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APPENDIX 5 (Section M)

EVALUATION OF OFFERS

Evaluation of Offers

The Government intends to make 2-3 awards for those items specifically listed in Section A, and Section B that are related to specific Contract Line Items.

The Government will determine which offerors can best accomplish the requirements set forth in this solicitation.  In making this determination, the Government will conduct an integrated assessment to determine the best value to the Government using the criteria outlined in this section. 

Award will be made to those offerors whose proposal represents the best values to the Government, considering the evaluation criteria and the requirements of the solicitation.  Consequently, the areas of Program Management/System Integration, and Technical/Manufacturing along with the total evaluated price and performance risk assessment could result in awards to offerors other than those with the lowest price/estimated cost.  However, the Government reserves the right to make no award as a result of the solicitation if, upon evaluation, none of the proposals is deemed likely to meet the Program Management/System Integration, Technical/Manufacturing requirements at an acceptable level of risk and/or price.

Evaluation Guidance

Selection of the successful offerors will be made on the evaluation criteria stated below.  However, any proposal that is unrealistic in terms of the Program Management/System Integration, Technical/Manufacturing plans, and proposed price (high or low) to execute the plan, which reflects a lack of understanding of solicitation requirements, may be grounds to reject the proposal. 

Selecting an offeror for award will be based on an evaluation of proposals in four areas:  Program Management/System Integration, Technical/Manufacturing, Past Performance, and, Price.  Each area is weighted and is separately described below.

The Program Management/System Integration, Technical/Manufacturing areas will be evaluated and assigned an adjectival rating by the Management/Technical (M/T) evaluation team of the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB).  The level of the rating will be based on the extent of risk the proposal represents and to the extent to which the offeror has proposed innovative, economically advantageous solutions to meet the Government’s primary objectives.  As part of its evaluation the M/T team will consider the extent to which the proposal (plan) provides a clear and logical description of the ability to execute the Government’s prime objectives. 

The M/T will also determine if the technical proposal (plans) are consistent with the pricing aspect.  Additionally, the M/T evaluators will determine if the offeror has the commitments as a prime contractor and/or from subcontractors, and key personnel to successfully execute the plans.
The M/T team will also determine if the solicitation requirements are thoroughly addressed and the proposal offers some economic advantages, strengths, innovation, or overall commendable understanding of and approach to the requirements; and is coupled with moderately low risks.  If there are weaknesses, that they are manageable without requiring Government oversight and there are no deficiencies.
The proposals will also be evaluated to determine that they reflect a clear understanding of the requirements, are realistic, achievable and consistent with the methods of performance described in the offeror's management/technical proposal.  Consistency between the proposed price and the management/technical approach shall be clearly demonstrated.  Significant, unexplained differences, where price does not match the management/technical approach and the risk involved, may result in a proposal being removed from the competitive range making it ineligible for award.  

The Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) of the SSEB will evaluate past performance.  Performance risk will be determined based on the offerors’, including major subcontractors (those whose products and services exceed $50,000 during a performance year) past performance and will be given an adjectival rating of high, moderate, moderately low, low, or neutral performance risk. 

The Pricing Team of the SSEB will analyze prices for supplies for reasonableness, affordability, consistency with proposed business plans and overall net price to the Government.

Proposal contents and areas, factors, or sub-factors that appear to be unreasonable, unrealistic, unsupported, unclear, and/or deficient will be identified.  If required, discussions will only be conducted with those offerors who are within the competitive range based on all of the evaluation criteria. 

Evaluation Criteria

During the source selection process, the Government will assess the relative risks associated with each offeror and proposal.  It is important to note the distinction between proposal risk and performance risk.

Proposal risks are those risks associated with an offeror’s proposed approach in meeting the Government’s requirements.  Proposal risk is assessed by the proposal evaluators and is integrated into the rating of each specific evaluation under the Management/Technical and cost areas.

The evaluation criteria are divided into successively lower levels of importance.  First tier criteria are called elements.  Second tier criteria are called factors.  Third tier criteria are called sub-factors.  This criteria is as follows:

Program Management/Systems Integration Capability Section (Area)
The Management Assessment Team will evaluate the following Management performance elements: 


a.  Team Organization


b.  Integration Plan

c.  Key Personnel

The Integration Plan is as important as Team Organization and Key Personnel combined.  Team Organization is more important than Key Personnel.

The Technical Assessment Team will evaluate the following Technical performance elements:


a.  Manufacturing Plans and Process


b.  Quality, Test, and Evaluation


c.  Manufacturing Equipment, Facilities, and Production Rate

Quality, Test, and Evaluation is slightly more important than either Manufacturing Plans and Process, or Manufacturing Equipment, Facilities, and Production Rate, which are equally important.


Management/Technical is moderately more important than Past Performance, which is slightly more important than Price.  The best value determination will be made giving consideration to the relative significance of price differences between offerors in comparison with the total value of goods to be received by the Government.

All evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are significantly more important than price.  

The areas and factors (with assigned weightings) are listed below.  If a weighting has not been assigned then all factors should be considered equal.

Management/Technical Evaluation Criteria

The Management and Technical areas each contain three factors.  The factors are listed below, and their relative importance is noted.

Management (area):


1.  Team Organization (factor)


2.  Integration Plan (factor) 


3.  Key Personnel (factor) 

Technical (area):


1.  Manufacturing Plans and Process (factor)


2.  Quality, Test, and Evaluation (factor)


3.  Manufacturing Equipment, Facilities, and Production (factor)

The Management and Technical areas are significantly more important than Past Performance and Price.  Past Performance is more important than Price
Performance Risk Area Evaluation Criteria

Past Performance (area):

Performance risks are those risks associated with an offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the solicitation requirements as indicated by that offeror’s record of past performance.  Performance risk is assessed by the PRAG and is assigned a narrative rating in the performance risk area of the evaluation.

The PRAG will conduct a performance risk assessment based upon the quality of the offeror’s past performance as it relates to the probability of successful accomplishment of the required effort.  When assessing performance risk, the PRAG will focus its inquiries on the offeror’s record of performance as it relates to the performance of all solicitation requirements. 

The PRAG evaluation will consider the following factors:

Business Management Compliance

Risk Management

Customer Satisfaction

The PRAG may obtain any available information on the offeror and its proposed subcontractors from any source including the Contractor Information System at Army Materiel Command (AMC) or similar databases within the Department of Defense (DOD).

Each performance risk assessment will consider the furnished and gathered data, significant achievement(s), the number and severity of problems, the effectiveness of corrective actions taken, and the overall work record.  An overall performance risk rating will be assigned to each offeror based on the factors above.

A significant achievement, problem, or lack of relevant data in any factor of the work can become an important consideration in the source selection process.  A negative finding under any element may result in an overall high performance risk rating.  Therefore, offerors are reminded to include all relevant past efforts, including demonstrated corrective actions, in their proposal.  The offeror’s performance risk will be evaluated and assigned an appropriate risk level.  Performance risk rating categories and definitions are below:

Low Performance Risk – The offeror’s performance met contractual requirements and exceeded some requirements to the customer’s benefit.  Contract performance was accomplished with few minor, non-recurring problems for which corrective actions taken by the offeror were highly effective.

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.  

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.  

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.  

High Performance Risk – The offeror 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. 

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

Offerors are cautioned that in conducting the performance risk assessment, the Government may not necessarily interview all of the sources provided by the offerors; it is therefore incumbent upon the offeror to explain the relevance of the data provided.  Offerors are reminded that while the Government may elect to consider data obtained from other sources, the burden of proving recent, relevant, and accurate information rests with the offerors.

Business Management Compliance, Risk Management, and Customer Satisfaction are considered to be of approximately equal importance. 

Price Area Evaluation Criteria 

Price (area):

The basis for award for the Price area will be total evaluated price,

The Firm Fixed Price CLINs shall be evaluated by adding the net prices for the Firm Fixed Price CLINs for all performance periods and will be reviewed to assess affordability, realism and reasonableness (IAW FAR 15.404.1(d)(3) in order to identify the credible offer that represents the most economically advantageous terms to the Government.  Price factors that appear unreasonable, unrealistic, and/or unsupported, will be identified.  The Government reserves the right to open discussions on any of the identified factors.  Supplies will be evaluated as the lowest overall price to the Government after consideration of all items, with first article.

Consideration of price in terms of best value and affordability may be controlling in circumstances where two or more proposals are otherwise adjudged equal or when a technically superior proposal is at a price that the Government cannot afford. 

The best value determination will be made giving consideration to the relative significance of price differences among offerors in comparison with the total value of goods and services to be received by the Government.

As part of the 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 and unacceptable risk to the Government.

A financial analysis will be completed on each offeror, including major subcontractors (those whose products and services exceed $50,000 during a performance year).  The analysis will consist of quantitative and qualitative assessments and will focus on the current financial position of the offeror.  The results of the financial analysis will be used for Government determination of the offeror's financial capability and overall responsibility.  The responsibility determination will be made by the PCO.  A determination of unacceptability may render the entire proposal unacceptable for award.
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