonstrates a clearly defined ability to perform necessary architecture and systems engineering of new and legacy system capabilities, such as those required by the Sample MPBE PWS, to provide a broad spectrum of required IT products and services in an organized and cost-effective manner.    This includes the capability to assist the customer in developing appropriate business strategies, processes, and operational architectures.  

This subfactor evaluation includes the following:

·  Government Architectures & Standards:  How well does the Offeror: 

a) Understand the hierarchy of higher-level government business architectures and their relationship to the operational architectures required for Sample MPBE PWS task 4.2.1 

b) Understand the key DoD and AF data strategies, data architectures, and data standards applicable to Sample MPBE PWS task 4.2.3.

c)   Maintain current cognizance of the evolution of key government architectures, 

      strategies and standards to ensure consistency of contract artifacts with those architectures, strategies, and standards

d)  Demonstrate the ability to apply knowledge of higher-level government business architectures, strategies and standards in developing consistent, 

     innovative, and effective architectures to satisfy contract requirements.
· Customer Business Strategy and Process:  How well does the Offeror demonstrate their understanding and capabilities in the following areas:

a) Understanding of the “as is” and “to be” processes in combat support and business domains including the value added of the “to be” versus the “as is.”

b) Ability to effectively work with customers to insert commercial best practice business processes, and to define/modernize/re-engineer customer business strategy and processes 

c)  Ability to develop operational architectures that successfully institutionalize new and/or improved business processes, so as to realize the expected benefits of process re-engineering.

· Systems Engineering Process:  To what degree does the Offeror demonstrate a systematic, disciplined system engineering process to:

a)  Achieve high levels of reliability, availability, flexibility, extensibility, scalability, portability, sustainability, and performance in satisfying contract requirements

b)  Implement a component-based architecture framework which will ensure third party components can plug into applications implemented on the framework with no information other than the framework Application Programming Interface (API) specifications 

c)  Apply best practices to reduce software complexity and improve design understandability 

2.3.2 Integration and Interoperability Subfactor

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s response to the ITO and Sample MPBE PWS regarding application to this contract of its proven, successful enterprise approaches and capabilities in large-scale system integration and interoperability, including data integration, service interface/infrastructure management, and version upgrade synchronization.  

Standard:  This subfactor is met when the Offeror demonstrates proven ability 1) to   successfully integrate large-scale projects and families of systems; and 2) to provide timely, transparent user access to required information, products, and services by maximizing interoperability between systems, such as that described in the Sample MPBE PWS, and other Combat Support and external data, products, and services.  

This subfactor evaluation includes the following:

·  Integration of Large-scale Enterprise Solutions:  To what extent can the Offeror apply past successes in the integration of large-scale enterprise solutions to this contract?  This evaluation will include:

a) Integration of a large-scale enterprise solution comprised of COTS products (e.g. Enterprise Resource Planning, supply chain management, etc.), data warehouse, legacy, and modernized AF and other DoD systems operating at multiple geographically separated locations, including mitigation of associated risks

b) Application of industry-leading interoperability tools, best practices, and

      lessons learned from prior specific experience to this contract.

· Data Integration:  How well does the Offeror demonstrate its ability to apply proven best practices and state-of-practice tools to this contract in the following areas?

a) Developing an enterprise data architecture that addresses the integration of data across the entire spectrum of concern including:

-  Both online transaction processing and online analytical processing environments

-  Application to a wide variety of primary data content types, messaging protocols and representation schemes

-  Definition and use of all relevant metadata

b) Developing a data strategy that ensures the successful migration from the current data environment to the new data architecture using Command and Control Enterprise Reference Architecture (C2ERA) Network Centric Warfare operational constructs

c) Enterprise data and metadata management to ensure appropriate levels of data quality and support of all required levels of data integration

d) Developing a modern data warehouse to provide cross-functional analysis and enterprise level decision making capabilities, including employment of Extract, Transform, and Load (ETL) and Enterprise Application Integration (EAI) tools to integrate data from heterogeneous database management systems.

·  Service Interface/Infrastructure Management:  How well does the Offeror demonstrate its understanding and capability to apply proven best practices and state-of-the-practice tools for defining, building and managing required services, with particular attention to their interfaces and information interchange infrastructure, in the following areas:

a) The service structure among the Global Combat Support System-Air Force Integration Framework (GCSS-AF I/F), MPBE COTS, modernized, and legacy environment components (see Sample MPBE PWS tasks 4.2.4 through 4.2.7) of the proposed Sample MPBE PWS solution, and how to minimize the interface requirements needed to support it

b) The capability to define, acquire/build and manage the information interchange protocols and technologies needed to support the proposed Sample MPBE PWS solution

c) The capability to plan and manage evolving interface requirements, including application of commercial Application Programming Interfaces (APIs) and open standards

d) The capability to develop and implement interfaces with other systems, both within and external to the relevant Community Of Interest node, including interfaces with systems entirely outside the AF Combat Support and Business Domains

e) The application of GCSS-AF I/F services to maximize interoperability and reuse of data, products, and services. 

· Version Upgrade Synchronization:  How well does the proposed approach demonstrate the Offeror’s ability to: 

a) Identify potential key problem areas related to the synchronization of version upgrades for the MPBE

b) Manage and synchronize the upgrade of multiple product and software releases across COTS products, user extensions, GCSS-AF I/F block releases, modernized systems, and the legacy environment

2.3.3 Technology Insertion / Modernization Subfactor
This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s response to the ITO and Sample MPBE PWS regarding application to this contract of its proven capability to successfully assess and insert appropriate technology when modernizing systems.  The Offeror’s capability to effectively employ rapid prototyping in response to evolving requirements will also be evaluated. 

Standard:  This subfactor is met when the Offeror demonstrates 1) a clearly defined capability to develop and apply effective strategies for appropriate technology assessment and insertion to achieve value added enterprise solutions when modernizing systems; and 2) application of proven capability to perform rapid prototyping in support of technology assessment and insertion when modernizing systems.

This subfactor evaluation includes the following:

· Technology Assessment and Insertion:  How well does the Offeror demonstrate its proven capability in the following areas:
a) Identify, track, and maintain currency with appropriate state-of-the-art/state-of-the-practice technologies

b) Successfully employ a well-defined, proven process for conducting formal technology assessments 

c) Develop business justifications supporting adoption of  new technology, including identification of the main cost drivers and benefits

d) Plan for and perform system modernization and technology insertion, as follows:

-  Development and application of strategy-driven technology insertion roadmaps, resulting in successful adoption of a major new technology

-  Achievement of an effective balance among mission alignment, functional coverage, customer satisfaction, innovation, and cost effectiveness during insertion of new technology

-  Successful transition of software from development to production state, and from legacy to COTS and modernized environments

-  Development of required software to effectively modernize systems, to fill COTS product functionality gaps, and to implement COTS-to-legacy system interfaces.

· Rapid Prototyping:  To what degree does the Offeror demonstrate application to this contract of proven capabilities of prior engagements in employing rapid prototyping to accomplish the following:

a) Reduce risk through collaboration with customers and users in requirements refinement/Business Process Re-engineering (BPR)

b) Determine the suitability of new technologies to satisfy requirements, such as those defined in the Sample MPBE PWS

c) Accelerate the insertion of appropriate new technologies to benefit legacy systems modernization tasks/projects.

2.3.4 COTS Process
 Subfactor

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s response to the ITO and Sample MPBE PWS regarding application to this contract of its proven ability to manage and implement large-scale COTS solutions through employment of an effective COTS-based solution process to evaluate, select, tailor, integrate with other COTS products and non-COTS legacies, deploy, test, and sustain COTS-based solutions. 

Standard:  This subfactor is met when the Offeror demonstrates an effective capability to develop and implement COTS solutions to achieve the specified Sample MPBE PWS effects, and to successfully facilitate customer transformation initiatives in an ever-changing technology and business environment.  The achievement of successful COTS solutions necessitates application of an effective COTS-based solution process comprised of components such as: Conduct market research, product evaluation testing, and COTS vs. requirements/business process/Concept of Operation (CONOPS) gap analyses; Determine and prioritize COTS selection criteria, and perform product trade-off analyses, leading to well-rationalized recommendations; Perform appropriate COTS product tailoring; Integrate selected COTS products with other COTS and non-COTS legacy systems; Deploy, test, and sustain COTS-based solutions.

This subfactor evaluation includes the following:

· Large-scale COTS Solutions:  To what extent does the Offeror demonstrate its proven capability to:

a) Successfully leverage, manage and implement large-scale COTS solutions comparable to Sample MPBE PWS task 4.2.4,  

b) Ensure that the potential benefits of using large-scale COTS solutions can be achieved with acceptable levels of risk.

· COTS-based Solution Process:  The proposed proven COTS-based solution process will be evaluated in the following areas:
a) Market Research And Product Testing:  To what extent are the market research and product testing components of the proposed COTS process integrated with the Offeror’s Business Process Re-engineering (BPR) and prototyping processes to ensure: 

· Capability gaps are identified and analyzed

· The selected COTS package meets all or a large majority of the Government requirements, thus minimizing integration efforts needed to build bridge software and connections to other components

· The selected COTS vendors are viable in terms of its business case, its technical strategy, and its technical and financial resources

· Interoperable with GCSS-AF I/F, other AF infrastructure, the existing environment, and other COTS products

· Flexible and easy to remove or replace product component functionality that is no longer wanted or needed

· Extensible/scalable to enable adaptation to future changes in the technical environment

· Mature and ready for adoption in the Government environment, and supportable/sustainable in the future

b) Configuration and Tailoring:  How well does the Offeror demonstrate its ability to effectively configure / tailor “out-of-the-box” COTS capabilities to satisfy a broad spectrum of customer requirements, such as those described in the Sample MPBE PWS task 4.2.4.

c) Integration: To what degree do proposed COTS integration techniques facilitate maximum interoperability, while minimizing the impact to SPOs, users, and contractors responsible for maintenance and operation of interfacing systems.

d) Deployment and Testing:  How well does the Offeror’s proposed strategy for the deployment of a COTS solution to satisfy Sample MPBE PWS task 4.2.4 requirements address (1) risk reduction, and (2) the criteria and circumstances that may favor various deployment approaches, such as “Big Bang” and functional or geographical incremental deployment, while paying particular attention to minimization of associated risks.   How effective is the offeror’s proposed approach to planning, coordinating, and executing government and customer acceptance tests.

e) Sustainment:  How good a balance does the proposed COTS sustainment approach provide among the following:

· The necessity to maintain compatibility with COTS product version upgrades

· Minimization of the need to make costly changes to configuration/tailoring/extensions that have been implemented to “out-of-the-box” COTS capabilities

· Minimization of user impacts.

2.3.5 Information Assurance (IA) Subfactor

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s response to the ITO and Sample MPBE PWS regarding its application to this contract of (1) proven overall IA approach, (2) effective balance between security risks and compliance costs, (3) proven capabilities against defense of cyber warfare.
Standard:  This subfactor is met when the Offeror demonstrates a proven ability to successfully architect, engineer, implement, and employ appropriate security solutions, including cyber warfare defense-in-depth capabilities, that acceptably reduce the risk of security breaches with affordable costs.  

This subfactor evaluation includes the following:

· Overall IA Approach:  How well does the Offeror’s proposed approach to satisfying the Sample MPBE PWS security requirements demonstrate its proven capability to integrate and apply expertise, and appropriate processes and tools from the government and private sectors, to provide required IA capabilities in a timely, high quality, cost-effective manner?  The degree of effectiveness of the following components of this proposed approach will be evaluated:

a) Developing and applying an enterprise security architecture

b) Providing a proven capability for system security that effectively protects information at all required levels, including classified up to secret, sensitive but unclassified and proprietary, while enabling required data exchange among those levels

c) Instituting an ongoing security management process that incorporates establishing overall information security effectiveness metrics, measurement, review, assessment and evolution

d) Developing and employing a proven process to expedite Certification and Accreditation (C&A), particularly for COTS, while minimizing risk and effort

e) Applying a proven process for integrating the government and contractor IA efforts on this contract, including interrelationships with other closely related security organizations such as the MSG security organics, DISA, the 88th Communications Squadron, and AFMC Network Operation and Security Center (NOSC). 
· Balance Between Security Risks And Compliance Costs: 

a)  How sound is the proposed strategy for balancing security risks and compliance costs when assessing and implementing security solutions. 

b) To what degree are the less tangible “costs” related to security intrusion on user capabilities and convenience included in the rationale for trade-offs between security risks and compliance costs.

·  Cyber Warfare Defense-In-Depth Capabilities:  

a) To what degree can the Offeror apply proven application software IA capabilities to this contract in an integrated manner that will enhance DoD cyber warfare defense-in-depth strategy 

b) How effective is the proposed approach to detecting and blocking cyber attacks at the level(s) for which the contractor will have responsibility, including rapid, effective response to security issues, and expeditious evaluation / implementation of security patches?

 2.3.6 Management Subfactor

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s response to the ITO and Sample MPBE PWS regarding its proven ability to manage its effort on this contract in an organized, integrated, and cost-effective manner that will provide best value products and services to the government.  This includes evaluation of the Offeror’s management approach including an appropriate blend of innovation and risk management across a range of COTS product solutions, modernized systems, and legacy environments. Offerors enterprise vision staffing approach, best practices, and proven process and capabilities in change management, and in managing partnerships and technical teams, are specific areas of its management approach that will be evaluated.

Standard:  This subfactor is met when the Offeror demonstrates its capability to apply suitable best practices, tools, and qualified staff to flexibly manage concurrent, complex life-cycle efforts, such as those described in the Sample MPBE PWS.  This includes effective enterprise vision, strategy, planning, execution, oversight, and integration of all effort accomplished by the prime and its subcontractors.  The Offeror must also demonstrate an effective COTS Change Management strategy, and an appropriate strategy for managing customer, vendor, and other stakeholder relationships.

This subfactor evaluation includes the following:

·  Enterprise Vision: To what extent does the Offeror demonstrate an enterprise vision, extending beyond the immediate Task Order (TO) requirements, and focused on achievement of innovative, integrated solutions best serving the Warfighter and the Combat Support / Business Operations domain customers, while providing best value to the government.
· Staffing Approach:  How well does the Offeror’s proposed staffing approach satisfy the following requirements:
a) Timely staffing of multiple Task Orders (concurrent and/or sequential) awarded under this contract with the proper breadth, depth, and mix of qualified personnel (education, expertise, and experience relevant to this contract) based on the proposed labor categories

b) The spectrum of needs from innovative new solutions and enterprise integration to the sustainment of mid-tier and mainframe legacy systems, across the various phases of a multi-task program 

c) Ensuring retention of valuable workers throughout the entire project’s life span. 

·  Managing Partnerships and Technical Teams:  How well will the Offeror be able to provide best value to the government (e.g., to promote efficiency, stability, and predictability; to provide effective performance, and to promote enterprise integration) in a rapidly changing technical and business environment through effective management of the following.

a) Long-term, equitable partnerships with government (MSG, customers, and other related organizations), other government contractors, subcontractors, and vendors

b) A highly distributed and diverse technical team composed of a variety of groups operating across a range of COTS, modernized system and legacy environments.

·  Best Practices:  How well does the Offeror demonstrate that it can maintain cognizance of, integrate, and employ effective best practices and processes from industry, academia, and government, and related state-of-the-practice tools from multiple vendors, across the entire contractor team to this contract in the following areas:

a) Requirements management, configuration management, risk management, project tracking and oversight, quality assurance, training, and testing (awards, certifications, and/or independent evaluations may serve as evidence of that achievement.)

b) Planning, integration, and agile acquisition

c) Establishing, monitoring, and reporting meaningful measurement of progress, performance, and product quality including metrics for early indication of potential problems, tracking and minimization of rework, tracking issues and defects

d) Knowledge management, including collecting, managing, using, and sharing all information that is essential for effective contract management, including corporate knowledge of legacy systems to support sustainment and transition 

e) Integrating, cross-correlating, tracing, and tracking requirements and other information throughout the entire software life cycle.

·  Change Management:  To what degree does the Offeror demonstrate its capability to effectively apply previous successful Change Management experience to this contract in the following areas:

a) Apply proven, successful Life-Cycle Change Management principles, strategies, standards, best practices, and tools to minimize risk and maximize the likelihood of success on this contract.

b) Facilitate necessary organizational and cultural changes for adopting/adapting re-engineered/modernized business processes and COTS solutions.  This includes the approach/communications plan for communicating with users and other stakeholders regarding the necessary changes/solutions that are to be deployed.  User training for the changes being implemented is also included.
c) Employ and leverage a proper mix of key personnel and other staff with proven Change Management skills and successful experience.

2.4 Factor 2 - Past Performance Factor

2.4.1 Under the Past Performance factor, the Performance Confidence Assessment represents the evaluation of an Offeror’s present and past work record to determine 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 met or meet the 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.  Only past performance data not older than thirty-six (36) months from the date of the RFP, will be considered.  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 federal, state, or local government agencies and commercial customers. 

2.4.2 As a result of an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses 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 the 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.  

2.4.3 Each Offeror will receive one of the ratings described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2)(S-93) for the Past Performance factor.

_____ EXCEPTIONAL/HIGH CONFIDENCE:  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, essentially no doubt exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

_____ VERY GOOD/SIGNIFICANT CONFIDENCE:  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, little doubt exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

_____ SATISFACTORY/CONFIDENCE:  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, some doubt exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

_____ NEUTRAL/UNKNOWN CONFIDENCE:  No performance record identifiable.

_____ MARGINAL/LITLE CONFIDENCE:  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, substantial doubt exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  Changes to the Offeror’s existing processes may be necessary in order to achieve contract requirements.

_____ UNSATISFACTORY/NO CONFIDENCE:  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, extreme doubt exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

2.4.4  Past performance information may also be obtained through the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting (CPARS), and may be obtained through similar systems of other Government departments and agencies, questionnaires tailored to the circumstances of this acquisition, Defense Contract Management Command (DCMC) channels, and other sources known to the Government, including Dun & Bradstreet and other commercial sources.

2.4.5 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.

2.4.6 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.

2.5 Factor 3 - Proposal Risk Factor
Proposal Risk will be evaluated with Mission Capability, Volume II.  Proposal risk assesses the risks, strengths, and weaknesses associated with the offeror's proposed approach as it relates to accomplishing the requirements of the solicitation.  Risk is assessed at the Mission Capability subfactor level.  Evaluators will make independent judgments of the probability of success, the impact of failure and the offeror’s proposed risk mitigation solutions when assessing proposal risk.  The Proposal Risk assessment focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with an Offeror’s proposed approach and includes and 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.  The overall risk associated with each Offeror’s proposal will be identified as high, moderate or low, based on the degree of expected impacts as well as the probability of occurrence of the risks.  
 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 5315-4.

2.6 Factor 4 - Cost/Price 

2.6.1 General Information.  Cost/Price will be evaluated as described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(1) and this paragraph. The MSG Cost/Price Team will evaluate the Reasonableness, Realism, and Completeness of each Offeror’s Cost/Price proposal.  The Government intends to make awards based on a best value determination.  The Offeror's Cost/Price proposal will be evaluated in accordance with the following:

2.6.1.1 Reasonableness – The Cost/Price must represent a price to the government that a prudent person would pay when consideration is given to the prices in the market.

2.6.1.2 Realism – The Proposed Cost/Price are realistic for the work to be performed, reflects a clear understanding of the requirements, and are consistent with the unique methods of performance described in the Offeror’s technical proposal.

2.6.1.3 Completeness – Offeror is responsive in providing all Cost/Price information outlined in Section L of the RFP.

2.6.2 Evaluation Technique.  Offerors are to provide B-Tables for all labor skill code categories, rates and descriptions to satisfy the requirements of the SOO.  The Direct Labor Rate Matrix (Attachment 4, Tab C) and all B-Table (Attachment 4, Tabs A and B) labor skill code category rates and descriptions will be evaluated for reasonableness, realism, and completeness.
2.6.2.1 The Cost/Price team will evaluate each labor skill code category, rate, and description proposed by the Offeror (Atch 4, Tab D) to meet the Government pre-defined labor categories (Atch 11).   The Total Price, the sum of government provided hours for each pre-defined labor category times Offeror proposed rates, will be evaluated (Atch 4, Tab E).  Atch 11, Atch 4, Tab D, and Atch 4 Tab E are for evaluation purposes only.

2.6.2.2 All B-Table labor skill code categories, rates, and descriptions may be evaluated by the Cost/Price team 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.

2.6.2.3 The Cost/Price team will evaluate the Offeror’s written summary of the management procedures it will establish, maintain, and use in the performance of any resultant task order to comply with requirements in DFARS 252.242-7005 or earned value management systems criteria of DoD 5002-R.

2.6.3 Cost Realism Analysis.   Cost/Price reasonableness and realism will also be evaluated for each individual task order as required.  
2.7 Contract Documentation

The following will be verified:

a) The Offeror returned the solicitation with original signature.

b) The Offeror returned the completed Section K, Representation, and Certifications.

c) If the Offeror is other than a small business, the Offeror’s Small Business Sub-Contracting Plan is submitted in accordance with FAR 52.219-9 and Section L.  The Sub-Contracting Plan shall also be evaluated to determine the extent to which the Offeror identifies and commits to the participation of SB, SDB, WOSB, Service Disabled VOSB, Veteran OSB, and HUBZone companies whether as a joint venture member, teaming arrangement, or sub-contractor.  Failure to submit such a plan may render the Offeror ineligible for award.

d) The Offeror has submitted a Quality Control Plan (QCP) as outlined in the SOW Format, Attachment 3.  The QCP will be reviewed and must be approved by the Contracting Officer (CO) before award.

e) The Offeror has submitted a Statement of Work (SOW).  The CO will verify that the SOW is in the correct format at Attachment 3 and that all elements of the SOO are covered.

2.8 Discussions 

If, during the evaluation period, it is determined to be in the best interest of the Government to hold discussions, Offeror responses to Evaluation Notices (ENs), and the Final Proposal Revision (FPR) will be considered in making the source selection decision.  

2.9 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. Any exceptions to the solicitation’s terms and conditions must be fully explained and justified.  Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the solicitation may result in the Offeror being removed from consideration for award. 

2.10 General Information

A verification of correct 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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