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SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1 
GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

M.1.1
Goal

This solicitation is part of a Department of the Army  cost comparison (following the guidelines of OMB Circular A-76, Commercial Activities)  to determine whether accomplishing the specified work under contract or by Government performance is more economical.  If Government performance is determined to be more economical, this solicitation will be cancelled and no contract will be awarded.
Proposals submitted in response to this solicitation will be evaluated in accordance with the evaluation factors set out in this section.  The selection of the offeror that represents the best value to the Government will be based on an evaluation of proposals and an integrated assessment of the following evaluation areas: Management Approach (acceptable/unacceptable), Technical (acceptable/unacceptable), Small Business Use (acceptable/unacceptable/neutral), Past Performance (adjectivally rated), Financial Capability (acceptable/unacceptable) and Cost/Price. 
M.1.2
Evaluation Areas

The evaluation areas for this solicitation are:

Area I: Management Approach

Area II: Technical

Area III: Small Business Use

Area IV: Past Performance

Area V: Cost/Price


Area VI: Financial Capability

Areas I, II, and VI are evaluated as acceptable or unacceptable.  Area III is evaluated as acceptable/unacceptable or neutral. A proposal that is unacceptable in any area is disqualified from the competition. Area IV is rated adjectivally. 

Relative Importance: Area IV is approximately equal to Area V.  The SSA reserves the right to select other than the low-cost proposal based on a trade-off between Past Performance and Cost/Price. 

M.2 
SPECIFIC EVALUATION CRITERIA

M.2.1 
Evaluation Area I: Management Approach Criteria  

The factors to be evaluated within Area I are:

a. Organizational Structure  All topics discussed as part of the oral presentation in paragraph L.5.1.a1, Organizational Structure, and a3, Corporate Structure and Joint Venture Structure, and accompanying synopsis and forms are subject to evaluation.  This factor includes the decision-making authority within the Performance Activity (PA); the number of supervisors and levels of supervision; and the PA's relationship to corporate headquarters.  Include forms at a2 and a4.

b. Key Personnel  All topics discussed as part of the oral presentation in paragraph L.5.1(1)a5, Key Personnel, and a7, Staffing, and accompanying synopsis and forms are subject to evaluation.  This factor includes the qualifications and experience of key personnel, including the general manager and select functional experts, and the offeror's approach to filling non-key positions, especially those that require a background investigation or have other unique qualifications, and to comply with FAR52.207-3, Right of First Refusal. Includes forms at a6 and a8.  

c. Management Experience  All topics discussed as part of the oral presentation outlined in paragraph L.5.1(1)a9, Management Experience, and accompanying synopsis and forms are subject to evaluation.  This factor includes corporate experience in information technology, specifically in the functions mentioned in Area II and in operating a multi-discipline organization with a scope, size and complexity similar to or greater than Rock Island Arsenal.

d. Business Strategies  All topics discussed as part of the oral presentation in paragraph L.5.1a10, Business Strategies, and accompanying synopsis and forms are subject to evaluation.  This factor includes strategies and approaches for developing and implementing transition plans, quality control plans, continuity of operations plans, plans to perform any service off-site, and recommending and implementing new technologies and identification of risk areas.  Forms included at a11.

M.2.2 
Evaluation Area II: Technical 

The factors to be evaluated within Area II are listed below.  Evaluation will be based upon  technical approach, understanding, knowledge and experience (at sites of similar size, scope and complexity as Rock Island Arsenal, as reflected in the PWS):

a. System Administration  This factor includes the offeror's technical approach, understanding, knowledge and experience regarding LAN, backup and recovery, PC systems support; data base administration, security, optimization, backup and availability; Tier II midrange computers; desktop administration; computer security, accreditation, authentication, intrusion surveillance and detection systems, as included in the Performance Work Statement.  

b. Customer Service  This factor includes the offeror's technical approach, understanding, knowledge and experience regarding information technology customer service issues, to include help desk/work orders; conference room and multimedia management.

c. Customized Software Development and Maintenance  This factor includes the offeror's technical approach, understanding, knowledge and experience regarding customized software development and maintenance, including programming languages, web development, database development tools, and operating systems.

d. Email Services  This factor includes the offeror’s technical approach, understanding, knowledge and experience regarding electronic mail operations and maintenance as included in the Performance Work Statement.

e. Telecommunications  This factor includes the offeror’s technical approach, understanding, knowledge and experience regarding telecommunications in digital networks and telephone telecommunications included in the Performance Work Statement. This includes voice, video and data networking, LAN infrastructure bridges, routers, hubs, switches, and protocols.

M.2.3
Rating Methodology for Evaluation Areas I and II 

Areas I and II will be rated using either acceptable or unacceptable.  The ratings used and their descriptions for these areas are provided below.  

a. Acceptable:  Proposal demonstrates a clear understanding of requirements. Evidence provided indicates that the stated approach will be successful and that solicitation requirements will be met.  No significant weaknesses identified.  Low risk of failure.

b. Unacceptable:  Failure to meet one or more of the criteria defined in the Acceptable rating above. 

M.2.4
Evaluation Area III: Small Business Use

The Government will evaluate each offerors’ proposed use of Small, Small Disadvantaged, Women Owned Small Business, the Historically Underutilized Business Zone (HUBZone) and Historically Black College or University/Minority Institutions.  The Government’s assessment will be accomplished through evaluation of the following:  

a. Proposed Small Business Use.  The Government will evaluate the extent to which offerors identify and commit to using Small, Small Disadvantaged, Women Owned Small Business, HUBZone, and Historically Black College or University/Minority Institutions in the performance of the contract.  Such use may be as the contractor or a subcontractor, or as a member of a joint venture or teaming arrangement.  Four elements are to be addressed under this factor.  Those elements are: 

1. The percentage of subcontract dollars that have been set aside for small business (SB), small disadvantaged business (SDB), HUBZone and women-owned small business (WOSB).  (The percentage shown for SDB, WOSB and Historically Black College or University/Minority Institutions shall be shown as a percentage of subcontract dollars), 

2. Identification of all Small, Small Disadvantaged, Women-owned small business, HUBZone firms, and Historically Black College or University/Minority Institutions who will participate in the proposed contract, 

3. Identification of specific products or services that will be provided by those individual firms, and 

4. Estimated dollar amount of each of the identified actions.

b. Past Small Business Use.  The Government will evaluate and assess the risk of the offeror actually achieving the small business participation proposed.  This evaluation will include an assessment of the offeror's performance over the past three calendar years in complying with FAR 52.219-8, “Utilization of Small Business Concerns.”  This includes a comparison of the offeror's past performance with their approved subcontracting goals, and evaluation of the internal methods used to monitor and to promote small business utilization.  There are two elements that will be addressed under this factor: 

1. The offeror's comparative analysis of their approved subcontract goals with actual performance statistics for utilization of Small, Small Disadvantaged, Women Owned Small Business, HUBZone, and Historically Black College or University/Minority Institutions over the past three calendar years 

2. The internal methods used to monitor and to promote small business utilization.

M.2.5
Rating Methodology for Evaluation Area III 

The two factors under Area III will receive independent evaluation.  The team that evaluates Areas I and II will evaluate the planned use of SB, SDB, WOSB, HUBZone, and HBCU/MI.  The team that evaluates Area IV will evaluate past use.  The heads of those teams will meet with a small business advisor and assign an overall Area III rating.  This rating considers both the proposed utilization and the likelihood of attaining that participation based on the past performance of proposed utilization.  Both factor ratings and the overall area rating will be briefed to the Source Selection Authority.  The following ratings will be used to rate offerors:

a. Acceptable:  The offeror proposed to use a small business vendor base that meets or exceeds the published Army goals for Small Business (SB)(23%), Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) (5%), Women Owned Small Business (WOSB) (5%) and the Historically Underutilized Business Zone (HUBZone) (1.5% (FY 2000)) or the bidder is a small business.  The offeror has provided sufficient information to determine small business utilization including, but not limited to, the name(s), type of business, products/services and the estimated dollar amount to be performed by the small businesses.  In the alternative, the offeror's proposal will also be considered to be acceptable if the offeror provides a full explanation and justification for shortcomings of either the planned participation below the Army goals and unidentified small business vendors, or products/services to be performed by small businesses.  Based on the offeror’s past performance there is no more than a moderate risk that the offeror will not meet the proposed goals.

b. Unacceptable:  The offeror proposed to use a small business vendor base that does not meet all the published Army goals for SB, SDB, WOSB and HUBZone.  The offeror provides no explanation and justification for the shortcomings and provides insufficient information to determine planned small business utilization including, but not limited to, name(s), type of business, products/services and estimated dollar value to be performed by small businesses.  Based on the offeror’s past performance there is a high risk that the offeror will not meet the proposed goals.

c. Neutral:  Offerors that will be exempt from the submission of a subcontracting plan under this solicitation, in accordance with FAR 19.702(b), will be given a neutral rating.  Similarly, offerors that do not have a record of contract including FAR 52.219-9, “Small Business Subcontracting Plan” or DFARS 252.219-7003 “Small, Small Disadvantaged and Women-Owned Small Business Subcontracting Plan”, will also receive a neutral rating.  Offerors that are assessed as neutral will neither be aided nor harmed by the assessment.  

M.2.6
Evaluation Area IV:
Past Performance Criteria

The Government’s Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) will evaluate the offeror’s past performance on contracts of similar size, scope, and complexity to assess performance risk for this project.  The Past Performance Area is subdivided into the following three factors.  Risk Management is somewhat more important than either Customer Satisfaction or Quality of Products and Services, which are considered to be approximately equal in importance. 

1.
Customer Satisfaction

2.
Risk Management

3. Quality of Products and Services

M.2.7
Rating Methodology for Evaluation Area IV

The offeror’s performance risk will be evaluated using the following adjectival ratings:

a) Neutral Performance Risk – No relevant performance data is identifiable for the offeror; therefore, the risk in performing the required effort is indeterminate.

b) Low Performance Risk – The offeror’s performance met contractual requirements and exceeded several requirements to the Government’s benefit.  Contract performance was accomplished with few minor, non-recurring problems for which corrective actions taken by the offeror were highly effective.  Any resulting contract would require less effort than usual to administer.

c) Moderately Low Performance Risk – The offeror’s performance met contractual requirements.  Contract performance was accomplished with some minor, non-recurring problems for which corrective actions taken by the offeror were effective.  Any resulting contract would require the usual effort to administer.

d) Moderate Performance Risk – The offeror’s performance met contractual requirements.  Contract performance involved problems for which the offeror had to expend greater than normal effort in order to meet delivery, cost, or quality requirements.  A skilled contract management team utilizing good attention to detail should be able to administer the resulting contract.

e) Moderately High Performance Risk – The offeror’s performance did not meet some contractual requirements.  Contract performance indicates serious or systemic problems for which the offeror has failed to fully identify or implement corrective actions.  In addition, the proposed action(s) may be perceived as only marginally effective.  A superior effort on the part of an experienced contract management team will be necessary to administer the resulting contract.
f) High Performance Risk – The offeror’s performance did not meet a significant number of contractual requirements.  Contract performance indicates serious or systemic problems for which the offeror did not identify effective corrective actions.  The resulting contract would be an extreme challenge to administer; contract failure must be considered a possible outcome regardless of the effort or skills employed by the contract management team.
M.2.8 Evaluation Area V: Cost/Price Criteria

Price analysis, along with cost and technical analysis techniques, will be used to determine: price reasonableness; whether the proposal reflects a thorough understanding of the PWS; and whether the cost/price proposal is consistent with the unique methods of performance described in the offeror's technical/management proposal.  These methods of evaluation may include the use of information from sources such as (but not limited to) the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA), Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA), and other Government personnel.  

As part of the cost/price evaluation, proposals may be reviewed to identify any significant unbalanced pricing.  In accordance with FAR 15.404-1(g), Unbalanced Pricing, a proposal may be rejected if the Contracting Officer determines the lack of balance poses an unacceptable risk to the Government.

Cost/price proposals will also be evaluated to ensure that they comply with the standards set for non-exempt employees established by the Department of Labor (DOL) through the Service Contract Act, 41 USC 351 et seq.; its implementing regulations; and the appropriate wage determination issued by the DOL.  These standards include, but are not limited to, minimum direct labor rates, minimum health and welfare benefits per hour, and minimum vacation and holiday hours.  

The total evaluated price will be determined by adding the prices for all CLINs, including the surrogate priced CLINs, and other price-related factors cited in the solicitation. 

M.2.9 Rating Methodology for Evaluation Area VI:  Financial Capability

The following ratings will be used when assessing the financial capability of offerors:


a.  Acceptable:  The contractor’s financial condition, as represented in its data submitted in response to Section L (Paragraph L.5.5) of this RFP, demonstrates sufficient financial resources to complete the intended effort.


b.  Unacceptable – The contractor’s financial condition, as represented in its data submitted in response to Section L (Paragraph L.5.5) of this RFP, demonstrates insufficient financial resources to complete the intended effort.

M.3  52.000-4173   EVALUATION OF OFFERS (MAR 1988) (IOC 52.215-4507)

An offeror must quote on all items in this solicitation to be eligible for award.  All items will be award only as a unit.  Evaluation of offers will be based, among other factors, upon the total price quoted for all items.

(End of provision)

M.4  52.000-4611   EVALAUTION OF OPTIONS (JUL 1990) (FAR 52.217-5)

Except when it is determined in accordance with FAR 17.206(b) not to be in the Government's best interests, the Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement.  Evaluation of options will not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s). 

(End of provision)

   NOTE TO FAR CLAUSE 52.217-5: 

(a) All evaluation factors identified in the solicitation, except for F.O.B. origin transportation costs, will be applied to the option quantity for evaluation purposes. 

(b) If the offeror does not offer an option price, the lowest price offered for the item(s) shall be the price used for evaluation of any option quantities. 

(c) If varying prices are offered for the evaluated option, the Government will evaluate the total evaluated option quantity by using the highest option price offered. 

(d) If an offeror takes exception to the evaluated option, the Government may determine the offer to be nonresponsive/unacceptable. 

(e) If this solicitation contains a quantity variation, variations in quantity will not be considered in evaluation for award. 

(END OF NOTE)

M.5  Evaluation of the Government Installation Technical Performance Plan (TPP)

After the SSA selects the best-value commercial proposal, the SSA will review the Government's  Technical Performance Plan (TPP), which is a written document prepared in accordance with Section L, but addressing only areas I and II.  The SSA will determine whether the TPP is Acceptable or Unacceptable.  The SSA may request the SSEB to evaluate the TPP.

The Government is judged Acceptable in Area III, Small Business, Area IV, Past Performance and Area VI, Financial Capability.  Those areas will not be evaluated.

If the SSA judges that the Government is deficient in any area or that its proposal is unclear, the SSA will enter discussions with the Government.  The Government will revise its proposal until the SSA is satisfied that the Technical Performance Plan is acceptable.

Only when the Government's Technical Performance Plan is acceptable will the Government's cost documents be opened for comparison with the Best Value Commercial Offer.
END OF SECTION M 
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