
NOTICE:  The following solicitation provisions pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated in full text:

OTHER SOLICITATION PROVISIONS IN FULL TEXT

M001  SOURCE SELECTION  (MAR 2004)  (TAILORED)

(a)  Basis For Contract Award  

The Government will select the best overall offer based on Mission Capability, Past Performance, Proposal Risk, and Price.  This is a best value Full Trade-Off source selection conducted in accordance with Air Force Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (AFFARS) 5315.3 Source Selection.  Contract may be awarded to the Offeror who is deemed responsible in accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), 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.  The Government seeks to award to the Offeror who gives the Government the greatest confidence that they will best meet or exceed the requirements affordably.  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 performance of the higher priced Offeror outweighs the price 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).  

(b)  Number of Contracts to be Awarded

The Government intends to award approximately five contracts.  Approximately three contracts may be awarded under a full and open competition.  Approximately two contracts may be awarded under a partial small business set-aside.  

It is necessary for small businesses to request that their proposals be considered under the full and open competition.  Otherwise, all small business proposals will be evaluated for the contracts to be awarded under the small business set-aside competition.  

The Government reserves the right to make fewer or more awards based on the quality and quantity of proposals received.  
An Offeror may only be awarded one contract.

(c)  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 price 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.  No advantage will accrue to an Offeror who submits an unrealistically low offer.

(d)  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).

(e)  Number of Proposals

The Government shall evaluate a maximum of one proposal from each offeror.

M002  EVALUATION CRITERIA  (MAR 2003)  (TAILORED)

(a)  Evaluation Factors and Subfactors and their Relative Order of Importance

Award will be made to the Offerors proposing the combination most advantageous to the Government based upon an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors described below.  Four factors will be used in this evaluation:  Mission Capability, Proposal Risk, Past Performance, and Cost/Price.  Mission Capability, Proposal Risk, and Past Performance are of equal importance.  Cost/Price, although significant, is of less importance.  In accordance with FAR 15.304(e) - Evaluation Factors and Significant Subfactors, the evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price. Mission Capability subfactors and Proposal Risk subfactors are in descending order of importance.

FACTOR 1 – MISSION CAPABILITY
Subfactor 1.1 – Corporate Experience
Subfactor 1.2 – Management Approach

Subfactor 1.3 – Program Manager Experience

Subfactor 1.4 – Small Business Participation 
FACTOR 2 – PROPOSAL RISK
Subfactor 2.1 – Corporate Experience
Subfactor 2.2 – Management Approach

Subfactor 2.3 – Program Manager Experience

Subfactor 2.4 – Small Business Participation
FACTOR 3 - PAST PERFORMANCE
FACTOR 4 – COST/PRICE
(b)  Factor and Subfactor Rating

(1)  Each subfactor under the Mission Capability factor will be assigned a color rating.  The color rating depicts how well the Offeror's proposal meets the subfactor requirements in accordance with the stated evaluation criteria and solicitation requirements.  The Mission Capability subfactors and color ratings are described in paragraph c (below).  

(2)  Each subfactor under the Proposal Risk factor will be assigned a proposal risk rating (paragraph d below).  Proposal risk assessment focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with an offeror's proposed approach.  

(3)  A Performance Confidence Assessment will be assigned to the Past Performance factor (see paragraph e below).  Performance Confidence represents the Government's confidence in the Offeror's ability to successfully perform as proposed and is based on an assessment of the Offeror's present and past work record.  

(4)  Cost/Price will be evaluated as described in paragraph f.  When the integrated assessment of all aspects of the evaluation is accomplished, the color ratings, proposal risk ratings, performance confidence assessment, and evaluated price will be considered in the order of priority listed in paragraph a.  

(c)  Factor 1 - Mission Capability

Each subfactor within the Mission Capability Factor will receive one of the following color ratings, based on the assessed strengths and inadequacies of the 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. In arriving at a best value decision, the Government reserves the right to give positive consideration for performance in excess of threshold requirements.

	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.


(1)  Subfactor 1.1 - Corporate Experience

The Offeror must have a minimum of four years within the past five years of A&AS Government or commercial experience in all of the following areas:

1) Providing on-site customer support worldwide.  It is desirable to have Federal Government experience, e.g., DoD, DOE, EPA, etc.

2) Providing technical expertise for on-site meetings and activities.

3) Providing pre-award support.  It is desirable to have Federal Government experience, e.g., DoD, DOE, EPA, etc.

4) Providing post-award support.  It is desirable to have Federal Government experience, e.g., DoD, DOE, EPA, etc.

5) Providing QA/QC expertise of AFCEE-type products and services.

6) Providing strategic planning support.  It is desirable to have USAF or DoD experience.

(2)  Subfactor 1.2 – Management Approach

NOTE: Corporate Management Plan includes a Quality Control Plan
This subfactor is met when the Offeror presents a Corporate Management Plan that meets all of the following criteria:

1) A sound and realistic approach for obtaining and maintaining sufficient expertise in the following areas:

a. On-site base, MAJCOM, and other AFCEE customer support worldwide.

b. Technical expertise at on-site meetings and activities.

c. Pre-award support

d. Post-award support

e. QA/QC expertise of AFCEE products and services.
2) An effective approach to proactively manage TOs by:

a.    Identifying and mitigating management issues in a timely, accurate fashion and in sufficient detail to make informed proactive and corrective decisions.                            

b.    Proactively managing cost, schedule, quality, and risks in accordance with sound business practices including clear visibility into cost, schedule, quality, and risks for both contractor and Government management.

c.    Effectively communicating problems to the Government in a timely manner.

3) Effective processes to manage team members and subcontractors to include the following:

a.    Clear and concise management communication between prime and subcontractors

b.    Distribution of responsibilities between the prime and various team members, and ensures follow-through of responsibilities.

(3)  Subfactor 1.3 – Program Manager Experience

The Program Manager must demonstrate their capability to manage the overall GEITA contract through experience.

The Program Manager must have a minimum of four years experience on similar A&AS programs within the past five years in (a) recruiting, maintaining, and assigning personnel with expertise appropriate for the task; (b) managing cost, schedule, performance, and risk; and (c)  effectively communicating with customers on all levels.

(4)  Subfactor 1.4 – Small Business Participation

This subfactor applies ONLY to the full and open competition.  This subfactor does not apply to Small Businesses who choose to compete only in the Small Business set-aside competition.  

This subfactor is met when the Offeror demonstrates the following.

If a subcontracting plan is required by FAR 19.7

The subfactor is met when the subcontracting plan and proposal demonstrate the following.

(a)  The Prime demonstrates a valid corporate commitment between all parties in providing subcontracting opportunities for all small business, small disadvantaged business (SDB), women-owned small business, veteran-owned small business concerns, service disabled veteran-owned small businesses, HUBZone small business. 

(b) (1) The Prime demonstrates, as a minimum, compliance with Air Force Goals.

SMALL BUSINESS





23% 

SMALL DISADVANTAGED 


            

5% 

WOMAN OWNED





5%

HUBZone






3%

VETERAN OWNED





3%

SERVICE DISABLED VETERAN OWNED 


3% 

(2) The Prime demonstrates realistic targets expressed in dollars and in percentages of the total proposed subcontracting dollars for each category above.

(3) The Prime demonstrates realistic targets for the SDB Participation Program expressed in dollars and percentages of anticipated total contract value for the authorized NAICS Industry Subsectors with respect to SDB participation.

(c) The Prime’s subcontracting plan meets the requirements of FAR 19.7.  This is not an evaluation criterion.  It is a basic contract requirement.

If a subcontracting plan is NOT required by FAR 19.7, and the small business requests that their proposal be considered under the full and open competition, the minimum requirement of this subfactor is met.  However, the following are desirable to the Government:
(a) The Prime reflects a valid commitment between all parties in providing subcontracting opportunities for all small disadvantaged business.

(b)  The Prime reflects, as a minimum, compliance with Air Force goal of 5% for small disadvantaged businesses expressed in dollars and in percentages of the anticipated total contract value for the authorized NAICS Industry Subsectors. 

(c)  The Prime provides realistic targets for small disadvantaged businesses expressed in dollars and in percentages of anticipated total contract value for the authorized NAICS Industry Subsectors.

(d)  Factor 2 - Proposal Risk

Each subfactor under the Mission Capability factor will also be a subfactor under the Proposal Risk factor.  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 Proposal Risk subfactor will receive one of the following ratings.

	RATING
	
	DEFINITION

	
	
	

	HIGH (H)
	
	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 (M)
	
	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 (L)
	
	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.


(e)  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 ability to successfully perform as proposed.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror's demonstrated record of contract compliance in providing support to meet user's needs, including cost and schedule.  In addition to the prime contractor, the Government will only consider work performed by those subcontractors, teaming partners, and joint ventures proposed to perform at least 20 percent of the proposed effort based on the total proposed price, or perform aspects of the effort critical to overall successful performance. The Past Performance Evaluation is accomplished by reviewing aspects of an Offeror's relevant present and 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, teaming contractors, or Program Managers, 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.  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.   The following are the definitions for assigning the relevancy to the offerors' past and present contracts:

	RATING
	
	DEFINITION

	
	
	

	HIGHLY RELEVANT
	
	The magnitude of the effort and the complexities on this contract are 

	
	
	essentially what the solicitation requires.

	
	
	

	RELEVANT
	
	Some dissimilarities in magnitude of the effort and/or complexities exist

	
	
	On this contract, but it contains most of what the solicitation requires.

	
	
	

	SOMEWHAT RELEVANT
	
	Much less or dissimilar magnitude of effort and/or complexities exist on this 

	
	
	contract, but it contains some of what the solicitation requires.

	
	
	

	NOT RELEVANT
	
	Performance on this contract contains relatively no similarities to the 

	
	
	performance required by the solicitation.


Where a 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 completed (not just planned or promised).  The Government may review recent contracts or performance evaluations to ensure corrective actions have been implemented and to evaluate their effectiveness.  Offeror's 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 performance.  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.  In integrating the recent and relevant past performance of the prime contractor, subcontractors, teaming partners, and joint venture partners, the Offeror’s overall confidence assessment will be impacted by the amount and type of work proposed to be performed by each entity.  Past Performance information will be obtained through: 1) the Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS); 2) similar systems of other Government departments and agencies; 3) questionnaires tailored to the circumstances of this acquisition; 4) Defense Contract Management Command (DCMC) channels; 5) interviews with program managers and contracting officers; and, 6) 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.  Each Offeror will receive one of the ratings described below:

	RATING
	
	DEFINITION

	
	
	

	HIGH CONFIDENCE
	
	Based on the Offeror's performance record, essentially no 

	
	
	doubt exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the 

	
	
	required effort.

	
	
	

	SIGNIFICANT CONFIDENCE
	
	Based on the Offeror's performance record, little doubt

	
	
	exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required

	
	
	effort.

	
	
	

	CONFIDENCE
	
	Based on the Offeror's performance records, some doubt 

	
	
	exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the required

	
	
	effort.

	
	
	

	NEUTRAL/UNKNOWN CONFIDENCE
	
	No performance record identifiable (see FAR 15.305 (a)(2)(iii)

	
	
	and (iv)).

	
	
	

	LITTLE 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.

	
	
	

	NO CONFIDENCE
	
	Based on the Offeror's performance record, extreme doubt

	
	
	exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the required

	
	
	effort.


(f)  Factor 4 – Cost/Price

(a) Cost proposals will be analyzed in accordance with FAR 15.404-1(d).  Using one or more of the price analysis techniques defined in FAR 15.404, the Government, with assistance from the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA), will evaluate all offerors' direct and indirect rates and factors proposed for cost realism and reasonableness.  We will further ensure that offerors have provided an acceptable cost proposal (i.e. a proposal that contains all information called for in Section L of the RFP).

(b) For evaluation purposes only, and to brief the costs associated with each offeror, the source selection evaluation team will develop a composite average rate for each offeror.  Using a typical core labor hour mix required to complete requirements under this contract, the team will apply the contractor proposed fully burdened labor rates to the selected hours.  Total labor dollars thus derived will be divided by the total hours to determine the weighted composite rate for each offeror.  Should the rate evaluation disclose any significant questioned costs, the Government will develop a most probable fully burdened rate, reflecting the adjustment.  Both the proposed and Government adjusted position will be briefed to the Source Selection Authority.

7.1 Not used.

7.2 Not used.

7.3 Not used.

7.4 Total Evaluated Price

(a) Labor rates and indirect rates for each Offeror and team member will be incorporated and used on all firm fixed price requirements after contract award.   

(b) The Government has developed a pricing model that is representative of the types of task orders that may be issued under this basic contract. 

(c) The pricing model was developed based upon past experience. The model includes labor categories, associated labor hours, subcontract costs, and other direct costs predetermined by the Contracting Officer. 

(d) Proposed fully burdened labor rates will be input into the model, which when applied to the predetermined labor hours, will calculate a total price for each labor category.  Proposed indirect rates applicable to subcontract and other direct costs will be applied to the predetermined costs to establish the indirect cost amount. The labor category rates and indirect rates to be input into the pricing model will be the simple average of the rates proposed for each of the 9 years.

(e) All individual labor category prices, and indirect costs will then be totaled to arrive at the total evaluated price for each Offeror. 

(f) The total evaluated price will be the only price discriminator among Offerors.

(g) If team members propose labor rates for the same labor category, and that labor category is part of the pricing task, team member rates will be averaged to calculate one rate to be input into the pricing model.

(h) The table below illustrates Pricing model calculations. This is an example only and does not represent actual hours or number of labor categories included in the pricing model.

	LABOR CATEGORY
	HOURS
	RATES
	TOTAL

	1
	100
	$40.00
	$4,000

	2
	200
	$30.00
	$6,000

	3
	300
	$20.00
	$6,000

	4
	200
	$10.00
	$2,000

	SUBTOTAL
	
	
	$18,000

	ITEM
	AMOUNT
	RATE
	TOTAL

	SUBCONTRACTING
	$3,000
	5%
	$150

	Other Direct Costs (ODCs)
	$1,000
	5%
	$50

	TOTAL EVALUATED PRICE
	
	
	$18,200


(g)  Discussions

The Government intends to evaluate proposals and award a contract without discussions with offerors (except clarifications as described in FAR 15.306(a)).  Therefore, the offeror's initial proposal should contain the offeror's best terms from a price and technical standpoint.  The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later determines them to be necessary.  The government will document discussion topics using the government-initiated Evaluation Notices (ENs).  If during the evaluation period, it is determined to be in the best interest of the Government to hold discussions, the Offeror's responses to the ENs and/or updates in the Final Proposal Revision (FPR) will be considered in making the best value decision.

M003  SOLICITATION REQUIREMENTS, TERMS AND CONDITIONS  (AUG 2003)

Offerors are required to meet all solicitation requirements, such as terms and conditions, representations and certifications, in addition to those identified as factors/subfactors to be eligible for award.  Failure to comply with 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.

M008  PRE-AWARD SURVEY  (AUG 2003)

The Government may conduct a pre-award survey (PAS) as part of this source selection.  Results of the PAS (if conducted) will be evaluated to determine each Offeror's capability to meet the requirements of this solicitation.
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