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Addendum “B”


DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY (DISA)

COMPUTING SERVICES

ASSET DATA MANAGEMENT SOFTWARE ACQUISITON

ADDENDUM TO 52.212-2

EVALUATION FACTORS

1.0 The Government will award a contract resulting from this solicitation to the responsible contractor whose offer, conforming to the solicitation requirements, is most advantageous to the Government, cost and other factors considered.  The Government reserves the right to award a contract to other than the lowest priced offeror or to reject all proposals received in response to this solicitation, if doing so is in the best interest of the Government. 

2.0 This document describes the criteria the Government will consider in evaluating the capabilities and proposals submitted in response to the solicitation. 
3.0 The Government will not evaluate an offeror’s beta or non-general availability software.  Functionality will be evaluated based on the offeror’s commercially available software release in effect on the date of this solicitation.

4.0 This is a best value source selection conducted in accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regulation.  The evaluation will be conducted in two phases, a Phase I Proposal Evaluation and a Phase II Product Assessment.  Prior to the Phase I Proposal Evaluation, an initial review will address the solicitation’s mandatory requirements on a pass/fail basis.  Proposals that fail to meet the mandatory requirements will be eliminated from further consideration as technically unacceptable.  

      The Government will select the best overall offer based upon an integrated assessment of the Phase I evaluation factors, Technical Capability, Present and Past Performance, and Cost/Price, and the results of the Phase II Product Assessment.  For purposes of this evaluation Technical Capability is significantly more important than Present and Past Performance, which is significantly more important than Cost/Price.  When combined Technical Capability and Present and Past Performance are significantly more important than Cost/Price.  The Technical Capability subfactors are approximately equal.   The Phase II, Product Assessment, is significantly more important than Technical Capability.

5.0 Proposals unrealistic in terms of technical capability, cost/price, or schedule commitments will be deemed to indicate an inherent lack of understanding of the complexity and risks of the requirements and may be rejected.  

6.0 While the Government evaluation teams strive for maximum objectivity, the source selection process, by its nature, is subjective and professional judgment is implicit throughout the entire process.  

7.0 The evaluation of each offeror’s proposal will be based on an integrated assessment of the Factors and Subfactors set forth below.  Any proposal not meeting the Proposal Preparation Instructions set forth in the Addendum “A” may be rejected.   

8.0 Mandatory Requirements:  Offerors must concur with and/or meet all of the mandatory requirements identified in paragraphs 4.0 and 5.0 of the Statement of Work (SOW).  Proposals failing to satisfactorily meet these mandatory requirements will be deemed technically unacceptable and will not be considered further.  

9.0.  Phase I Proposal Evaluation:  

Proposals meeting all mandatory requirements will be evaluated using a best value assessment of Desired Technical Capabilities, Present and Past Performance and Cost/Price.  A competitive range determination may be made at the end of Phase I to identify the most highly rated proposals to participate in the Phase II - Product Assessment.  The Government may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition due to the limited resources (i.e. machine time) available to the Government for testing. 
Factor 1 - Technical Capability: SOW Paragraphs 6.1 – 6.9 and 7.9
Subfactor 1.1:  Desired Technical Capabilities  

The government will evaluate the extent to which the proposed solution provides an  Information Technology Asset Management (ITAM) hardware and software solution for centralized asset data repository and auto-discovery tools as described in SOW paragraphs 6.1 through 6.9.   Proposals will be evaluated for demonstration of a clear understanding of the desired technical capabilities and a comprehensive approach to accomplishing the tasks identified in the SOW.  Proposals will also be assessed for an understanding of and approach to overall system concepts and philosophies, the application of DoD Standards and DoD Information Assurance (IA) requirements, (SOW Paragraph 7.9) and best industry practices as applied to the DISA SOW tasks identified below.

· The solution provides a centralized database and functional application to support a comprehensive corporate IT Asset Management (ITAM) program. (SOW 6.1)
· The solution provides the capability to interface with other DISA databases/systems as defined in Section 2.1. (SOW 6.2)
· The solution provides the capability to develop, coordinate, process, and manage purchase requests and acquisition processing. (SOW 6.3)
· The solution provides the capability to process, manage, administer, report and renew contracts (SOW 6.4).

· The solution provides the capability to manage and track configuration changes to the overall asset portfolio and individual hardware and software assets. (SOW 6.5)
· The solution provides a reporting and inquiry capability to enable users to view, print, and export any data maintained in the database. (SOW 6.6)
· The solution provides the capability to develop, customize, and incorporate workflows throughout the application to guide functional processing. (SOW 6.7)
· The solution provides customizable automatic discovery of hardware and software assets and their associated attributes, and the resultant data must be integrated into the central repository. (SOW 6.8)
· Other associated requirements (SOW 6.9)
Subfactor 1.2: Architecture Strategy

Evaluation of this subfactor will include review of both the software product(s)/component(s) and the hardware components proposed and the interaction between/among them.  Documented third party hardware and software capabilities and documented ability to meet DISA’s overall technical objective as identified in paragraphs 3.0 and 3.1 of the SOW will also be evaluated. 

Factor 2 - Present and Past Performance 

Present and Past Performance will be evaluated based on a review of the vendor’s demonstrated present and past performance handling software operations, performance, maintenance and technical support on projects similar to that described in this RFP.  For  purposes of this source evaluation, recent past performance or currency is generally defined as those contracts for which a portion of the performance occurred after 01 January 2002. 

The Government reserves the right to use both data provided by the offeror and data obtained from other sources, including past performance databases (eg. CPARS and PPIMS).  In the event the offeror does not have a record of relevant present or past performance or where information on past performance is not available, they will not be evaluated either favorably or unfavorably.  
Factor 3 - Cost/Price

Cost/price proposals will not be rated or scored, but will be evaluated based on the Discounted Life Cycle Cost (DLCC), reasonableness and realism.

The DLCC of each proposal will be determined based upon the proposed prices over the entire five-year (60 month) contract period.  The total price for each year will be multiplied by the discount factors listed below.  The discounted annual amounts will then be summed to calculate the total DLCC.  The real discount rate used for this analysis is 2.1% as provided by OMB Circular No. A-94, (discount rates revised February 2004).  
Evaluation Year         CY1          CY 2          CY3          CY4          CY5  

Discount Factors        .979           .958            .937          .916          .895

Options.  The Government will also evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the price for all options to the price for the base period requirement.  The Government may determine an offer is unacceptable if the option prices are significantly unbalanced.  Evaluation of options does not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).

The reasonableness of the proposed prices will be determined by adequate price competition and/or comparison to the Independent Government Cost Estimate (IGCE).  

The Government will also evaluate the realism of the proposed pricing.  The price will be evaluated to assess the ability of the offeror to meet the requirements specified in the SOW, to determine if the price is realistic for the work to be performed and reflects a clear understanding of the requirements, and whether it is consistent with the various elements of the offeror’s technical proposal.  Results of this analysis may be used in performance risk assessment and responsibility determinations.  

Phase II:  Product Assessment.

This phase of the evaluation is designed to validate parts of the proposed solution to assess its capability to seamlessly integrate into a DISA environment.  The government will evaluate how easily the product can be implemented “out of the box” in a DISA Security Technical Implementation Guide (STIG) environment and whether it could pass a Security Readiness Review (SRR) and a Security Test and Evaluation (ST&E). The vendor will be required to demonstrate the following functionalities in a DISA lab environment:

· The solution provides a centralized database and functional application to support a comprehensive corporate IT Asset Management (ITAM) program.

· The solution provides the capability to interface with other DISA mandatory databases/systems as defined in Section 2.1 of the SOW.

· The solution provides the capability to develop, coordinate, process, and manage purchase requests and acquisition processing.

· The solution provides the capability to process, manage, administer, and report.

· The solution provides the capability to manage and track configuration changes to the overall asset portfolio and individual hardware and software assets.

· The solution provides a reporting and inquiry capability to enable users to view, print, and export any data maintained in the database.

· The solution provides the capability to develop, customize, and incorporate workflows throughout the application to guide functional processing.

· The solution provides customizable automatic discovery of hardware and software assets and their associated attributes, and the resultant data must be integrated into the central repository.

· Other associated requirements as listed in SOW 6.9
Previously evaluated technical capability subfactors (Phase I) may be adjusted based on the results of the validation testing.

Phase I and Phase II Ratings

Color/adjectival ratings, as described in the table below, will be assigned to each Subfactor and Factor and to the evaluated results of the Phase II Product Assessment.  The color/adjectival rating is a tool to simplify portrayal of the underlying narrative evaluation of how well the offeror’s proposal meets or exceeds the solicitation requirements.

The Phase I Subfactor color/adjectival ratings will be rolled-up to achieve the overall Factor color/adjectival rating and the Factor and Phase II color/adjectival ratings will be rolled-up to achieve the overall proposal color/adjectival rating.  The underlying narrative evaluation will be used to differentiate offers with the same color ratings.

Ratings Table

	Color
	Technical Capability & Product Assessment
	Strengths
	Weaknesses
	
	Past Performance

	Blue
	The proposal exceeds capability requirements in a way beneficial to the Government.
	The offeror’s proposal has significant, outstanding, or exceptional merit and exceeds the specified performance or capability requirements in a way beneficial to the Government, and either will be included in the contract or is inherent in the offeror’s process.
	The offeror’s proposal weaknesses are considered insignificant and have no apparent impact to the program.
	
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, essentially no doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.



	Green
	The proposal meets capability requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance.
	The offeror’s proposal has some strengths which are of benefit to the Government; the strengths clearly offset weaknesses.
	The offeror’s proposal has a few weaknesses; they are correctable with minimal Government oversight or direction.
	
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, little doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	Yellow
	The proposal does not clearly meet some capability requirements necessary for acceptable performance, but any proposal inadequacies are correctable.
	The offeror’s proposal has few strengths which are of benefit to the Government; the strengths do not offset the weaknesses.
	The offeror’s proposal has several weaknesses; they are correctable with considerable Government oversight or direction.
	
	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.

	Red
	The proposal fails to meet capability requirements and is therefore highly inadequate; the offeror cannot meet performance requirements.
	The offeror’s proposal has no beneficial strengths.
	The offeror’s proposal has a material failure meeting a Government requirement or a combination of significant weaknesses; they increase the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.
	
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, extreme doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.



	White
	Not used
	Not used
	Not used
	
	No performance record identifiable (see FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv)).


In addition, proposals will be assigned a risk assessment during the Phase I evaluation. The proposal risk assessment focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with an offeror's proposed approach as well as the potential for disruption of schedule, increased costs, degradation of performance, the need for increased Government oversight and the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  For each identified risk, the assessment will credit any self-identification of the risk by the offeror and evaluate the offeror's proposal for mitigating the risk to determine whether the proposed approach is acceptable.  Each proposal will receive one of the risk ratings defined below:

Proposal Risk Definitions

	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.


Proposal solutions that exceed solicitation requirements will be reviewed.  Offerors may propose specific contract provisions to be incorporated in an award to obligate them to proposals that exceed RFP requirements.  The Government reserves the right to accept or reject any such offers based on its unilateral determination regarding the benefits of the proposal.

10.0 Overall Best Value Selection

The best value selection will be based on the cumulative results of the evaluation and will take into consideration the relative strengths, deficiencies, significant weaknesses and risks of the proposal.  The Government will award a contract resulting from this solicitation to the responsible offeror whose offer, conforming to the solicitation; is most advantageous to the Government, cost and other factors considered.  The Government may reject all proposals received in response to this solicitation, if doing so is in the best interest of the Government.  


The government reserves the right to award without discussions and may accept an offer prior to its specified expiration date, unless a written notice of withdrawal is received before award.   A written notice of award or acceptance of an offer mailed or otherwise furnished to the successful offeror within the time for acceptance specified in the offer, shall result in a binding contract without further action by either party.  
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