Section M – Evaluation Factors for Award

M001 SOURCE SELECTION

M-1.0 Basis for Contract Award 


The Government will select the best overall offer(s) based upon an integrated assessment of Mission Capability/Proposal Risk, System Engineering/Proposal Risk, Relevant Past and Present Performance, and Cost/Price. This is a best value source selection conducted in accordance with Air Force Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (AFFARS) Subpart 5315.3 Source Selection and the AFMC supplement (AFMCFARS) thereto.  Contract(s) 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. 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, 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 and present performance of the higher price offeror outweighs the cost difference. To arrive at a best value decision, the SSA will integrate the source selection team's evaluations and analyses of the proposals in accordance with the evaluation factors and subfactors described below.  While the Government source selection evaluation team, the source selection advisory council, 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.  In the event of a conflict between paper and electronic versions, the paper copy will govern.

The Government intends to evaluate proposals and make award without discussions.  However, 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.  

M-1.1 Number of Contracts to be Awarded

The Government plans to award up to two contracts for the AMF JTRS Pre-SDD phase, but reserves the right to award one contract or no contract depending upon the quality and quantity of the proposal(s) submitted and the availability of funds.  The maximum projected Government funding for all awarded Pre-SDD contracts, to include a seven percent (7%) fixed fee, is $108.8M. If two contracts are awarded, the estimated amount of each contract is one-half of the total funds available. 

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 Competitive Advantage from Use of Government Furnished Property

The Government will eliminate any competitive advantage resulting from an offeror's proposed use of Government furnished property.

M-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 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.

M002 EVALUATION FACTORS

M-2.0 Evaluation Factors and Subfactors and Their Relative Order of Importance

Award will be made to the offeror(s) with the most advantageous proposal(s) to the Government based upon an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors described below.  The Mission Capability/Proposal Risk, System Engineering/Proposal Risk, and Relevant Past and Present Performance factors are of equal importance and each is more important than the Cost/Price factor. Cost/Price, however, will contribute significantly to the selection decision.  Within the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk factor, the subfactors are of equal importance.  

Factor 1: Mission Capability/Proposal Risk


Subfactor 1:  Access To/Knowledge of Platform Requirements/Interfaces


Subfactor 2:  Concept for AMF JTRS Form Factors/Configurations


Subfactor 3:  Approach/Technology to Achieve a Scalable, Modular Design


Subfactor 4:  Approach to Architecture and Specify a Standards-Based

                    

Airborne and Maritime/Fixed Station Network


Subfactor 5:  Management Processes and Schedule


Subfactor 6:  Risk Management Process

Factor 2:  System Engineering/Proposal Risk

Factor 3:  Relevant Past and Present Performance

Factor 4:  Cost/Price

All proposals will be evaluated as to the extent of participation of Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) firms.  In accordance with FAR 52.219-24 and Section L, paragraph L-2.10.4.1, the offeror will provide targets, expressed as dollars and percentages of total contract value, for SDB participation in any of the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) Industry Subsectors as determined by the Department of Commerce.  The authorized NAICS code is 334220 (number of employees: 750).  These targets will be incorporated into and become a part of the contract.  The successful offeror will be required to report on the participation of SDB subcontractors in accordance with FAR 52.219-25 in Section I of the contract.

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, paragraph L-2.10.4.2 shall also be evaluated to determine the extent to which the offeror identifies and commits to the participation of small businesses (SB), historically black colleges or universities (HBCU) and minority institutions (MI) 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 Ratings

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/Proposal Risk subfactor requirements in accordance with the stated explanation of how the subfactor will be evaluated.  Subfactor ratings will not be rolled up into an overall color rating for the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk factor.  Additionally, a color rating will be assigned to the System Engineering/Proposal Risk factor.  The color rating depicts how well the offeror's proposal meets the System Engineering/Proposal Risk factor requirements in accordance with the stated explanation of how the factor will be evaluated.  As a result of the evaluation, a proposal risk rating will be assigned to each Mission Capability/Proposal Risk subfactor and to the System Engineering/Proposal Risk factor. Proposal risk represents the anticipated Government risks based on the assessed strengths and inadequacies of the offeror's proposed approach as it relates to each Mission Capability/Proposal Risk subfactors and to the System Engineering/Proposal Risk factor.  Both the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk subfactors and System Engineering/Proposal Risk factor are described below.

A Performance Confidence Assessment will be assigned to the Relevant Present and 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.

Cost/Price will be evaluated as described in paragraph M-2.5. 

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 M-2.0. Any of these considerations can influence the SSA's decision.

M-2.2 Factor 1: Mission Capability/Proposal Risk 

The offeror's written proposal will be used to evaluate the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk factor.  The Government will evaluate the offeror's proposed technical approach and understanding of the AMF JTRS requirements to determine a Mission Capability/Proposal Risk factor assessment.  Additionally, for each subfactor, the Government will evaluate the credibility and realism of the offeror's Integrated Master Plan (IMP) and Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) to complete Pre-SDD objectives in not later than (NLT) fifteen (15) months. 

Each subfactor within the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk factor will receive one of the color ratings described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(A), based on the assessed strengths and proposal inadequacies of the offeror's proposal as they relate to each of the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk subfactors.  Each Mission Capability/Proposal Risk subfactor will also receive one of the Proposal Risk ratings defined at AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(B).  Subfactor ratings will not be rolled up into an overall color and proposal risk rating for the Mission Capability/Proposal Risk factor.

In arriving at a best value decision, the Government reserves the right to give positive consideration for performance in excess of threshold requirements.

Proposal Risk will be evaluated for each 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 reviews the offeror's proposal for its risk mitigation approach and evaluates whether that approach is or is not manageable.  If a combination of significant weaknesses leads to unacceptably high proposal risk, this is a deficiency in the proposal. 

M-2.2.1 Subfactor 1: Access To/Knowledge of Platform Requirements/Interfaces

The Government will evaluate each offeror's proposed approach and ability to determine and understand platform requirements/interfaces as applicable to implementing AMF JTRS and in meeting its performance requirements. The Government will evaluate the offeror’s access to/knowledge of the platforms across the domains, as identified in Tables 1 through 3 of the SOO. 

The Government will evaluate the offeror's overall understanding of system performance and JTRS ORD requirements for the Airborne and Maritime/Fixed Station domains.

The Government will evaluate the offeror's proposed initial capability cost approach as optimized across the fleet of AMF JTRS platforms, while meeting the JTRS performance requirements.  The Government will evaluate risks identified by the offeror that are associated with the proposed requirements definition.

M-2.2.2 Subfactor 2: Concept for AMF JTRS Form Factors/ConfigurationS

The Government will evaluate the offeror's approach for developing a SCA compliant AMF JTRS that addresses the range of platform interfaces/requirements imposed by the platform set identified in the SOO.  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror's approach seeks to maximize commonality across platforms while minimizing the number of form factors/configurations and initial capability cost.  

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach to developing the Service Integration Kit(s).

The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror's detailed plan for developing the AMF JTRS, including any phased development of different form factors that results in fielding some form factors earlier than others, and enhances the Government's ability to plan an executable SDD effort that allows the earliest possible Engineering Development Model and LRIP deliveries while managing risk and initial capability cost.  The Government will evaluate risks identified by the offeror associated with phased implementation.

M-2.2.3 Subfactor 3: Approach/Technology to Achieve a Scalable, Modular Design

The Government will evaluate the offeror's approach to defining the architecture and preliminary design for an SCA compliant AMF JTRS that:

1. Is modular, reconfigurable, scalable and upgradeable through a layered architecture; 

2. Accommodates the platform interface requirements affecting AMF  JTRS integration; 

3. Addresses different instantiations of antenna functionality and other external RF subsystems;

4. Incorporates concepts for partitioning JTRS functions, provides an open interface between modules, and arrives at a best value solution that minimizes initial capability cost; 

5. Incorporates open, standard interface(s) that shall allow multiple JTR Sets installed on a single aircraft/platform to operate as a single entity for data exchange and system control; 

6. Maximizes commonality and minimizes the number of discrete form factors/configurations so as to minimize initial capability cost; 

7. Supports Internet Protocol Version 6 (IPv6) and is interoperable with Internet Protocol Version 4 (IPv4);

8. Provides a programmable and scalable cryptographic subsystem and SCA compliant security architecture; and

9. Is scalable across the platform types identified in SOO Tables 1 through 3.

The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror’s approach for a modular design of AMF JTRS allocates network functions between the platform and the radio, provides an open interface between modules, and minimizes initial capability cost to the Government.

The Government will evaluate the credibility and feasibility of the offeror's approach to collaboration between both Pre-SDD contractors to foster an open standard interface to allow multiple JTR Sets integrated on one platform to operate together as a single entity for data exchange and control.  The Government will evaluate the credibility and feasibility of the offeror’s approach for an Interface Control Working Group (ICWG) with membership from the MIDS JTRS development contractors and the Government.

The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror's approach provides for and addresses a time-phased implementation of performance requirements, provides for growth and technology insertion with minimal cost and design (hardware, software and interfaces) impacts to the system.  The Government will evaluate the potential benefits applicable to the AMF JTRS program of any and all proposed efficiencies from reuse of existing Software Defined Radio designs and related technologies (software, middleware, firmware, hardware, or interfaces).  The Government will evaluate the design and integration risks identified by the offeror.

The Government will evaluate the offeror's approach to evaluating the cost, schedule and risk impacts of including the following in the AMF JTRS modular design:  navigational and air traffic control safety of flight waveforms - specifically precision approach (JPALS), navigation (TACAN), combat ID (IFF), and commercial air traffic control waveforms. The Government will evaluate the offeror's approach for evaluating the implications of expanding the AMF JTRS design for operations above 2 GHz, and for evaluating the implications of ensuring open interfaces.

The Government will evaluate the offeror's design approach to verify that it adequately includes provisions necessary to enable all required certifications in the SDD phase.  The Government will evaluate the offeror's approach to incorporating the Telecommunications Security Requirements Document (TSRD) requirements for Pre-SDD.

The Government will evaluate the offeror's approach to executing a successful System Requirements Review (SRR), System Design Review (SDR), Software Requirements Review, and Preliminary Design Review (PDR). 

M-2.2.4 Subfactor 4: Approach to Architecture and Specify a Standards-Based Airborne and Maritime/Fixed Station Network

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach for defining the Airborne Network architecture, the role of the network architecture as an extension of the Global Information Grid and the features, risks, and limitations of the proposed approach and their plan for addressing identified risks or limitations. 

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach for the use of commercial standards and protocols to satisfy platform network requirements, as well as enhancements to emerging commercial mobile network standards to meet the Government’s needs.  The Government will evaluate the offeror’s plan for ensuring that their open standards/architectures are available for collaborative execution across AMF programs/platforms.  

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach to the physical and logical separation of layer two (2) and layer three (3) functionality as defined by the Open Systems Interconnection model.

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach for incorporating the C2ERA architecture precepts and design patterns, supporting IPv6 and IPv4 and implementation of a method for handling multiple security classification levels up to Top Secret/Sensitive Compartmented Information (TS/SCI).  

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s identification of platform network capabilities that will accommodate other co-located network capable transports.  The Government will evaluate the offeror’s description of how its proposed network interfaces with all legacy and non-networking equipment and waveforms.  The Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach for identifying the platform interface requirements affecting the deployment of the network(s) within an Airborne, Maritime or Fixed Station platform.  

M-2.2.5 Subfactor 5:  Management Processes and Schedule

The Government will evaluate the offeror's approach to applying robust Program Management processes, principles and practices throughout Pre-SDD.  The Government will evaluate the offeror's proposed Program Management processes for identifying and solving problems, and providing innovative approaches/solutions for enhancing the technical performance, schedule, and affordability of the system.  The Government will evaluate the credibility of each offeror's IMS, IMP and Program Management approaches to complete Pre-SDD objectives in not longer than fifteen (15) months.  

The Government will evaluate the offeror's proposed processes and practices for efficient management and control over program resources, and the tracking/reporting metrics that will be used to effectively manage progress.  The Government will consider the extent to which the offeror's proposed Program Management processes provide for effective communications within/across the contractor/subcontractor team and between the contractor team and the Government, especially with respect to identifying and resolving problems.  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror's proposed Program Management processes integrate risk management, support ongoing creation and execution of work packages, identify and analyze CAIV tradeoffs, and other areas addressed in the IMS/IMP.  

M-2.2.6 Subfactor 6:  Risk Management Process

The Government will evaluate the offeror's overall understanding of the significant risks associated with the AMF JTRS program, including the proposed approach for risk identification and mitigation.

The Government will evaluate the credibility and realism of the offeror's proposed risk identification and mitigation processes.  In evaluating the credibility and realism of the offeror's approach, the Government will consider the technical merits of the recommendations, the significant benefits to the program and the probability of achieving success.

The Government will evaluate the credibility and realism of the offeror's approach to continual risk assessment and mitigation strategies for all risks identified for the AMF JTRS program. 

M-2.3 Factor 2: System Engineering/Proposal Risk

The offeror's written proposal will be used to evaluate the System Engineering/Proposal Risk factor.  The Government will evaluate the offeror's overall System Engineering (SE) approaches to determine a System Engineering/Proposal Risk factor assessment.  The Government will evaluate the credibility of the offeror's SE approaches to complete Pre-SDD objectives not later than fifteen (15) months. 

The System Engineering/Proposal Risk factor will receive one of the color ratings described in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(A).  The technical evaluation will be based on the assessed strengths and proposal inadequacies of the offeror's proposal as they relate to SE.  

The System Engineering/Proposal Risk factor will also receive one of the Proposal Risk ratings defined at AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(B).  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 reviews the offeror's proposal for its risk mitigation approach and evaluates whether that approach is or is not manageable.  If a combination of significant weaknesses leads to unacceptably high proposal risk, this is a deficiency in the proposal. 

The Government will evaluate the integrated processes for SE (including all aspects of Software Engineering) and their relationship to meeting the requirements of the Mission Capability subfactors.  The Government will evaluate the quantity and quality of system engineering experience being assigned to the AMF JTRS effort. The Government requires that the maturity of each of the processes listed below be at, or equivalent to, Capability Maturity Model Integrated (CMMI) Level 3.  The Government will evaluate this information for each team member involved in software and systems development or integration.  The Government will evaluate the offeror's approach to integrating these processes with their own and other team member processes, including the methodology for assessing the combined process maturity/capability and required improvements.  The Government will assess the degree to which the offeror's approach provides, at a minimum:

· A description of the system development effort estimation process, including software estimation, linkage to systems engineering and change processes, standard methodologies and software productivity estimates, and how the initial software effort estimates will be tracked against changes throughout the system life cycle.

· Configuration management processes with reference to both internally and externally generated changes, feedback process, feed into systems engineering for impact assessment. 

· Intergroup communications including how the overall system development groups and subgroups are organized, how internal communications will be managed to include conflict resolution process among internal development groups, how critical dependencies among development activities are managed, and how the Government gains insight into the design as it progresses to PDR.  

· Problem identification and resolution, from the system of systems down to the sub-system levels, and providing innovative approaches/solutions for enhancing the technical performance and/or affordability of the system.

· Integrated logistics support approach/concept to include training, technical documentation, supportability, operations and sustainment, human systems integration, embedded training, reliability, maintainability and availability that will be an integral part of the AMF JTRS design.

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach for achieving greater than CMMI Level 3 by the start of the SDD phase with an objective of achieving CMMI Level 5.  The Government will evaluate the offeror’s plan to achieve a higher level of process discipline and maturity as well as their plan to bring the offeror's System Engineering, software engineering, and integrated product and process development capabilities to a higher level.

M-2.4 Factor 3: Relevant Past and Present Performance 

The Government will evaluate relevant past and present performance based on the following:

· The quality of past and present schedule performance;  

· The quality of past and present management performance;  

· The quality of past and present technical performance; and 

· The quality of past and present cost control performance.

The Government will evaluate past and present performance (within the last five (5) years) to determine the Government's confidence in the offeror's ability to successfully perform the Pre-SDD effort. In determining recency, the Government will only consider work performed for a five (5) 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. This will allow offerors to provide the most current past performance information for consideration. The relevance of the offeror’s efforts, which must have been performed by the same division and location proposing on AMF JTRS, will be assessed based on the criteria below.  Offerors should note that the order of the criteria does not imply any prioritization. 

a. Systems integration of communication systems into military Airborne and Maritime/Fixed Station platforms.

b. Developing concepts for Airborne and Maritime/Fixed Station communication systems based on total ownership cost.

c. Developing software definable radios.

d. Designing mobile, ad hoc networks applicable to an Airborne, Maritime, or Fixed Station environment.

e. Defining layered network architectures.

f. Producing Airborne, Maritime, or Fixed Station radio equipment.

g. Designing security architectures that provide multiple levels of security.

In order to be considered Very Relevant, the offeror must demonstrate past performance in criteria a. and b. and any combination of four (4) of the remaining criteria listed above.  To be considered Relevant, the offeror must demonstrate past performance in criteria a. or b. and any combination of three (3) of the remaining criteria listed above.  To be considered Somewhat Relevant, at least three (3) of the seven (7) criteria listed above must be met.  

Present or recent past performance of subcontractors, teaming partners, and joint venture partners will be assessed as either relevant or not relevant.  For such performance of a subcontractor, teaming partner, or joint venture partner to be considered relevant, the contract must have been performed at the same division/location, for the past five (5) years ending with the date of the FPR, if discussions are conducted, or the date of proposal submission if there are no discussions. Additionally, the effort must have been similar to that proposed for the Pre-SDD effort.

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 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/Proposal Risk subfactors, as well as the System Engineering/Proposal Risk factor, the resulting Performance Confidence Assessment is made at the factor level and represents an overall evaluation of the likelihood of successful 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 the offeror's 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 less 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 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.  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, including commercial sources.

Pursuant to DFARS 215.305(a)(2), the assessment will consider the extent to which the offeror's evaluated past performance demonstrates compliance with FAR 52.219-8, Utilization of Small Business Concerns and/or FAR 52.219-9, Small Business Subcontracting Plan.

M-2.5 Factor 4: Cost/Price 

Proposals will be evaluated based on cost reasonableness and a Cost/Price Realism Assessment (CPRA) plus proposed fixed fee.  In arriving at a best value decision, the Government will also evaluate the offeror's proposal for the overall value derived from the offeror's proposed plan to design a modular AMF JTRS system. For evaluation of the Engineering Studies and Support, the Government will assign an estimated value of $1,000,000.00 to CLIN 0005.  The Government will also evaluate the fairness and reasonableness of the labor rates proposed on the Time and Material worksheet for the effort associated with CLIN 0005. 

The Offeror's cost/price proposal will be evaluated for cost reasonableness and cost realism in accordance with FAR 15.404-1.  This will include an evaluation of the extent to which proposed costs indicate a clear understanding of solicitation requirements, and reflect a sound approach to satisfying those requirements.  The CPRA will consider technical/management risks identified during the evaluation of the proposal and associated costs.  Cost information supporting a cost judged to by unrealistically low, and technical/management risk associated with the proposal will be quantified by the Government evaluators and included in the CPRA for each offeror.  When the Government evaluates an offer as unrealistically low or high compared to the anticipated costs of performance and the offeror fails to explain these estimated costs, the Government will consider, under the applicable Proposal Risk subfactor, the offeror's lack of understanding of the technical requirements of the corresponding Mission Capability subfactor.

Information other than cost or pricing data will be evaluated for purposes of determining cost realism and the best value.

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 in the offeror's proposal.
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