SECTION M – EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD 

M.1
seq Level3 \r  0 \h 

seq Level2 \r  0 \h Basis for Award:

Award will be made to the responsible offeror whose proposal represents the best value to the Government as determined by the evaluations described in this section.  The Government reserves the right to award a contract to other than the low price offeror or offeror with the highest merit rating after consideration of all factors.  

M.2
seq Level3 \r  0 \h 

seq Level2 \r  0 \h Evaluation Guidance:

M.2.1
Selection of the successful offeror will be made based on the evaluation criteria stated below.  However, any proposal that is unrealistic, in terms of technical approach, schedule commitments, and or costs (high or low) will be deemed to have an inherent lack of technical competence or to have failed to comprehend the complexity and risk of the Government’s requirement stated in the solicitation.
M.2.2  Evaluation Areas:  Selecting an offeror for award will be based on an evaluation of proposals against four primary areas: (1) Technical, (2) Past Performance, (3) Management, and (4) Cost/ Price.  Factors and Subfactors within these areas are detailed below.  A proposal that receives an “unacceptable” rating in any of the technical or management factors will not be awarded a contract.   

M.2.3  Evaluation Approach:  A team of Government personnel will evaluate all proposals.  The content of written proposals, as well as information derived from discussions/negotiations, if discussions are held, will be evaluated to determine the degree and extent to which the requirements and objectives set forth in the solicitation are satisfied.   No assumption will be made by Government evaluators regarding areas not defined in the offeror’s written material/information provided to the Government for evaluation.  The Factors and Subfactors will be evaluated using the following criteria:

	Evaluation Consideration
	Factor and Subfactors
	Criteria Description

	TECHNICAL AREA
	Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4
	Experience

Technical Scenario

Planning Capability

LOGCAP Database

	PAST PERFORMANCE
	Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4
	Technical Performance

Management Oversight

Cost Control

Customer Satisfaction

	MANAGEMENT AREA


	Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

       Subfactors A

       Subfactors B

       Subfactors C

       Subfactors D

       Subfactors E

       Subfactors F

       Subfactor G

Factor 4
	Corporate Capability

Cost Containment/Funds Management

Program Control 

       Property Management

       Subcontracting

       Responsiveness/Flexibility

       Time/Schedule

       Reporting

       Security

       Quality

Financial Capability

	COST/PRICE
	Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4
	FFP CLINs

Scenario Most Probable Cost

Cost Plus Award Fee %

Cost Plus Fixed Fee %


M.2.4  Relative Order of Importance.  The Technical Area is more important than the Past Performance Area.  The Past Performance Area is slightly more important than the Management Area, which is slightly more important than the Cost/Price Area.  The Technical, Past Performance, and Management Areas, when combined, are significantly more important than the Cost/Price Area. Within the Technical Area, Factor 1 is more important than Factors 2 and 3.  Factors 2 and 3 are of equal importance.  Factor 4 is less important than factors 2 and 3.  Within the Past Performance Area, all Factors are of equal importance. Within the Management Area, Factors 1 - 3 are of equal importance, and each is more important than Factor 4.  All Subfactors within Factor 3 are of equal importance.  In Cost/Price, Factor1 is significantly more important than any of Factors 2-4 which have equal weight.   

M.3  EVALUATION CRITERIA:

M.3.1 Technical Area:
The technical approach will be evaluated by the appropriate evaluation committee(s) of the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) and be given an adjectival rating of Excellent, Acceptable, Marginal, or Unacceptable. 

M.3.1.1 Experience: 
The proposal will be evaluated based upon the extent to which the proposal demonstrates how the offeror’s experience contributes to his specific capability for performance of the Scope of Work (SOW) requirements.  The proposal will be evaluated for the degree to which the experience identified demonstrates the ability to execute rapid deployment actions, and sustain deployed forces in Continental United States (CONUS) and Outside Continental United States (OCONUS) locations, and support multiple contingencies simultaneously.  The proposal will be evaluated for demonstrated experience in innovative approaches, problem resolution and the degree to which enhanced performance is likely due to the offeror’s experience.

M.3.1.2 Technical Scenario:  The offeror’s response to the Technical Scenario will be evaluated for the following:



a. Understanding of Requirements:
The proposal will be evaluated based upon the extent to which the proposed solution to the scenario demonstrates a clear understanding of the logistics support required for this scenario to include solving problems, and the extent to which uncertainties are identified and resolutions proposed.  Proposals that are found to be unrealistic in terms of the performance and schedule will be considered as indicative of a lack of understanding of the complexities inherent in the requirement.



b.  Feasibility of Approach:
The proposal will be evaluated based upon the extent to which successful performance is contingent upon proven methods and techniques, and the extent to which the offeror’s methods and approach to the Technical Scenario are expected to result in successful completion of the proposed tasks and technical requirements within the required schedule.



c.  Completeness:
The proposal will be evaluated based upon the extent to which requirements have been considered, defined and satisfied, rating each proposal strictly in accordance with its content as presented in the offeror’s proposal for the Technical Scenario.  Evaluators will not assume that the offeror’s performance will include areas of investigation or any effort not specified in its proposal.

M.3.1.3  Planning Capability:   The offeror’s response to the planning requirements of the SOW will be evaluated for the following:

1) Proposed Steps for Planning:
The proposal will be evaluated to determine if the offeror demonstrates a clear understanding of the steps required to prepare plans that meet the requirements of the SOW. 

2) Resources Required for Planning:
The proposal will be evaluated to determine if the offeror demonstrates a clear understanding of the resources required to meet the planning requirements of the SOW.

3) Identification of Issues:
The proposal will be evaluated to determine if the offeror demonstrates the ability to identify any issues or problems anticipated in preparing the plans associated with the SOW; and 

4) Feasibility of Problem Resolution:
The proposal will be evaluated to determine the feasibility of the offeror’s approach to resolving problems that might be encountered during the planning efforts.

M.3.1.4  LOGCAP Database:  The proposal will be evaluated based upon the extent to which the proposal demonstrates an acceptable and realistic methodology for data collection and the proposed approach to satisfy the requirements set forth in the SOW. The proposal will be evaluated for the degree to which the offeror’s database will support his ability to plan and execute the requirements of the SOW.

M.3.2  Past Performance:  Past Performance will be evaluated by the Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) of the SSEB and be given an adjectival rating of Low Risk, Moderately Low Risk, Moderate Risk, High Risk or Unknown Risk. 

M.3.2.1
The Past Performance Volume will be evaluated to assess the relative risk associated with the offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the solicitation’s requirements as indicated by the offeror’s record of past performance.  

M.3.2.2
The Government will conduct a performance risk assessment based upon the quality of the offeror’s past performance and its proposed subcontractors, as it relates to the probability of successful accomplishment of the required effort.  When assessing performance risk, the Government will focus its inquiry on the past performance of the offeror and its proposed major subcontractors as it relates to all solicitation requirements. 

M.3.2.3
In the case of an offeror without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available; the offeror may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance.  Offerors with good past performance will be a lower risk than offerors with no past performance.  But offerors with poor past performance will have a higher performance risk than offerors with no past performance.

 M.3.2.4
A significant achievement, problem, or lack of relevant data in any element of the work can become an important consideration in the source selection process.  A negative finding under any element may result in an overall higher performance risk rating.  Therefore, offerors are reminded to include all relevant past efforts, including demonstrated corrective actions as appropriate, in their proposal.

M.3.2.5
Offerors are cautioned that in conducting the performance risk assessment, the government may use data provided by the offeror in its proposal and data obtained from other sources.  Since the government may not interview all sources provided by the offeror, it is 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 Government does not assume the duty to search for data to cure problems it finds in proposals. The burden of providing thorough and complete past performance information rests with the offerors.

M.3.2.6   The Past Performance/Performance Risk Area includes the following equivalently weighted factors:

    (1)  Technical Performance

    (2)  Management Oversight

    (3)  Cost Control

    (4)  Customer Satisfaction

M.3.3  Management Area:  

M.3.3.1: Evaluation Criteria: The offeror’s management proposal will be evaluated by the following three criteria and applied against the requirements of section L Factors L.7.1 – L.7.3 of the Management Area.  The proposals will be given an adjectival rating of Excellent, Acceptable, Marginal or Unacceptable. 

a.  Understanding of Requirements:
The proposal will be evaluated based upon the extent to which the proposal demonstrates a clear understanding of all management features involved in meeting the requirements of each Factor and Subfactor.  

b.  Feasibility of Approach:
The proposal will be evaluated based upon the extent to which the proposed management approach is capable of satisfying requirements and is realistically achievable.  This includes the extent to which all risks associated with the management approach for each Factor and Subfactor have been identified and mitigated for successful achievement of the requirements.

c.  Completeness:
The proposal will be evaluated based upon the extent to which management requirements for each Factor and Subfactor have been considered, defined and satisfied, based upon the offeror’s written proposal. 

M.3.3.2:  Financial Capability Evaluation Criteria:  The offeror’s financial capability will be evaluated. The proposals will receive an adjectival rating of low, moderate, or high risk for financial capability.
M.3.4
Cost/Price.  

M.3.4.1
The offeror’s Fixed Price CLINs  shall be evaluated by summing the total Firm Fixed Price line item for each program year for the Worldwide Management and Staffing Plan plus the Firm Fixed Price line item for Force Provider support for all program years.  Fixed price proposals will be reviewed for reasonableness, affordability, and realism to determine whether they reflect an understanding of the requirements or contain apparent mistakes. The proposed cost for sample scenario specified in Attachment 13 of  Section J of the solicitation will have a cost realism analysis performed to determine the Most Probable Cost (MPC) of each offeror's proposed performance.  The MPC figure will be used for scenario cost evaluation and will be developed from the offerors automated spreadsheet formulas. The offeror’s proposed approach and staffing plan must be consistent with the cost/price proposal.  The Government will also consider the proposed fixed percentages for the award fee (base and earned) for the cost-plus-award fee (CPAF) efforts and the fixed fee for the cost-plus-fixed fee (CPFF) efforts.  The Government reserves the right in its discretion to extrapolate based on these proposed percentages to reflect resulting potential cost and performance implications to the Government.  In summary, the Government will consider the following evaluation factors in the cost/price area and resulting best value analysis: (1) firm fixed priced CLINS, (2) the MPC for the scenario, (3)  the proposed award fee percentages, and (4) the proposed fixed fee percentage.

M.3.4.2
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.

M.3.4.3
If applicable, the cost/price proposals will also be evaluated to ensure they comply with the standards set for non-exempt employees established by the Department of Labor (DOL) through the Services Contract Act, 41 USC 351 et sig.; 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.
      M.3.4.4
Cost may play an additional role since considerations of cost 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 cost that the Government cannot afford.
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