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  Source Selection
1.0. 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 a Basic Source Selection conducted in accordance with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 15, and the DFARS, AFFARS, and AFMC FAR Supplements.  The Contract may be awarded to the offeror who is deemed responsible in accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), as supplemented, whose proposal conforms to the solicitation’s requirements to include all stated terms, conditions, 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 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 Government intends to award one IDIQ contract for the vPC Program.

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.

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.

1.5. Competitive Advantage from Use of GFP
.
  The Government will eliminate any competitive advantage resulting from an offeror's proposed use of Government-furnished property (GFP).
1.6. Award Without Discussions.  The Government reserves the right to award without discussions based on the evaluation of the initial proposals, or to award no contract at all, depending on the quality of the proposals submitted and the availability of funds.
2.0. Evaluation Factors
2.1. Evaluation Factors and Subfactors and their Relative Order of Importance.
Award will be made to the offeror proposing the combination most advantageous to the Government based upon an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors below. The evaluation factors are listed below in descending  order of importance. Within the Mission Capability factor, the subfactors are listed in descending  order of importance. 

Factor 1: Mission Capability

Subfactor 1:  Technical

Subfactor 2:  Management

Subfactor 3:  Experience

Subfactor 4:  Task Order 1:  Retirements



Factor 2: Proposal Risk
Factor 3: Past Performance
Factor 4: Cost/Price
2.2. Importance of Cost/Price.  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; however, cost/price will contribute substantially to the selection decision.
2.3. 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.  The Mission Capability subfactors, as described in paragraph 2.1 above, are 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. 
Table 2.3.1. - Evaluation Color Rating Definitions
	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.


A proposal risk rating will be assigned to each of the Mission Capability subfactors. 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 evaluation definitions are below:
Table 2.3.2. - Proposal Risk Evaluation Definitions
	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.


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. 
Price/cost will be evaluated as described in paragraph 2.7 below. When the integrated assessment of all aspects of the evaluation is accomplished, the color ratings, proposal risk ratings, performance confidence assessment, and evaluated price/cost will be considered in the order of priority listed in paragraph 2.1 above. Any of these considerations can influence the SSA’s decision.

2.4. FACTOR 1 – Mission Capability.  The Government will assess the written vPC Mission Capability volume, oral presentation, and any sub-contracting plan for the Offeror’s understanding of and ability to produce the technical and management effects and capabilities outlined in the Statement of Objectives and the specific initial task.  There are four (4) subfactors.  The subfactors assess the technical and management areas in which the proposals will be evaluated.  Each subfactor within the Mission Capability Factor will receive one of the color ratings described above and in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(3)(i), based on the assessed strengths and proposal inadequacies of each offeror's proposal as they relate to each of the Mission Capability subfactors. Subfactor ratings shall not be rolled up into an overall color rating for the Mission Capability factor.

The Mission Capability assessment is composed of 4 subfactors:

· Technical

· Integrated Processes - Program Management

· Experience
· Task Order 1:  Retirements Module
· 












· 
2.4.1. Subfactor 1 – Technical.  This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s response to the Instructions to Offerors (ITO) and Initial and Sample WebSphere tasks regarding its approach to:

· rapidly develop functionality

· IBM WebSphere installation

· data mapping

· data modeling

· systems architecture development
This subfactor is met when the Offeror clearly demonstrates a sound approach and proven capability to perform application development, architecture development, and data modeling and integration.
This subfactor includes the  following:

· Approach to application development process. To what degree does the Offeror demonstrate proven capabilities of prior engagements in employing rapid application development and prototyping to accomplish the following:

a) Rapidly defining and refining requirements through collaboration with customers and users in requirements refinement/Business Process Re-engineering (BPR).  

b) Development of web-based, self-service capability and functionality using J2EE and open standards

c) Modeling and implementing role-based workflows

· Data Integration.  To what degree does the Offeror demonstrate proven ability and application of best practices to:

a)  Develop a data architecture that addresses integration of data across an enterprise 

b) Develop data migration strategies

c) Install, implement, and maintain a WebSphere data broker.  Includes providing documentation and training

d) Collaborate with certified IBM Partner for the integration of WebSphere products

· Application Integration.  To what degree does the Offeror demonstrate proven ability and application of best practices to:

a)  Develop a enterprise architecture that address integration of applications across an enterprise 

b) Develop application migration strategies

· Architecture development.  To what degree does the Offeror demonstrate proven ability and application of best practices to:
a)  Understanding the government hierarchy of business and operational architectures, strategies, and standards

b) Understand the key DoD and AF data strategies, data architectures, and data standards applicable

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

· 
d) 
e) 
f) 

· 
· 
a) 
b) 





· 
· 
· 


c) 
d) 
· 
· 
· 
2.4.2. Subfactor 2 – Integrated Processes - Program Management.  The Government will evaluate the integrated processes to include Program Management, System Engineering (including all aspects of Software Engineering), configuration management, integration, test, installation and logistics support (including training).  In addition, the Government will evaluate the offeror’s Subcontracting Plan.   This subfactor will be used to evaluate the offeror’s response to the ITO and Initial Task Order regarding its proven ability to manage its effort on this contract in an organized, integrated and cost-effective manner that will provide best value to the government.  This subfactor is met when the Offeror demonstrates its capability to apply best practices, tools, and qualified staff to flexibly and effectively manage concurrent tasks orders (estimated at 3-4 simultaneously.  The Sub-Factor will assess whether the offeror’s approach provides, at a minimum:

· Program Management processes consistent with Government understanding of solicitation requirements and objectives risks associated with its proposal.  How well does the Offeror’s project management approach ensure a program that is well-disciplined, cost-effective, and customer oriented.  How well does the contractor address requirements management, configuration management, risk management, project tracking and oversight, quality assurance, and test management
· System Engineering processes consistent with Government requirements and objectives

· Staffing approach :  How well does the Offeror’s proposed staffing approach ensure the 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

· IMP and IMS that illustrate the offeror’s ability to accomplish all program requirements against the proposed schedule, with the processes proposed, and the resources planned

· Subcontractor flow down

· Timeliness and sufficiency of the proposed on-line Web system for Government access to technical and programmatic information as well as the proposed plan to populate the web site with the objective content.

· Illustrates the software development and integration methodology

· Provides the Government insight into the design and test as it progresses against proposed milestone and intermediate evaluation opportunities.  Specific emphasis will be placed on traceability of work packages through the IMP and IMS against evaluation points and representation of actual accomplishments as represented in the EVM system.

· An environment that promotes effective teaming with the Government 

· Risk management that is continuous across the life cycle of the program.

· A process to identify, evaluate, select, integrate, and maintain COTS and/or GOTS products, including the criteria that each product must meet before it is considered and is consistent with the proposed architecture.  

· Adequacy of the proposed CPR process  

· A process to identify, evaluate, select, and integrate new technologies and assess their impact on functional requirements, system architecture and Life-Cycle-Cost.

· An effective subcontractor management process

· An Interoperability Plan that represents the feasibility and risk reduction measures for establishing and maintaining interoperability with external operational facilities (OPFACs) in accordance with the system specs and consistent with the System C4I Support Plan (C4ISP).  

Items for Positive Consideration

As appropriate, positive consideration may be given during the proposal evaluation for any areas that exceed Government requirements or expectations (but do not demonstrate “gold plating” or manifest at the expense of primary requirements).  Positive consideration may be given for Process Maturity in excess of formal demonstrated SE CMMI Level 3.  However, if a Process Maturity less than the minimum required (e.g., Level 3) will be negatively considered and included in the proposal risk assessment.

Preference will be given to system software design approaches that make reuse decisions for overall best value to the Government, identifying specific software performing similar functionality within the other nodes or systems of the Enterprise.

· 
· 
· 

· 
· 



· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
2.4.3. Subfactor 3 – Experience.  This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s organizational experience, including subcontractors or partners, in the following areas:

· Requirements definition and prototyping.  Three years recent and relevant experience in business process reengineering and software requirements definition

· Rapid application development.  Three years recent and relevant experience in rapidly developing and deploying web-based, self-service functionality in an J2EE, open standards environment

· WebSphere and data integration.  Three years recent and relevant experience in WebSphere installations, data modeling, and legacy system integration

· Oracle HR/Database.  Three years recent and relevant experience in Oracle HR and Oracle databases.  Experience with Oracle HR 10.7 desired.

· Architecture development.  Three years recent and relevant experience in developing IT Enterprise Architectures according to DoD architectural standards.

· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

2.4.4. Subfactor 4 - Task Order 1: Retirements Module.  This subfactor will be evaluated for the Offeror’s proposed technical and management approach to satisfy this requirement.  This subfactor is met when the Offeror clearly demonstrates a sound approach and proven capability generate functional and technical requirements.  Emphasis will be on the following areas:

· Approach to eliciting and developing requirements

· Approach to taking functional requirements and generating technical requirements

· Understanding of the technical environment to which the retirements module will be integrated
· Approach to developing follow on task with respect to performance, cost, and schedule





2.5. FACTOR 2 – Proposal Risk.
  Proposal Risk will be evaluated at the Mission Capability subfactor level. 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).

2.5.1. Subfactor 1 – Technical

2.5.2. Subfactor 2 – Management.  
2.5.3. Subfactor 3:  Experience
2.5.4. Subfactor 4 – Task Order 1: Retirements Module
2.6. FACTOR 3 – Past Performance.
  Under the Past Performance factor, the Performance Confidence Assessment represents the evaluation of an offeror’s present and past work record to assess 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 meet 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. 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 agencies of the federal, state, or local governments and commercial customers. 
As a result of an analysis 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 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 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 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)(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.

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.

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 Command (DCMC) 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.

2.7. FACTOR 4 – Cost or Price.


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

2.7.1.1. 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.

2.7.1.2. 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.

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


2.7.2. Evaluation Technique.  Offerors are to provide B-Tables for all labor skill code categories, rates and descriptions to satisfy the requirements of the Retirements task SOO.  The Direct Labor Rate Matrix and all B-Table labor skill code category rates and descriptions will be evaluated for reasonableness, realism, and completeness.
2.7.2.1. The Cost/Price team will evaluate each labor skill code category, rate, and description proposed by the offeror.  The Total Price, the sum of the hours for each labor category times the offeror proposed rates, will be evaluated.  
2.7.2.2. All B-Table labor skill code categories, rates, and descriptions (for the Retirements task module) 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.

2.7.2.3. 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.

2.7.3. Cost Realism Analysis.  Cost/Price reasonableness and realism will also be evaluated for each individual task order as required.  
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, 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.

  
�Do we want this paragraph?  It could, if exercised, add to the source slection timeline.


�Could be used if they use dour development and test serviers.


�To be replaced by  Cost/Price Team


�AFFARS 5315.305(a)(1): Cost or price evaluation. Price or cost analysis is an assessment of affordability used to establish reasonableness and realism. The level of detail of analysis required will vary among acquisitions depending on the complexity and circumstances of the acquisition, including the degree of competition, the phase of the program, the type of product/services being acquired, and the contract type. In order to enable offerors to make informed decisions on how best to propose, every solicitation will contain a description of the method(s), techniques, and procedures by which cost or price will be analyzed. Price analysis is the preferred approach to be used


�This is an example.  May not be what we want to do.


�252.242-7005 Cost/Schedule Status Report.


As prescribed in 242.1107-70(a), use the following clause:


COST/SCHEDULE STATUS REPORT (MAR 1998)


(a) The Contractor shall use management procedures in the performance of this contract that provide for—


(1) Planning and control of costs;


(2) Measurement of performance (value for completed tasks); and


(3) Generation of timely and reliable information for the cost/schedule status report (C/SSR).


(b) As a minimum, these procedures must provide for—


(1) Establishing the time-phased budgeted cost of work scheduled (including work authorization, budgeting, and scheduling), the budgeted cost for work performed, the actual cost of work performed, the budget at completion, the estimate at completion, and provisions for subcontractor performance measurement and reporting;


(2) Applying all direct and indirect costs and provisions for use and control of management reserve and undistributed budget;


(3) Incorporating changes to the contract budget base for both Government directed changes and internal replanning;


(4) Establishing constraints to preclude subjective adjustment of data to ensure that performance measurement remains realistic. The total allocated budget may exceed the contract budget base only after consultation with the Contracting Officer. For cost-reimbursement contracts, the contract budget base shall exclude changes for cost growth increases, other than for authorized changes to the contract scope; and


(5) Establishing the capability to accurately identify and explain significant cost and schedule variances, both on a cumulative basis and projected at completion basis.


(c) The Contractor may use a cost/schedule control system that has been recognized by the cognizant Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO) as complying with the earned value management system criteria provided in DoD 5000.2-R, Mandatory Procedures for Major Defense Acquisition Programs (MDAPs) and Major Automated Information System (MAIS) Acquisition Programs.


(d) The Government may require integrated baseline reviews. Such reviews shall be scheduled as early as practicable and should be conducted within 180 calendar days after (1) contract award, (2) the exercise of significant contract options, or (3) the incorporation of major modifications. The objective of the integrated baseline review is for the Government and the Contractor to jointly assess areas, such as the Contractor’s planning, to ensure complete coverage of the statement of work, logical scheduling of the work activities, adequate resourcing, and identification of inherent risks.


(e) The Contractor shall provide access to all pertinent records, company procedures, and data requested by the ACO, or authorized representative, to—


(1) Show proper implementation of the procedures generating the cost and schedule information being used to satisfy the C/SSR contractual data requirements to the Government; and


(2) Ensure continuing application of the accepted company procedures in satisfying the C/SSR data item.


(f) The Contractor shall submit any substantive changes to the procedures and their impact to the ACO for review.


(g) The Contractor shall require a subcontractor to furnish C/SSR in each case where the subcontract is other than firm-fixed-price, is 12 months or more in duration, and has critical or significant tasks related to the prime contract. Critical or significant tasks shall be defined by mutual agreement between the Government and Contractor. Each subcontractor's reported cost and schedule information shall be incorporated into the Contractor's C/SSR.


(End of clause)
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